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SCOPE AND CONTENTS: In this work, we have analysed the problem of
temporality and its soteriological significance in the philosophico-
religious gréditions of the Samkhya—Yoga and ;bhidharma Buddhism. The

basic concern is to demonstrate ;he possibility of accounting for temporal
deter&ination without taking recourse to a reification of time category.

An attempt is made to bring out the soteriological implications of such a
perspective. The introductory section defines the problematic and methodolo-
gical issues in the present study. This is followed by Part I, which is

an expo;itory seﬁtion on Samkhya-Yoga. Here, the problem of temporality

is investigated against the background of the basic ontological perspective of
the Samkhya-+Yoga. ‘Part’Ii is a critical exposition of the problem of tem- "
porality in the Abhidharma Buddhism, We haYg attempted to show how, accord-
ing to the Abhidharma Buddhism, temporal determination is a feature of rea-

lity. The concluding section looks at the problem in comparative pérspective.
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In this section we have tried to show how the two philosophico~religious
systems, despite certain basic differences, have some common structural

aﬁd thematic congruity. '
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ABSTRACT

In the present work an attempt is made to study the problem of

temporality in the religious philosophies of the Samkhya-Yoga and Abhi-

dharma Buddhism. The two systems are studied 'in comparative perspec—~
tive to determine the degree of compatibility of the two on the specific.
issue of temporality and its significance for the wofld—transcendence..'
The systems under investigation have been selected on the ground that'
_both of them look at temporality a; a characteristic built into the
structure of things.Reification of time, as an abstract category independent «
of entitieg, is alien to both the systems. Temﬁorality is conceived not
in ferms of t§ne“as a transcendent condition of our being and cognition,
Rather it is conceived in terms of the ch;ngefulness a#d‘becomingness)
characteris;ic of phenomena as such and its relationship to the cognizing
v .

consciousness. This indeed is the most important persﬁective that they
_share against other religious philosophies of India.

Our interest in the two systems' articulation of the pro$1em ema-
nates from the conviction that the systems under investigat%on, insteaé
of being.d}ametrically opposed to each other, complemgnt each other and
in some significant ways share certain basic perspectives. The fact of their

complementarity has been ignored in the earlier studies. There are some

occasional statements about the possibility of some similarities between

)



the two. But no study of significance, excepé that of Stcherbatsky, has
been undertaken to see if there is any significgnt correlation between
the two. Most of the time scholars have treated them as .representing two
diamefrically opposed ontological perspectives, Murti being the most pro-
minent proponent of this position. That there are certain important dif-
ference; between the two cannot be denied. But it has been our concern
to‘déﬁonSCrate that, despite important differences in their ontoloéical
perspectives, the two systems are in close company, spe;ially in théir
articulation of the problgm of temporality and its soteriological impli~
cations.

The body of the thesis is divided into three major parts. The first

" part is a critical exposition of the problem 1n'the context of Samkhya-

- Yoga. The sécond part deals with the problem with reference to Abhidharma
Buddhism. And the third part is an attempt to bring out the cérrelation
.£etween the two systems with special reference to the soteriglogical impli-
cations of their conception of the problem under‘investigation.

The following are the major findings of the pres;nt work:

1. * Both the Samkhya-Yoga and Abhidharma Buddhism relativize the cate~-
gory of time. This relativization is part and parcel of their non-
cosmological understanding of the temporal proceés‘ .

2. Temporality is defined as a feature built into the structure of !
change and becomingﬁegs and its subjective experience,

3. For eggiiining tempo;al detérminations of past, present and future

implicit distinction between real and existent is admissible. The

ﬁresent alone 1s considered existent, while past and future are real.

5



The realm of the temporal is conceived in contradistinction with
Eternity, the two being dialectically related. The temporality is
seen in opposition to Eternity and yet providing a link with Eter-
nity.

The transcendence of temporality is a function of consciousness.

Reflection (contgmplation) as an act of consciousness is a temporal

act. But reflection is seen as having a built-in structure of
transcendence. This transcendence of the temporal process takes
place in the present. Actordingly, both the Samkhya-Yoga and Abhi-

dharma Buddhism are the soteriologies of the present.

v
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CHAPTER I

AIMS AND ASSUMPTIONS

Introduction:

The subject matter of the present dissertation is the problem of
time and temporality in the s§SCems of Samkhya-Yoga and Abhidharma Budd-
hism. For the purposes of this study, it is crucial that we make a con-
ceptual distinction between the categories of time and temporality. The
category of time is used for reification of time as an absolute category
;ith independent ontologigal status. Time is conceived independent of
entities and somehow influéncing an& conditioning the mode of being of
all entities. Temporality, on the other hand, is the e%bression uséd to
indicate the fact of change which characterises entities as their mode.

It is not what stands independent of them claiming a co-ordinate status
in relation to them, but is constituted of their very mode of existing.

Neither Samkhya-Yoga nor Abhidharma Buddhism look at tempo;ality
as a feature or function of time conceived as reified category. aTempo-
rality is not the adjectival synonym of time understood as the transcen-
dent condition of our being and cognition. More specifically, within the
context of these two systems, temporality may be defined in terms of‘the
changefulness and becomingness characteristic of phenomena as such and its
relationship to the cognizing congciousness. Thus, in this study, the term
temporality is used to connote both the fact of change and finitude of,

f
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__Eiififizi}(eXiSCane as well as its subjective experience.

In this work we have used the hyphenated expression of Samkhya-Yoga
O ri

to bring out the close correlationJiqﬂgﬁe—basic ontological perspective'of

the two schools of thought. The Samkhya system under investigation includes

g

the thought of Samkhya Karika and Samkhya Sutra and various coumentaries

thereon. Yoga, in the present context, is used for the classical Yoga or
Raja Yoga as expounded in the Patanjali's Yoga Sutra and the various com-
Mentaries on it. In using this hyphenated expression we have tried to zero
upon substantial agreement in the basic ontological perspectives of the two
2 /
systems. 7 P
The expression Abhidharma Buddhism is employed in this work to con-

note the 'school' of Buddhist thought whose ideas are systematically ex-

pounded in the Abhidharmakoda of Vasubandhu and commentaries thereon. The

use of the expression is prefetred for various reasons and in the absence
of a more adequate label indicative of the scope of this study. Vasubandhu

himself uses the term in Abhidharmakoda as a proper name to refer to the

. philosophical standpoint which 1is the subject matter of the Abhidharmakoga.

Moreover, both Vasubandhu and his commentator Yadomitra seem to be in com

plete agreement in maintaining that the Abhidharmakoga presents in a concise

and systematic manner the central ideas of the primary Abhidharma texts which

d¥e now 1o§t to the Sanskrit tradition.3

lSee pp. 9-15.
2For further discussion see pp. 46-49.

3See pp. 150-152,



Setting of the Problem

The significance of time component in the religious symboiism of
a cultural subsystem has been noted by scholars. The time element is
an integral part, of no small consequence, of any developed. system of
meaning. The time component of ghe symbol system may be seen to provide
an important clue to the pattern of meaning structures, their emergence
and maintenance. A study of religion as a system of meaning cannot re-
main indifferent to this fact.

What is importaﬂt, however, is not ;o look at symbol systems and
meaning structures in unidimens£onal and unilinear terms. Ignoring the
complex character and varieties of levéls on which the symbol system
operates will lead to oversimplification or undermining of the‘essential
elements that go into the making of symbol system. This wi}I dlso lead
to negleéting the fact of intricate dialectical relationshi;_between dif-
ferent elements and levels of meaning structures. Study of time symbol-
ism in any meaning structure is no exception in this regard. A symbol
system degli;g with the temporal dimension of reality may, for analytical
and heuristic'purposes, be broken up and analysed on different levels.

It may be analysed in terms of its function on mythic level, or as an

element in the ritualistic participation in religious act:ivit:ies.1 It

/

1Eliade; Mircea, Myth and Reality, New York: Harper & Row,

196 3.



may also as well be seen as a form of choice and coumitment of faith.l

And, it may likewise also be considered in the context of the reflective
act of consciousness and its significance for world transcendence.2

It is important not to forget that these levels of meaning struc-
ture are not mutually independent;'rather\they interpenetrate. If we
emphasise the level on which time symbolisﬁ is related to the reflective
act of consciousness we do not intend to underestimate the value of the’.
analysis which takes place on another level, nor do we tend to suggest
that they do not have any bearing on each other. However, many studies
of the ;roblem of time in philosophico-religious thoughts of India have
falleA prey to the temptation of underestimating the complexity of the
meaning structure and th; interpenetration of different levels. It may’
be profitable to analyse some of thesge teﬂdencies to situate oﬁr own
progrgmmé in a wider context.

Most studies of the problem of time in the specifip context

. . A J
of Indian thought have concentrated on the fact of continual downplay-

ing of the realm of the t:emporal.3 Some scholars tend to _hﬁ?

-
13

1Wieman, H., "Time and Man's Ultimate Commitment”, The Journal of
Religion, 34, 1954, pp. 173-186. .

2Coomaraéwamy, Ananda, K., Time and EternLEy, Switzerland: Arti-
bus Asiae Publishers Ascona, 1942, This is the perspective that we in-
tend to develop in the present work. Here we will try to show this per-
spective in the context of S3mkhya-Yoga. and Abhidharma Buddhism.

! i .

‘3Reyana, Ruth, "Metaphysics of Time in Indian Philosophy', in Zeman
Jiri (ed.), Time in Science and Philosophy, New York: Elsevier Publishing
Company, 1971,




concentrate on the contrast between the Indian conception of time and

the Judaeo-Christian understanding of time. The contrast has been brought

£

.

out in two specific wgys. The first in terms of cyclic and linear con-
ceptions of time, the former consideréd characteristic. of Indian reli;
gions, including Buddhism and the latter of the Judaeo-Christian tradi-
tion including that of Islam.1 The other approach to the problem in
comparafive perspective emphasises the fact that while Christian evalua-
tion of time places premium on its being the realm of divine creativity
and beneficence, the Indian conception tends to zero on time being the
realm of the operation of divine's destructive and world obliterating
power.2 Thus it is stated that the contrast of Indian conception of
time '"with the Christian evaluation of Time 1s'virtually absolute. In-
stead of Time as the field in which God's beneficent purpose majéstically
reveals itself, Indian thought has here identified God with the obliter-

ating force of Time."3

What these perspectives on the. problem of time in Indian thought
have missed is the fact that any system of meaning.(and conceptualization
abotlit time is part andlparcel of a system of meaning) involves .intricate

layers or levels of meaning. What may be obvious on one level of meaning

structure may not be the case at another level and a generalization based

1Samattha, S. J., The Hindu View of History , Banglore: CSIRS, 1959.

2Brandon, S. G. F., History, Time and Deity, New York: Manchester
University Press, 1965.

3Ibid., p. 3.
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on one leigi’may not be applicable to another level. For a comprehensive

-

understanding of the significance of time component in the meaning struc-

"tures under investigation one must isolate these levels or layers and

L'
see them in their intrinsic character. The different levels may be seen

in dialectical relationship, each of them influencing/éﬁd moulding the

- -

-— - v

other, and in turn being influenced and moulded by them,

As an instance of these ?endencies to undermine the signiﬁicance of
different layers of meaning str&ctures we may cite again S.G.F,. Btandor;.1
Brandon, in his work overemphasised the transcendent character of time in
Indian thought. This predisposition towards transcendent time led him to
stress on the one han& the identity of time with the obliterating power

of the divine and on the other of time being the receptum of all entities

‘'The inevitable result of such predisposition is a complete underestima-

tion of the religious significance attached by the Indian mind to the tem-

poral process itself. While some Indian systems do emphasise the tran-
scéhdent character of time, that constitutes only one element of the

meaning structure and holds true only partially. The other element of
the+.structure rémains opaque and consequently Brandon can only see "the

A

Indian fear of time".2 . |
t [
On a different level of meaning structure, the level which seeks
to exemplify the significance of the temporal process, the fear of time

is counterbalanced by the hope of transcendence, the transcendence itself

Ybid.

2Ibid., p. 35.

—
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seen as a temporal act point%ng to freedom (Mgggg or Nirvgnas. The tem—.
poral process which is seen as coincident with pain and suéfering is also
seen as providing a clue to transcendence. For the generality of Indian
philosophico-religious system: the present in which the individual is
situated at a specific moment, .is thé~moment of transcendeﬁce.1

It is important to note that 'moment' (ksana or nimesa) .refers

L4 .

both to the "brief moment" as to measure of time and also to the moment
without duration, the ideal condition of freedom! or transcendence.

It is in the latter sense that Nimiga ("Twinkling of an Eye'") as a syno-
nym for divinity, is implied by the term naimigizah (people of the moment).2

And it is in this sense that Vasubandhus statement that the great awaken-

ing (abhisambodhi) is 'single instantaneous'" (eka-ksana) is to be takenm3
——————

The notion of "instantaneous‘awakening"(gkasanabhisambodhi) continues to
catch the fancy of the sadhaka (aspirant). Thg Yogic emphasis on the con-
templation of the moment (ggggi) as the means of realising eternity within
a single compass of a 'now'.only reinforces our thesis that temporal struc-
ture is also conceived as the structure of transcendegce.a It is stated

in Kalacakratantra: '"The birthplaqe.of the Royal Conquerors is in one

constant moment (ekasminsamayekgare)".

1Coomaraswamy, op. cit., p. 47.

sty

2chandogya Upanisad, 1 2.13.

3Obermiller, E., "The Doctrine of Ptajgi;péramité as exposed in the
Abhisamayalamkdra of Maitreya", Acta Orientalia, 11, 1933, pp. 81-82.

“Yoga Sutra, 3.52.



The identification of time and eternity finds a prominent place
in Upanisadic scheme of things.l A distinctions between two forms (dvi
rupe) of Brahman is made in terms of "Time and Without Time" (kElas—
cEkElastgg): "What precedes the Sun is Without Time (akala) and undivided
(akdla); but what begins with Sun is Time which has parts (sakdla) and its
form is the Year."2 Mircea Eliade interpreting this passage observes:

The expression "what precedes the Sun'" may be interpreted

cosmologically as relating to the epoch which preceded,

the Creation..... but its application is above all meta-

physical and soteriological: it refers to the paradoxical

situation of him who obtains illumination, who becomes a

‘jivan-mukta, who is "delivered in this life', and thereby

transcends time in the sense that he no longer partici-

pates in it.3

Mircea Eliade has greatly enriched our understanding of the time
symbolism in the Indian tradition. He attaches speclal significance to
mythic symbolism and ritual re-enactment of a sacred temporal goment in
the scheme of transcendence. In his thesis Eliade makes a distinction
between two conceptions of Time, namely 'le temps sacre' (the sacred
time) and 'le temps profane' (the profane time).“ Myths and rites ac-
cording to him are the mechanisms of transcending the painful and evil

experliences of the profane existence. The rites are, thug, conceived as

the mechanisms of re-enactment or renewal of the original act of creation

lBrhadaranyaka Upanisad 2.3.1.

2Maitri Upanigad 7.2.8.

4
¢ &
?Eliade, Mircea, "Time and Eternity in Indian Thought"  Man and Time,
ed. Campbell, Joseph, New York: Pantheon Books, 1957, p. I/8.

“Ibid., p. 173.



and are supposed to possess the virtue of annulling history with all its
misdeeds and misfortumes. Such a symbolic annulment of the past or his-
tory of the profane timesynchronizes with the return to sacred time of
B aaemmammmen s 1 '

the beginning.

Similarly, Myth too, according to Eliade is a structure of tran-
scendence of the profane time. Through narration of myth, profane time
is symbolically abolished. Thus:

mythical or sacred time is qualitatively different from

profane time, from the continuous and irreversible time

of our everyday, desacralized existence. In narrating a

myth, Mre reactualize, as it were, the sacred time in which

occurred the events of which we are speaking. In a word,

myth 18 supposed to take place in an intemporal time,.....

in a moment without duration, as certain mystics and phil-

osophers conceive of eternity.

The importance of the above perspective cannot be overemphasised.
Of special merit in his treatment is the recognition of the soteriological
significance of time symbolisms. However, we find his treatment deficient
“in one specific way. While We puts great emphasis on the role of myth and
rituals in the process of sacralization, he ignores other elements which
may equally be operative in this process.2 Reflection or contemplation
along with commitment can play equally significant role in the process.
Just as the narration of a myth or ritual enactment of a sacred act en-
ables the individual to transcend fhe realm of temporality so does con-
templation or reflection enable the individual to realize eternity. The

soteriological significance of reflection as an act of consciousness con-

sists in its being the structure of both world involvement and world

lypid.,

2Hol, Hans, Identity and the Sacred, Qxford: Basil Blackwell, 1976,
po 15. ' -
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transcendence. Reflection.is basically a temporal act. It is a function
of conscioﬁsness which reflects.upon itself as the structure of temporal
becoming. But it is by the same act that the consciousness or the sub-
ject also comprehends eternity. Transcendence thro;gh contemplation or
reflection, at least according to the generality of the Indian philos-
ophical tradition, is the primary and authentiF mode of transcendence.
While the non-reflective avénues of transcendence are not denied, the

contemplative approach is singled out as the true mode of realizing eter-

nity in its limitless and accomplished character.ﬁ

Tﬁe Problematic

The central issue for the present work is the possibility of in-
terrogating temporglit& in terms of its givenness as an objective fact
and its relationship to the cognizing consciousness. The term temporal-
ity is used to connote both the fact of change and finitude of phenomenal
existence as well as its '"subjective' experience. It is our assumption
that neither of the two can be conceived in isolation from the other.
Temnorali&y is a feature of existence as a structure of world involve-
ment. Thus articulated, the problem of temporality then turps out to be
the problem of subjectivity as what is implied in the structure of world
involvement. It may then be asked: is not temporality a feature of exis-
tence conceived in terms of the relation of subjectivity to time? What

is the relationship of time to the cognizing subject? or,

1Further implications of this perspective for consciousness and the

temporal process will be worked out in detail at a later stage. See
infra, p. 256.



How 1is time related to the subject? But then, is time anything other
than the relation itself, or to be-more precise, the structure of rela-
tion of.the things to things and things to subject. This aspect of

time as the structure of relatedness of things and beings of the em-
piric world, is an undeniable fact. Neither Samkhya-Yogh nor Abhidharma
Buddhism would deny the empiric reality of time conceived as the struc-
ture of temporal relatedness.

The basic issue, however, still evades us. Granting that the em~
piric time is the structure of the relatedness of things and beings which
are pe;ceived as constantly changing and in a relationship of priority
anh posteriority, we still have to ask the question of the relation of
this structure to the subject as world-involved. Denial of the substan-
tive reality of time as transcendental principle in favour of a concep-
tion of structure of temporal relationship does not exonerate us from
seeking the answer to the qu;scion of ‘the relationship of this structure
to the subject which is intricably enmeshed in the structure.

Now the question of the relationship of the subjectivity to tem—
poral structure can be approached in a variety of ways: The.structure
itself may be concéived in terms of a receptum in which the subject is
gituated; or the structure may be conceived as a function of a synthe;ic'
activity of the subject which is transcendent to it and constitutes the
structure; or finally, that the structure of temporality is identified
with the structure of subjectivity. In other words the alternatives
open to us are either that the subject i1s contained in the time, or

that the time is in the subject, or that the subject is time, {.e.,
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gsubjectivity is the'temporal structure.l Both Samkhya-Yoga and Abhi-
dharmika Buddhism would contribute to the third alternative on grounds
which will become obvious in the sequel guring the course of the treat-
ment of the subject. But the following maykbe sald by way of a critique
of the other alternatives. Any attempt to grasp the essence of tempo-
rality as a phenomenologicaliy given fact in terms of these two alter-
natives would lead to some inexorable difficulties and implications for
the subject as the structure of world involvement. The first alternative
has to be excluded as & philosoph%cally viable aiCernative perhaps for

the very reason that the position makes a philosophical questioning of

the problem of temporality impossible. A subject which is essentially in
time a;d is encased in it cannot, by the nature of case, reflect upon the
structure of which it is an element. A subject which is.contained in
time, must of ﬁecessity be contained in the moment of present; while

time is the structure of the relationship in which stand things and beings
in the relationship of priority and posteriority, the subject which is
exhausted in this relationship Iin the moment of present cannot comprehend
past and future. If it necessarily and totally is contained in the moment
of present, then it cannot contemplate on temporality as exemplifying the

relationship of priority and posteriority of past and future. Subject, then,

must not be conceived as that which 1s contalned in time; it is necessary

lFor a detailed treatment of the three philosophical alternatives,
see Sallis, John, "Time, Subjectivity, and the Phenomenology of Perception’,
The Modern Schoolman, 48, 1971, pp. 347-357. The treatment of the subject
in this section draws up the conceptual apparatus proposed in this paper.
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for the.gpbjeét not to be himself situated in it, in order to‘Pe able to
be ﬁresént in ingéntion éo the past as to the future".1

The other alternative looks at temporal structure as a function of’
synthetic activity of the a~tem§ofal subject. This alternative suggests
that temporality is a constitutive activity of the subject which somehow
"unfolds or constitutes time."‘2 Now, the difficulty inherent 12 this
position must be clear. A subject which is the transcendent condition of
temporal constitution must.of necessity remain external to the temporal
structure. Total extermality of the subject is an ideal condition of
the subject that the Samkhya-Yoga proposes. The subject as transcendence
must be free from all the vicissitudes of the temporal structure. vBut
the subject which is totally external to the temporal structure cannot be
the constitutive subject. In other words the conmstituting subject and
the subject which is the transéendent condition of all constitution and
reflection must be placed in two different realms. .

-

However, the two subjects cannot be totally separated and be inde-

~pendent if the possibility of the transcendence of temporality as a func-

tion of reflective activity is to be retained. 1If the problem of tran-

scendence is to be explained, instead of being explained away by declaring

‘the realm of temporality as illusory, there is only one option open, namely

to admit a dialectical contact between the two realms. The point of that

1Merleau Ponty, Phenomenology of Perception, (trans.) Colin Smith,
New York, 1962, p. 4l4.

21bid.
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‘contact, both for Samkhya-Yoga and Kbhidharmika Buddhism, as we shall show,
is khe structure of reflection as an/;ct of conscilousness. This subject
as the structure of temporal constitution must also retain a dialectical
contact with the realm 9f transcendence, which in the case of Samkhya-Yoga
is Purusa, and in Abhidharmika-Buddhism is Nirvana.

The problematic of the relationship of the subject and the temporal
structure can only be rgsolved if and only if we can show that subject as
the structure of world congtitution must be identical with the structuring
of temporality. This is the intermediary position, a philosophical alter-~
native which seeks to avoié the two extremes of situating subject in time
or placing subject totally transcendent to time. The "two alternatives, in
a sense exemplify the two approaches to time which may be described in con-
ventional terms, that of realism and idealism respectively. The first
position is prepared to grant temporal structure an independent reality
of its own, with ghe capacity of complete subsumption of the subject. The
second alternative makes temporal structurg a mere synthetic act of
consciousngss, denying the obj:ctivity of temporal becomingness any reality
status. In either case, congciousness of temporality becomes a problematiec:
in the first case because time is transcendent to consciousness, and in
the second case because consciousness is transcendent to time. The philos-
ophical position that we argue\for takes its point of departure, not merely
from the failings of these two positions, but also fro? the more positive
ground of the possigility of dialectical interplay between the two.

The intermediary position operates with the datum of the temporal

process as the datum for a cognizing consciousness. 1In that sense, it



s

partakes the character both of realism and idealism. It seeks to retain
the significant element of the first alternative which in effect situates
the subject in the present. This situating of the werld involved subj;ct
in the present is a necessary condition for the t?mporal experience that
the subject will have. It seems to be in answer ;o specifical}y to the
requirement underscored in the following statement: '

The subject must in a genuine sense be in the present. Time
" exists for me because I have a present. If I am able to

have access to a past or a future, such access must be gained

not b{ abandoning my present but rather from out of my pre-

sent.

However, this situating of the subject in the present must be com-
bined with an .insight into the possibility ofﬂthe subject perfor&ing the
synthetic activity in the present. Only then the present can become the
meeting ground of past and future. Only then temporal structure can
truly be grasped as the structure of the manifestation of the becoming-
ness of being. If subject is unable to perform this synthetic activity
in the pr;sent then the subject will remain encased ;n a block universe
with no experience of change and becomingness. Thus the third alternative
seeks to identify the structure of subjectivity with the structure of
temporality.

This position is tonsidered extremely significant from the point
of view of the present study. It seeks to retain the autonomy of the
subject as consciousness. Without this autonomy the possibility of ref-

lection or contemplation as structure of world transcendence will have

to be ruled out., On the other hand, temporal process itself is not

A}

1Sallis, John, op. cit., p. 351. r
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dismiaseq as a fictitous constgucﬁion of consciousness. It is an objec-

P 3

tive fact. Reality of the 'moment' is an objective reality which cannot

.

' ¢
be reduced to mere projections of consciousness. However, the subject
[
through its synthetic activity enters into an intrid%te relationship

with the world of change and becomingness. In this act of relating the
subject assumes the character of temporality. Since this relatedness is
intrinsic to the structure of ;orld participation the empiric subject is
essentially and intrinsically tempo;hl. At the same time, through this
very character of relating to the object the subject also examplifies

.

transcendence.

A Note gg'the Method

The problem of method in investigating a theme pertaining to Indian
philosophy is a subject of considerable obscurity. Without being unduly
dogmatic one can formulate the requirement in this context as under: the

method of approach or investigation must be adequate to the nature of the

content. In the classical writings of Indian Philosophy this question hks

!

received a very careful consideration. The metaphysical differences be-

.tween the rival philosophical points of view are foreshadowed in the con-

text of a discussion of the problem of methods and criteria. Without
going into these issues, ;nd in the present case our task being interpre-
ting Indian Philosophical themes in congemporary setting, we may concep-
tualize the method that is adopted in the present study as the methoa

of critical reconstruction.
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In stating that the method is primarily critical we do not intend
to emphasise polemics or set an undue premium on argumentsland counter
arguments. The latter could by themselves be themes for investigation
as part of the study of the logical structurﬁ of statements and their
refutations as understood by the Indian thinkers. But this is not our
concern., Critical method is employed with a view to locate, isolate and
situate a particular concept or body of concepts or ideas in the context
of the basic ontological perspective of the systems under investigation.
As part of this enterprise surely it will be attémpted to delineate the
major argument of ea;h system in an expository way by situating it against
the major objections and challenges to which they are susceptible. - Atten-
tion will be paid both to the structqée and the language of the arguments
but always in terms of its basic oﬁtological orientation vis-a-vis their
ontological positions pitted against it. Critical recoéscruction is con-
ceived to involve the imaginative task of letting the system speak for
itself by weighing‘other positions at variance with it:

A critical investigation surely does not have to be an expression
of enes own philosophical preferénces or biases. But it is not also bias
free and completely objective. In the present case it is intended ex-
pressly to bring out the bias of the systems under investigation. Our
exposition of the problem in specific contextlwill be an attempt to inéi—
éace the basic ontological "bias" of the systems that are taken up for
consideration in'terms or by means of an analysis of the directly rele-
vant texts. It is our ﬁope that it is only ig that way tha?}we will let

the meaning of each system's argument emerge on its own.



18

To that extent the method of approach may be described as descrip-
tive and non-judgemental, a method‘which has come to be identified in-re—
cent times as phenomenological. Ngr are we confining ourgelves to any spe-
cific form of the development of this method. We employ this method in its
most generalized form whereby critical reflection, by enabling specific
méaning structures to disclose themselves in the light of their intention-
ality, also enters into a specific kind of relationship with them. It be-
comes more acutely aware of the meaning structures which it intends to
grasp, and by the same token, it becomes part and parcel of that. We can
thus call our critical reflection phenomenological if we keep in mind that
the phenomenological method 1is:

a method for changing our relation to the world, for becom-
ing more acutely aware of it. But at the same time and by
that very fact, it is already a certain attitude vig-a-vis
the world, or more exactly a certaln attitude vis-a-vis our
relation to the world. Phenomenology combines the most rad-
ical break with out ordinary and natural attitudes vis-a-vis
the world (in this sense it is an ascesis of the mind) with
the deepening or the consecration of this original attitude
(in this sense, it is respect for the real and engapement

in the world). Consciougness takes its distance with regard
to things: 1t gives itself complete freedom in respect to
them, but one realizes at once that this is in order to be
more faithful to our essential insertion in the world.....
The phenomenological method thus permits pushing on simul-
taneously and with one movement towards the roots of sub-
jectivity and the foundation of the objective world. !

What is attempted in the following sections may be described as ex-
amplifying a phenomenological approach in a more limited sense of as ref-
lection on the meaning structures with the express object of becoming more

T
acutely aware of them.

1Thevenaz, Pierre, What Ig_?henomenology, (trans.) Courtney,
Brockelman and J. Edie, Chicago: Quadrangle, 1962, p. 91,




CHAPTER II

THE HISTORICAL AND TEXTUAL SETTING OF SAMKHYA-YOGA

Pre-Classical Samkhya-Yoga

The historical question is not the primary concern of this study.
A precise historical investigation of the chronological relationship be-
tween the different stages of development of SE&khya—Yoga thought; in {1t~
self one of the most intriguing chapters in the history of Indian thought,

l

is beyond the scope of this study. HoweG?f draw%ng heavily upon the
ield wé will try to present a

findings of previous researchers in this
systematic and hopefully cohg;en( g;cturj eg,the doctrinal development of
the system under investigaéig_:r ject of the study is to identify,
and delimit the area of SEﬁkhya-Yoga so that a proper perspective is
gained f;r investigating the meaning qf temporality within Samkhya-Yoga.
There have been several sincere and partly fruitful attempts to
trace Samkhya to the earliest traditions of Indian philosophical specula-

tions. True, any systematic exposition of Samkhya system is not to be
!

found in the earlier texts of Vedas, Brahmagas and Upanigads. But certain

ideas and doctrines of these older philosophical literature might have

1Larson, G. J.» Cla!sical Samkhya, Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1969;
Rao, K. B. Ramakrishnan, Theism of Pre-Classical Samkhya, Mysore: University
of Mysore, 1966; Sengupta, Anima, The Evolution of the Samkhya School of
Thought, Lucknow: Pioneer Press Ltd., 1959; Frauwallener, E. Geschichte der
Indischen Philesophie, Salzburg: Otto Muller, 1953; Johnston, E. H., Early .
Samkhya, London: The Royal Asiatic Society, 1937; Dasgupta, S.M., A History
of Indian Philosophy, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1922, Vol. I;
Keith A. B., The Samkhya System, Calcutta: Association Press, 1918; Van
Buitenen, J. A. B., "Studies in Samkhya", Journal of the American Oriental
Society, 77, 1957, pp. 15-25,88-107. )
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been appropriated and transmuted in the later Sihkhya philosophical tradi-

tion. Within Upanisadic tradition, earliest reference to Sﬁékhya~Yoga con-—-

cepts may be traced to Katha Upanisad.1 However, the ideas and thought,
which may specifically be called to belong to the Samkhya-Yoga tradition,

are reflected in rather more discernible way in the dvetasvatara Upanisad.2

A more elaborate and distinctly Samkhyan tradition with theistic tinge ap-

pears in the Ahirbudhnya Saﬁhit53 and the Caraka Saﬁhitg.a The most dis-

cernible presence of a pre-classical samkhya tradition is to be noted in

the Mok§adharma and the Bhagavadgita which form parts of the great epic, Maha-
bh’érata.5 Both lhe texts have been recognized by scholars as providing a
basis for agﬁunderstanding of the earlier phases of the development of the
SEﬁkhya thought. Though the later classical Samkhya tradition can be dif-
ferentiated from the tradition of the epic in significant ways, their close
affinity cannot be minimized. It is here for the first time in the history
of Indian thought, that the Samkhya-Yoga concepts and ideas figure singifi-

cantly and abundantly and one may even suggest that these constituted the

IJohnston, op. cit., pp. 81-82; also Keith, op. cit., pp. 5-19.
’

2Ibid ; also, see Rao, op. cit., pp. 297 339, and Johnston, E. /H
"Some Samkhya and Yoga ConceptiOns in the Svetasvatara Upanisad", Journal
of Royal Asjiatic Society, 1930, pp. 855-878.

3Se.e Dasgupta, op. cit., pp. 220 ff.; Sengupta, op. cit., pp. 103-110.

—

ADasgupta, op. cit., pp. 213 ff.; Rao, op. cit., pp. 403-416; " Sen-
gupta, op. cit., pp. 112-119.

SSengupta op. cit., pp. 70-88; Rao, op. cit., pp.. 139-197; Keith,
op. cit., pp. 29-53; and nd Johnston, Early Samkhya op. cit., pp. 6-7.



immediate contexts for the formulation of classical Séﬁkhya—Yoga.

We have tried to spell out in briefest possible way, the pre~classical
Samkhya context of the later development. However, the classical Séﬁkhya
tradition considers itself as growing out of the tradition of Sastitantra,

l - e

a text lost to the tradition long ago. The Samkhya karika claims that it

represents the ideas of the Sa§£i antra’ and the Ahirbudhnya3sahhit5 gives

an account of Samkhya based on the Sastitantra. The Ahirbudhnya samhita and
the Yuktidigikéa assign the authorship to Kapila, the mythical sage, who is
supéosed’to be the earliest teacher of the samkhya school of thought. Ac-
cording to JazamaggalésPaﬁcaéikha was the author of this work. Vacaspati-
miéra;6 on the other hand, suggests that it is the work of Varsaganya. Just
as the tradition is divided/gn the question of the authorship of tﬁe text;
it also offers varying versions of the content. Nothing dgfinitf can be
said about the text on the basls of avallable evidences, except that pro-
bably Qag?itantra was an old SE&khya—Yoga text which dealt with basic
Sankhya-Yoga éhOUghtand divided them under sixty catégories or sub~headings.

For the purpose of this study, it is crucial to make a distinction

1For place of Sastitantra within Samkhya Tradition, see Dasgupta,
S. N., op. cit., pp. 220-222; Keith, op. cit., pp. 59-65; Hiryana, M.,
“"The $astitantra and Varsaganya", Journal of Oriental Research, Madras,
3, 1929, pp. 107-112;V.M. Bedekar,’ "ThexDevelopment of the Samkhya and the
. Problem of the Sastitantra", Journal of the University of Poona, 11, 1959,
pp. 37-49.

The Samkhya Karika, Karika 72.
See Keith, op. cit., p. 74.
éee infra, pp. 28-29.

See infra, p. 30.

See infra, pp. 29-30.

- ° r
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between the Classical and pre-Classical Séﬁkhya—Yoga.l The line of demar-
cation consists of the systematic exposition of the Classical Samkhya thought

in the Samkhya Karika of Eévaragg§na and of Classical Yoga in the Yoga Sutra

of Patanjali. The treatment of Samkhya-Yoga in the literature pre-dating

Samkhya Karika and Yoga Sutra is excluded from our purview.2 On the other

£

hand, later commentorial literature (Bhasyas and vyakhyas) on Samkhya

Karika and Yoga Sutra are considered as representing a continuous tradition

1In this work we have followed the classification laid down by

Mircea Eliade, Yoga: Immortality and Freedom, Princeton: Princeton Univer-
sity Press, 1969. There have been other attempts at classification;

S. N. Dasgupta makes a threefold classification of Samkhya: 1. the first
stgte is a theistic one, details of which are lost, but is preserved in a
modified form by the Patanjali School of Samkhya (Yoga); 2. the atheistic
Samkhya as represented by Pahcasikha; and 3. finally the atheistic modifi-
cation of Samkhya in the orthodox Samkhya System (see Dasgupta, S. N., A
History of Indian Philosophy, Vol. I, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1951). S. Radhakrishnan tends to disagree with Dasgupta and maintains that
both Asuri and Pancasikha adhere to a theisti¢ Samkhya and believe in the
supremacy of Brahman. According to Radhakrishnan there are important dif-
ferences between Pancasikha and Samkhya (see Radhakrishnan, S., The Indlan
Philosophy, New York: The Macmillan Compgny, 1927, p. 252). 1In a recent
study, J. G. Larson makes a fourfold classification: 1, the earliest spe-
culations as contained in the speculative Vedic hymns and oldest prose -
Upanisads; 2. proto-Samkhya speculations, including the middle Upanisads,
Caraka Samhita, Buddha Carita, the Bhagavadgiti, Moksadharma and Mahab-
harata; 3. Classical Samkhya consisting of Samkhya Karika, the Yoga Sutra
and the related commentaries; 4. and finally later Samkhya thought present
in Samkhyapravacan Sutra and the commentaries of Aniruddha, Mahadeva and
Vijnanabhiksu together with the Tattvasamasasutra. Larson, J. G., Classical
Samkhya, Deihi: Motilal Bnarasidas, 1969.

2For a comprehensive study of pre-Classical Sﬁhkhya see Johnston,
E. H., Early Sahgbya, London: The Royal Asiatic Society, 1937; Sen Gupta,
Anima, The Evolution of The Samkhya: A School of Thought, Lucknow: Pio-
neer Press Ltd., 1959; Ramakrigshna Rao, K. B., Theism of Pre-Classical
Séﬁkhxa, Mysore: University of Mysore, 1966. Also see relevant portions
of Dasgupta, S. N., op. ¢cit.; Larson,”J. G., op.cit.; and Keith, A. B.,
The Samkhya System, Calcutta, Association Press, 1918.
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of the Classical Samkhya-Yoga thought. As integral to this classical éiﬁkhya-
Yoga tradition are considered other later texts and treatises following the
first formulation of the basic tenets of the school of thought in the two
primary texts mentioned, the jﬁstification being that they maintain alle-

glance to the basic ontological perspectives of the classical tradition.

The Samkhya Karika and Commentaries

The Samkhya Karika of févarakrsnal is the earliest extent systema-

tic formulation of the Samkhya thought. fhe Karika itself, however, does
not claim to be the original work of the school. The text concludes by
stating that the subject matter of the EQEEEé is actually a concise state-
ment of the thought of the §as§itantra.2 The K&riké does not provide much,
information on the identity of the author except that he belonged to the
tradition of the Samkhya expounded by Kapila and continued by Asuri and
Paﬁbaéikha.3 According to a Chinese tradition, iévarakysna is supposed to

have belonged to a brahmin family of Kaugika.a Following the Chinese

lAll the references to the text are from the Samkhya Kdrika gg'iévar—
akrsna with Gaudpadbhasya, (ed. & trans.) Mainkar, T. G., Poona: Oriental
Book Agency, 1972. There are several excellent translations of this text.

2There is controversy among scholars on this Karika. The tradition

itself 1is divided on the authenticity of this Karika. According to Suvarna-
saptati, a commentary of Samkhya Karika (see infra p. 30) the karika is an
interpolation by some intelligent person (iha medhavi Kascidaha aryam .o
Yukti Dipika (see infra p. 28) too introduces the karika with 'aha ca' im- «
plying that the karika in question has been uttered by someone else, But

all other commentators have accepted the karika to be the part of the ori-
ginal text.

3

Samkhya Karika, 71.

aTakakusu, M. J., "A Study of Paramartha's Life of Vasubandhu", Journal
of Royal Asiatic Society (London), 1905, p. 48.
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tradition, based on Paramartha-the Buddhist monk who translated the Eégﬂgi .
in Chinese and also wrote a commentary on it during the 6th century A.D.,
Takakusu tends to identify igvarkygana with Vindhyéva'si.1 Both A, B, Keith

and Richard Garbe also identify the author of khe Karika with Vindhyivﬁsi.z
Though a little cautious in his approach to the problem of the authorship

of the Kériké, Radhakrishnan too does not seem to disagree with this iden-
tification.3 However, their contentions do not seem sustainable by the
evidence from the Indfan tradition. Guparatna in his Tarkabhasya considers

Vindhyavgsl and Isvarakrsna as two different persons.& The author of the

Yuktidipik& too mentions Iévarakysna and Vindhyavasi as two different
- A '
Samkhya teachers.5 Svapnedvara suggests that Isvarakrsna was none other

than the great poet Kﬁlidésa.6 This contention of Svapnegvarqiflso finds

subport in Ghanaéyim&who says that the name of the author of Raghuvamsa

-

;. . » 7 -
Sakuntala, and Kumarasambhava was Isvarkrsna Bhartrmidha( Kum3drila points

out that the S&hkhya teacher named Vindhyévis{ did not accept the notion of

-

Ybid., pp. 47-51.

2Keith, op. cit., pp. 68-69; Garbe, Richard, Die Samkhva Philosophie,
Leipzig: H. Haessel, 1917, pp. 77-83.

JRadhakrishnan, S., op. cit., pp. 254-255.

ACunaratna in Tarkarahsyadipika,pp. 102, 104 (vide Ibid., p. 254, n. 8)

+

SYuktidigikﬁ, (ed) Pandey, R. C., Delhi Motilal Bnarasidass, 1967,
pp. 3 and 91.

Giévarak§§pan§ma Kalidasena Krtah karikah, vide Radhakrishnan, op. cit.,
n. 1, p. 255. ’ )

7Ghanasyéma's commentary on Bhavabhuti's Uttararamacarita, vide
Mainkar, op. cit., p. 30.

v



£ 25

subtle body, a concept so clearly mentioned in Sﬁmkhya Kérikﬁ.l All these

evidences from the Indian socurces seem to run counter to the thesis of‘
fdentification of Iévark§§na with Vindhyavasa. We do wot, however, con-
sider these evidences from the traditional Indian sources conclusive and.
incontrovertible. A final word on this matter will have to await further re-
searches. Until a more thorough investigation of'comparative nature of

ghb writings of iévarakgsgah Vindhyavasi and Kalidasa is undertaken we will
Have to remain in dark about the fdentity of the author of the Karika.

\
These conflicting claims about the identity of the author of the

\

T
Samkhya Karika, however, does not disprove the antiquity of the work. Tt

obviously belongs to a perlod prior to the 6th century when Paramdrtha trans-
lated and wrote commentary on the Eéilké in Chinese. At the present stage

of historical research any statement beyond that will be confectural. Burt,
while no positive statement can be made about the exact date of the Karika,
the ideas as present in the Karika seem to hzve been well known and assfmi—
lated by the scholars of that period. One can legitimately hypothesize that
the ideas of the Classical Samkhya were already systematized and well arti-

!

2
culated by the third century A.D. Moreover, if we take the suggestions of

lRadhakrishnan, S., op. cit., p. 225.

2See Keith, op. cit., p. 69. He is of the opinion that the Karika
belongs to the 4th century A.D. This, of course, {s based on the assump-
tion thatlsvarakrsna and Vindhyavasi were identical persons and that Vasu-
bandhu is supposeu ‘to have written a refutation of the Karika authored by
Vindhyavasi. Radhakrishnan places the Karika in the third century A.D.
He mhintaius that Iévarkrgna definitely preceded Vasubandhu , and date of
Vasubandhu 1s now assigned by scholars to the 4th century A.D. Das Gupta,
also believes that the Karika was composed somewhere about 200 A.D. Syg-
gestions of Belvalkar and others that the Karika belongs to an earlier
period does not seem to carry much weight,
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Keith and Dasgupta seriously then probably the date of the Séﬁkhya Karika .

should be placed between 200-300 A.D. Both of them are of the opinion

that the Samkhya Karika preceded the composition of the Yoga Sutra which

evidently presupposes the Samkhya metaphysics as articulated in the Siﬁkﬁzﬁ

- - 1
Karika itself. Even on the strength of the Chinese tradition 1t is rea-
b

*

/
sonable to assume that Isvakrsna was a senior contemporary of Vasubandhu
and Vindhyhvﬁsi Date of Vasubandhu is now almost certaintly placed by

2 - - .
thq’scholars in the 4th century A.D.  The Samkhya Karika then cannot be a

lqter text. Even though one cannot be very dogmatic on this point, but
consideriLg the significant similarities between the views of early Sarv55~
tivadin about the nature and structure of temporal determinations as re-
corded by Vasubandhu and the classical Séﬁkhya—Yoga, one is tempted to

suggest that the early Sarvastivadins like Dharmatrata, Ghoqaka,hBuddhadeva and
and Vasumitra had before them the Sﬁﬁkhya—Yoga paradigm. Vasubandhu him-

. self had indeed yilelded to such a suggestion on the extreme congruity

between their views and that of SE&khya—Yoga.3 If one accepts this argu-

ment then the date of the Classical Si&khya—Yoga will have to be placed

durding the 2nd century A.D.

[y

lBoth Keith and Dasgupta malntain that the composition of the Yoga
Sutra seems to have followed the crystalization of classical Samkhya thought
as found in the Sﬁmkhxg Kirika. The assumption seems to be well founded in
as much the general ontological presuppositions of the Karika are clearlv
discernible in the Yoga Sutra. See Keith, op. cit., pp. 54-59; alse Das-
gupta, op. cit., pp. 228-229,

2Fréuwallner, L., "On the Date of the Buddhist Master of the Law Vasu-
bandhu', Serie Orientale Roma, 3, 1951; Takakusu, J., "The Date of Vasu-
bandhu, the Great Buddhist Ihilosopher'", Indian Studies in Honour of Charles
Rockwell Lanman, Harvard University, 1929, pp. 79-88; and Peri, N., "A Propos
de la dak de Vasubandhu", Bulletin de 1'Ecole Francaise d'Extreme, Orient,
Paris, 11, 1911, pp. 339-390.

3Abg14harmko§§m, (ed.) Shastri, D., Varanasi: Bauddhabhavati, 1972,
p. 807. -
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/ ; Through all these confusions about the identity and the date of the
7/

author one fact remains unquestionable: the Séﬁkhza Karika has continued

as the principal work of the Samkhya school of thought in known history"

A
Several commentaries werg written on it .at different times. These commen-
taries, despite certain differences in their outlook and at times varying

theological allegiances, have remained by and large true to the basic onto-

logical perspective of the Samkhya Karika.

Gaudapada's Samkhya Kériké'Bhésyal is the most important and probably
P Ly :

the earliest commentary on the Samkhya Karika. For our own purposes we

take his discussion of the role of antahkaranas in the appropr}afion of
: 7 ‘

temporal determinations as providing an important lipk with the later ex-
plicit rejlection of thé traﬁscenaental reality of oné, unitary and single
Time. His elaboration of the iévarakggqa's‘distinctibn between the mode of
functioning of the internal and external organs in terms of their rela-
tionship to temporal conditioning)merits special attention.

Regarding'the identity of the author one_need not take seriously the
suggestion that, he and the well-known Vedantin Gaugap5da,weré one and the

3 : .
samk person. Though there have been some attempts to find a connection

lThere are several editions of this text. All the references are to

the Samkhya.Kdarika of Isvarakrsna with Gaudpada s ‘Bhasya, (ed and trans.)
Mainkar, T. G. Poona: Oriental Book Agency, 1964. '

21bid., p. 136-138.

3Radhakrishnan op. cit., p. 255; Eliade, op. cit., p. 370; Keith,
op. cit., p. 69; Ray, Amarnath,l”The Mandukhya Upanisad ad and the Karikas of

t

Gaudapada , Indian Historical Quarterly, Vol. XIV, 1938 pp. 564-569; Krish-
namurti, B. N. S., "New Light on the Gaudapada Karikas Review of Philosophy
and Religion, Poona, Vol. II, 1931, pp. 35-56.
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between this Gaudapdada and the Gauqapéda who wrote a Karika on Mﬁndakyop-
anisad, it 1is well established that the two were different individualg.

The latter ;hows definite Vedantic leanings, while the former remains loyal
to the classical Samkhya position. The date of this work can easily be

- %
placed in the 8th century since Vacaspati Misra shows acquaintance with

this work in his Samkhyatattvakaumudi which belongs to the 9th century.1

The Yuktidipika (authorship undecided)2 is an extremely important work

with special ramifications for this study. The commentator here has taken &
specific stand on the problem of thé nature and status of time and temporal
relations. The text takes a decisive stand against Vaiéégikas by rejecting
the theory assigning an independent ontological status to time as a transcen-
dental principle. The authorship of the text remains clouded by vague claims
from different editors of the text. P. B, Chakravarti thinks that it might

have been written in response to Vasubandhu's ParamZEthasapta§3t1.3 R. C.

Pandey assigns the authofship to one Raja (Bhojaraja) and identifies the
work as the lost commentary called Rajavartika mentioned and quoted by

/ 4
Vacaspati Misra, Both Chakrvarti and Pandey are inclined to accept that

YuktidIBiks predates Vacaspati Misra's Tattvakaumudi and Gaudapada's Samkhya

Karika Bhésya. We do not have any positive evidence either to support or

1Radhakrishnap,g_p_. cit., p. 255.

2yuktidipiki, (ed.) Pandey, R. C., Delhi: Motilal Banarasidas, 1967;
Also see Yuktidigiké, (ed.) Chakrvarti, Pulinbehari, Calcutta: Metropolitan
Printing and Publishing House, 1938. There are some differences in readings
in the two editioms!

3Chakrvarti, Pulinbehari, Origin and Development of Samkhya System of

Thought, Calcutta: Metropolitan Printing and Publishing House, 1951, pp. 160-
162. '

4Pandey, R. C., op. cit., p. xv.

> ..
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contradict these contentions. Value of the work cannot be over-emphasized
specially as a source of informations on different schools and teachers of
Saﬁkhya system as well on certain intricate points of debate between Samkhya
and Buddhist philosophies.1

The Sgﬁkhyatattvakaumudz by Vacaspati Miéfaz is a work of special

significance for the present study. The author of the text takes specific
stand against the Nyaya-Vaisesika's postulation of the reality of a single,
undivided and unitary time as the transcendental reality independent of

the act of cognition and experience. Against the Vaisesikas the text sug-
gests that the temporal differentiation-can be accounted for by reference
to activities and events themselves. The category of Time is an unwanted
reification to explain temporal determinations? Modern scholarship is
generally unanimous in holding Vacaspati Misra t; be the author 'of this

text.4 He is supposed to be the disciple of Mirtandatilaka Swamin. A well-

known treatise on Samkhya philosophy Tattvakaumudi itself has been subject

\

5
of several commentaries on it. The date of the text is fixed beyond doubt

to be the 9tﬁ?Eéﬁtury A.D. on the testimony of the author himself.

.

Ybid., pp. 68, 73, 132. A

2The Tattva—KaumudE, (ed. and trans.) Jha, Ganganath, Poona: Oriental
Book Agency, 1965.

3Ibid., pp. 112.

ARadhakrishnan, op. cit., p. 255; Dasgupta, op. cit., p. 212; and
Keith, op. cit., p. 70.

N
«

?For different commentaries on Tattva-Kaumudz see Mainkar, T. G., op.
cit., pp. 6-7. '
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There is another minor commentary on the Samkhya Karika called the

- /, /r
Jazamangala.l This is supposed to have been written by Samkara., This Sam-

kara is not to be confused with the great &edéntic thinker,“é;ﬁkaricharya.
The commentary in certain respects follows the Yuktidigikz feading of the

" Karika and differs from both Gau?apéda and Vacaspati Miéra on certain
points.2 It is one of the minor commentaries of lesser doctrinal and phi-
1oséphical value.3

The Suvarnasaptati4 is a commentary on Samkhva-Karika. It is not

available in original Sanskrit. It has been recently restored to Sanskrit
from its Chinese translation by Professor N. Aiyaswami Sastri. Belvalkar

: W
suggests that Suvarnasaptati 1s the same as the Métharvgtti.s Professor

Sastrl on the other hand is inclined to give 1t an independent status.6
But R. C. Pandey finds some striking similarity between the SuVarnaspatatI
andMEﬁharvgtti and agrees with Belvelakar in holding that the two texts

7
are identical. One important point to be noted in this commentary

lJayamaﬁgalz?-,(ed.) Sharma, H., Delhi: Betab Printing Works, 1926.

2pandey, R. C., op. cit., p. xvi.

3Eliade, op. cit., p. 369.

-

AInfra, note 6.

SBelvalkar, S. K. The Matharavrtti and the Date of iévarakggpa, in
Bhandarkar Commemoration Volume, Poona: Bhandarkar Oriental Research ‘Insti-
tute, 1917, pp. 171-184,

6The Suvarnasaptati,(ed.) Sastri, N. Aiyasvami, Tirupati: Sri Ven~
katesvara Oriental Series, 1944,

7

-

Pandey, op. cit., p. xvii.
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is the absence of the karika 63 (rupaih Saptabhireva tu etc.) from the text.1

It also suggests that the karika 72, which says that the Samkhya Kdrika pre-

sents the basic doctrine of the Sastitantra, is interpolated by some intel-

ligent person (iha medhavi kascididha).

Mitharavrttiz is yet another original commentary on Samkhya Karika on

which scholars have made contradictory claims about the qpthorship of the
work. According to Belvalkar this is probably the original sanskrit text of
which the Param3rtha's commentary in Chinese is only a translation.3 It has
been suggested that Gaudapada's bhisya is an abridgement of this text. But
Radhakrishnan differs from this contention. He points out that Mathra's is a
vrtti which traditionally is preceded by a Bhisza.a Moreover, it is important
to note that Gaudapadabhasya does not comment on the last three karikas where-
\

as'Mégharav;tti does. It 18 conceivable that the Matharavrtti is a latef work,

The Samkhya Sutra and Commentaries

Samkhya Stitra by Kapila:§ Besides Samkhya Karika and commentaries on

it enumerated above the Samkhya Sutra or the Séﬁkh&a Pravacana Sutra and

: lN. Alyaswami Sastri maintains that the Karika 63 is not genuine
since it has not been translated by Paramdrtha. See Sastri, N. Aiyaswami,
op. cit., p. xliii.

zMégharavrtti, (ed.) Sharma, V. P., Varanasi: Chowkhamba Sanskyit
Series, 1922,

3Baiva kar, SA\K., op. cit., p.’171—184.

aMég aravrtti is a of Samkhya philosopky of which Gaudapada Bhisya
is reported to be an abridgement. But as a rule, vrttis come later than the
bhasyas, d that the Matharavrtti comments on the last three verses of the
S.K., makes for its l%ter date." Radhakrishnan, op. cit., p. 255, n. 2.

Ssémkhya Aphor{sm of Kapila, (ed. & tramns.) Ballantyne, J. R., Vara-

nasi: Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series edition, 1963.
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coggentaries on it are our chief sources of important philosopﬁlcal issues
that concern the Sgﬁkhya school of thought. Tradition attributes the
authorship of Sutra to Kapila which for reasoﬂs to be seen presently need
not be taken seriously. Nor do we think that the ci;im of Svapnegvara is

well groundéd when he assigns the Samkhya Pravacana Sutra to Pancasikha

and traces its attribution to Kapila to the fact that the lappér initiated

the tradition.1 The authorship of the Samkhya Sutra remains a mystery and

subject to educated guess only. The text has generally been assigned to

l4th century A.D. Various considerations have weighed in dating the text

during this period. ‘Gunaratna, writing in l4th century, does not refer to
’

the Samkhya Sutra although he takes into consideration most of the existing

Samkhya literature.2 Vacaspati Misra does not show any acquaintance with
the Sutra literature. Alberuni, who did most of his work in India during
the second half of 1llth century, shows familiarity with works of isvarak;spa

and Gaudapada but is totally unaware of Samkhya Sutra. Madhava in his Sar-

vadarsanasamgraha does not make any reference to Samkhya Sitra and bases his

account of Samkhya thought exclusively on the Samkhya K5r1k5.3 Equally

important is the fact that no bhasya (commentary) on the Sutra appears
before 16th century. Moreover the text shows unmistakable familiarity with

most of the existing philosophical systems against which it also takes

stand. This goes to show its lateness.

18vapne§§ara in KéumudipraEhE, vide Radhakrishnan, op. cit., p. 255,
n. 3.

2Vide Dasgupta, op. cit., p. 222, and Radhakrishnan, op. cit., p. 255,

n. 4.

3Keith, op. cit., p. 90-91; also Radhakrishnan, op. cit., pp. 255-256,
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The work itself contains six chapters. The first three chapters
are essentially expositary and.are concerned with articulating basic Sam-
khyan p;sition. The fourth chapter contains some‘illustrative stories and
parables, fifth chapter is basically polemical directed towards other
ééhools of thought; and sixth chapter offers a summary of the basic posi-

tion. On the basis of this structure of the text Dasgupta tends to sug-

/-
gest that the text may be based on a late edition of the §astitantrasastra

mentioned in the last but one verse of the Samkhya Karikda. Dasgupta writes:

It is said at the end of the Samkhya Karika of Isvarakrsna
that the karikas give an exposition of the Samkhya doctrine
excluding the refutations of the doctrines of other people
and excluding the parab%gs attached to the original Séﬁkhyq
works - the Sastitantrasastra. The Samkhya Sutras contain
refutations of other doctrines and also a number of parables.
It 1s not improbable that these were collected from some
earlier Samkhya work which is now lost to us. It may be
that it Yas done from some later edition of the Sastitan-
tra.....

The lateness of the text, however, does not minimise its wvalue as
an important soﬁrcebook of the basic Samkhya position. It is true that
this text does show some leanings towards Upanigadic thought, but in essen-
tial it has preserved the classical Samkhya ontological perspective. Even
the glimpses of Upani§adic monism in Samkhya Sitra are only minimal and
marginal and emmanates from its concern to relate itself to earlier Brahm-

<

nical scripﬁures. But still it does not accept the scriptural injunction
uncritically and unequivocally. It is only in the comment@rial literature |

on the Sutra that these concerns are more conspicuously present. There too

‘the commentators on the Sutra face the uphill task of reconciling the

)

1Dasgupta, op. cit., p. 222,
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distinctly atheistic position of Sﬁﬁkhy; with the theistic Vedanta. As
Dasgupta points out about Vijndnabhiksu, who wrote his commentary on the
Sﬁtrg, that he "could not avoid the distinctly atheistic.aréﬂﬁents of the
Samkhya SGtras, but hé_remarked éhat these were used only with a view to
showing that the Samkhya system gave such a rational explanatién that even
without the intervention of Iévara it could explain all facts."1 We will

"have more to say on Vijﬁanabhikgu when dealing with his Samkhya Pravacana

Bh5§za.
¢ It is true that the cosmological interests of the pre-classical

Samkhya find themselves reiterated in the Sutra literature. But despite
these concerns with the doctrine of the periodic creation and destruction
of the universe the gﬁ&ﬁi does not look at the Sarga doctrine in cosmol-
ogical terms alone aé it has been suggested by some scholars who have based
their arguments solely on the éuthority of Vijﬁénabhikgu‘s commentary on
’the §§££3.2 We will be adverting to this topic later on.

In the Samkhya Sutra itseif we can distinguish gwo distinct tenden-
cies: a concern with the cosmologlical evolution and involution and a

.

truthful Ellegiance to Samkhya Karika's conception of Buddhisarga as non-

cosmological understanding of man's world. Here again commentarial
literature display significant differences. On many issues the two major
commentators, Vijﬁénabhik§u‘and Aniruddha, give quite different interpreta-

tions; and one is left in confusion as to whose words are to be taken to

1bid., p. 223.

e

gKeith is a case in point.  His entire account of Sutra literature is

primarily based on Vijnanabhiksu.'See’Keith, op. cit., p. 92 ff.
\
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represent the classical Samkhya tradition. The only plausible norm by which
to resolve the issue is by the extent of its compatibility or congruity

with the Samkhya ontology as developéd in the Karika. Using this criterion
one can hope to see whether the commentator on the Sutra is expoundiﬁg a
classical Samkhya position or whether he is succumbing to the temptation

of providing a rationalization for some other metaphysical or theological
tradition to which he may be predisposed. For the purposes of this study;
we have considered §é££3 literature as constituting a continuum with the

classical Samkhya of the Samkhya Karika. This is not to suggest that there

are no important differences between the Samkhya Karika and the Samkhya

§i££§. We have already made allusions to some of the points of disagree-
ments., However, the degree of agreement on the issues of fundamental im-
portance weigh heavily against the points of divergences. }Accordingly, in
our evaluation of thé phil;sophical and doctrinal value of the Sutra liter-
ature we, therefore, tend to agree with Dasgupta when he observes: bthere

is no reason to suppose that the Samkhya doctrine found in the Sutra differs

in any important way from the Samkhya doctrine as found in the Samkhya Karika.l

It is equally reassuring to note that Keith too, despite his reservations
about the claim of the §§££5 being a pure exposition of S%ﬁkhya concedes
that "the Sutra is a source of considerable importance and may contain a
good deal of old matter."2

Coming to the commentatorial literature on the Samkhya Sutra we have

{

1Dasgupta, op. cit., p. 223.

2Keith, op. cit., p. 92. : -
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information about at least four commegtaries on the Sémkhya Sutra: ,

1. Aniruddha's Séhkhyasﬁéravrtti belonging to the fifteenth century;

2. The Samkhya Vrtti Sarg of Mahadeva Saraswati also known as Venddnti Ma-

hadeva of 1600 A.D. This is primarily an abridgement of Aniruddha's work
and contains some original remarks by the author;

3. The Samkhya Pravacana Bhasya written by Vijnanabhiksu sometime during

the 16th century A.D.;

4, Laghusamkyasutrvrttli by Nagesa Bhatta Upadhhyaya. This is an abstract
of Vijnanabhiksu's work and is not of much philosophical value.

Aniruddha's1 commentary along with Vijnanabhiksu's Samkhya Pravacana

2 ' - -
Bhasya are the two most important works on Samkhya Sutra that we have taken

into consideration in the present study. Vijﬁanabhik§u, as it is well known,
inclines with deliberation in his understanding of the doctrine toward a
theistic Samkhya or Yoga. 1In the words of Radhakrishnan he tends to "mini-
mize the distinction between the Samkhya and the thelstic Vedanta, which he
regards as the genuine Vedanta, while the Advaita Vedanta is its modern fal-

sification".3 The theistic leaning of Vijndnabhiksu accounts for some impor-

tant differences between his interpretation of Sutra and that of Aniruddha's.

1T‘ne Samkhya Sutra Vrtti, (ed. and trans.) Garbe, Richard, Calcutta:
Baptist Mission Press, 1888,

2The Sshkhya-Pravacana~BEi§ya, (ed.) Garbe, Richard, Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1943, °

i

- - 3Radhakrisnan, fg. cit., p. 256.
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It may be instructive to refer to one significant example of the differ-
ences between their approach to the Sutra. Sutra 3.10 reads: 'there is

*distinctionh of individuals, through the diversity of dessert (Vyaktibhedah

karmviéésiq).”l Commenting on this Sutra from Vedanta position Vijnanab-
hi§ku observes: ”Kithough, ag the beginning of the c¢reation, there was
but one SubFile Body in the shape of that investment HiranyagarbBa, still
subsequently, moreover, there becomes a division of it into individuals, a
plurality, partitively in the sHﬁe of individuals....."2 Thus Vijnanabhiksu
:finds in Sutra an occasion to legitimate his own Vedantic leanings and his
hope to reconcile éhe Samkhya-Yoga with the scriptural utterances. Anni-
rudha, however, does not find the Sutra problematic at all;3 and he con-
tents himself with simply reading in Sutra what is in conformity with the
classital samkhya position » that the differences among the individuals
may be accounted for by the differences in the karma (actions) of each in-
dividual.
The point at issue is ;hat in approaching the Sdtra*lxggrature one
has to exercise a certain amount of discretion and has to be extra cautious
in interpre:?ig them. It 1is for these reasons that in the present study

we have subjected the commentatg;ial literature on the Sutra to a more

rigorious analysis and have refused to accept the statements of the

ISéﬁkhya Aphorism of Kapila, op. cit., p. 231.

ZSéhkhya-?ravacana-Bﬁggzglgg. cit., p. 90; "yady api sarggzdiu
Hiranyagarbha- ,adhi-rupc: ekam eve lingam, tathda 'pi tasya pascad vyakti-
bhedo vyakti-rUpena 'nasto nanatvam bhavati....."

3S;&khya Sutra Vrttih, op. cit., p. 112.

4
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cdommentators simply at their face value. ,In each case, the operating cri-
terion had been the reconcilibility of the statement to the classical

Samkhya ontological perspective as presented in Samkhya Karika.

The Yoga Sutra and Related Literature

«

Coming to the Yoga literature we find ourselves, luckily, in a less con-
troversial region.’ Both the tradition and the modern scholarship is unani-
mous in regarding Patanjali to be the author of the Yoga Sﬁtra.1 While the
text 1s the‘earliest attempt to systematize the principle of Yoga, it would,
be wrong to assume that Patanjali was the initiator of this school of thought.
Vacaspati and Vijndnabhiksu, who have extensively commented on the Vyasabhasya
on Yoga Sutra, are in agreement in considering Patanjali to be the codifier
of the Yoga Sutra. According t§ Dasgupta, an analysis of the sutras also
brings the conviction that the sutras do not show any original attempt, but
a masterly and systematic compilation which was also supplemented by fitting
contributions. " The systematic manner also, in which the first three chapters
are written by way of definition and clarification,shows that the materials
were already in existence and that Patanjali only systematized them".2 It is
impértant to note that Patanjali himself describes his work as "Anrsﬁsana" fm~
plying that his work is not the earliest or the first formulation of the sys-

tem.3 The tgxt itself is divided into four sections or parts. The first

lPitanjalQ Yogadarganam, Tattvavaiéﬁradisamvalit—VyEsabhEsyasametam,
(ed.) Bhattacharyah, Ramasamkara, Varanasi: Bharatiya Vidya Prakasana, 1963.
All references are from this edition,

2Dasgupta, op. cit., p. 229.

3Radhakrishnan, op. cit., p. 341.
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three sections are purely expository in nature, describing the doctrine of
the Yoga system with little polemical materfal. First section deals with
the nature and goal of concentration or contemplation (Samadhi); the se-
cond part discusses the ways of attaining this goal (sadhani); and the

third section describes the supernatural powers (vibhuti ) that the incum-
bent or the practitioner of Yoga may achlieve. The fourth section deals with
the nature of liberétion (kaivalya). It is here that we find the polemical
strands, an attempt to deal with other systems of Indian thoughton the
terms of Yoga's own metaphysical position.

It is interesting to note that the word '"iti', implying the end of
the work occurs at two places In the text; first at the end of the third
section and secondly at the end of the fourth section. On the basis of
this and the fact that most of the criticisms of other schools of chough{
take place in the fourth section, Dasgupta suggests that the fourth section
on liberation is a later ;ddition,and does not constitdte an integral -part
of the text. According to Dasgupta)"the most legitimate hypothesis seems to
be that the last chapter is a subsequent addition by a hand other than that
of Patanjali.....

Be as it may, we do not find any recason to dismiss the significance
of this section for the excellent reason that we find the general slant of

Siﬁkhya—qua ontology is strictly maintained. Moreover, the discussion re-

lating to the problem of time in this section is in continuity with the po-
sition spelled out earlier. Sutra 4.12 and 4.13 is in thematic continuity

with the sutra 3.13; and sutra 4.33 is a re-affirmation of the sutra 3.52.

1Dasgupta, op. cit., p. 230.
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The possibility of'LC's béing a supplementary to the original work by the‘
same author cannot be ruled out unless a'very precise analysis of the style
and the content proves to the contrary.

Date of the work as well as the 1identity of the author has been the
centre of great controversy especially in view of the celebrated author of

.

the grammatical work in Hah%bh5§ya of Panini Sutra being also known by the

same name. Woods is of the opinion that the two are not the same. He con-
vincingly shows that there is no evidence to show any significant congruity
between the language or the doctrinal position of the two Patanjalis.l
Kefith too has expressed his reservations about the possibility of the two
Patanjali's being identical persons.2 Radhakrishnan agreeing with Woods
maintains that there is no incontrovertible evidence to prove the identity
of the grammarian Patanjali with the author of the Yoga §§££3,3 Dasgupga,
however, 1is inclined to admit the possibility that the two Patanjalis were
the same person. Thus he writes: "I have not been able to discover any-
thing .... which can warrant us in holding that the two Patanjali's cannot
be 1dentified”.A

The following finding made in the course of our study could have

some significant bearing on this issue. On the issue of the identity of

two Patanjali's the present author would like to present an important

lWOods, J. H., The Yoga System of Patanjali, Varanasi: Motilal
Banarsidass, 1966, pp. xv-xvii.

2Keith, op. c¢it., p. 57.

3Radhakrishnan, op. cit., p. 341, n. 4.

ADasgupta, op. cit., p. 232.
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AN

evidence against the possibility of the two Patanjalis being identical.

While Dasgupta and others have based thelr case on claims made by some la-

’ -
£

ter Indian writers1 that the two Patanjalis are identical, we have found
evidence going back probably to the 7th century where the tradition does
not identify Patanjali the grammarian with the author of the Maﬁébh5§ya.

We would like to distinguish this evidence from the already noted fact that
the great grammarians like Bhartrhari, Kaiyata, Vamana and NEgega do not
’ﬂ/;efer to grammarian Patanjali as being alﬁo the author of the Yogas{x_tra.2
While both Radhakrishnan and Dasgupta noted this they somehow overlooked
a significant fact within the tradition of ghe Bharchari which tends to
distinguish between the two Patanjalis. In Helaraja's commentary on the
celebrated work of Bhartfhari, the Vﬁkyapadiya, we find that he maintains

)

a distinction between the traditions of Patanjali the grammarian and of

Patanjali the expounder of Sg%khya-Yoga thought. In his commentary on
Kélasamudeéa, which is the niﬁth section (éammudeéé) of the third part
(kanda) of the Vakyapadiya, He%%éja, while analysing and elaborating the
Samkhya-Yoga view of time refers to the views expressed in the Yoga-Sutra-

Bhasya as that of the tradition of Patanjali.3 But in the same work, when

'

1Dasgupta, op. cit., pp. 230-231; Radhakrishnan, op. cit., p. 340;
and Woods, op. cit., p. xii-xv. .

2Dasgupta, Ibid., p. 231; Radhakrishnan, Ibid., p. 341.
.. . .. .

3Vakyapadiyam Helarﬁjak;taprakaéékhygtikgyuktam, (ed.) Sastri, G.D.,
Var¥nsi: Krishna Das Gupta, 1928, pp. 361 and 365. It may also be noted
that while introducing the karika 54 as presenting the view of Samkhya-Yoga,
Helaraja uses the term "mat3ntare'. This reading has been found in Varanasi
edition. The ¥rivendra edition gives it as referring to the opinion of Mahab-
h3§ya. We tend to think that Varanasi edition gives a correct reading on this
(p. 362), for np where else the commentator identifies Patanjali's tradition
as that of Maﬁébhafyh (on Pagini).

.



\ "

|

\ )
referring Fo Maﬂébhﬁsya onp Panini he desists from using the name of Patan-
jali altogéther. He always refers to it as Bhasya or Mahabhas a,1 almost
as if taking special precaution not to confuse between the two Patanjalis
This may not be in itself very decisive but it clearly shows that the con-
fusion between the two Patanjalis 1is perhaps only a creation of later
period.

Regarding the controversy on the date of the work the findings of
historical research seems to weigh heavily against Woods, who is inclined
to-place this work towards the close of l4th century.2 Woods' main argument
rests on the assumption that Vasuban éig)thought is criticised in the Yoga
Sutra and that Nagarjuna does not m ny reference to Yoga in his Karika.
Dasgupta opposes Woods on this poift. He pointziout that:

.... the supposed Buddhist reference is found in the fourth

chapter which .... is a later interpolation; even if they

were written by Patanjali it cannot be inferred that because

Vacaspatl describes the opposite schoo® as being of the Vij=-

nanavada type we are to infer that the sutras refer to Vasu—

bandhu or even to Nagarjuna, for such ideas as have been

refuted in the sutras had been developing long before the

time of Nigirjuna.3
Concurring with Dasgupta on this point Radhakrishnan has conclusively shown

that the text definitely belongs a period earlier than 300 A.D.A He points

out that since Umasvati, who seems to have carried his work during third

l1bid., p. 373, 375.
2
Woods, op. cit., p. xix.

3Dasgupta, op. cit., p. 233,

4

Radhakrishnan, op. cit., p. 341, n. 3.
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-1
century A.D., refers to Yoga Sutra 3.22 the text in question must have
been in existence before that. Moreover, on the question of Nagarjuna's
unawareness of Yoga, Radhakrishnan points out that Woods' argument does

not carry us very far in view "of the admitted fact the Chinese_translation

of Nagarﬁuna's Upayakauéélyahydayéistra mentions Yoga as one of the eight
schools of Philosophy."1 This argument is cogent,provided,‘of course, that
the Nagarjunas are the same. To all these evidences against Woods, we

would again like to point out that Bhartyhari, who 1s generally assigned

to 5th century A.D., is well aware of the Yoga theories of time and tempo-
rality determinations. He makes clear reference to the views of Yoga on

time distinctions and seems to consider them as integral to the general slant
of Samkhya thought.2 Thus by the Sth century, views of Yoga Sutra were

well known and clearly assimilated by the philosophers of that period.

Vy3sa Bhasya on Yoga Sﬁfra3 is the earliest commentary on Yoga Sutra

+ and of inestimable value in providing an intelligible understanding of the

thoughts of the author of the Sutra. Vyasa is unanimously accepted as the

author of this work. His date has been assigned to fourth cenﬁhry A.D.A

Like the Sutra itself the Bhgsgg_too assumes the general metaphysical slant

of the Samkhya Karika and interprets the Yoga Sitra within this framéwork.

Libid., p. 341. ' !

2V5kyapadz&am, op. cit., Karikas 49-61.

3All references are to the Patanjali Yogadaréanam, (ed), Bhatta-
charya, Ramasamkara, Varanasi: Bharatiya Vidya Prakasana, 1963.

ASee Radhakrishnan, op. cit., p. 342.
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Of course, there are important differences between Yoga Siitra and Samkhvya \
Kariki, and the Bhégya only accentuates those points on which they tend

to differ. But in its presentation of the classical Samkhya-Yoga under-
standing of the time and temporality we do not find evidence of their fun-
damental differ&sfe. It accepts the basic Samkhya position that the Buddhi

has a siginificant role in the constitu;ion of temporal order, and that the trans
cendental reality of time does not have any independent objéétive status.

These and allied points shail be the subject matter of the following chap-

teré. In~our treatment of these problems we have chosen to rely on the

Bhasya and the Yoga Sutra as well as on the Samkhya texts, for the views
expressed in the/bhasya are both in congruity with and a continuation of

the classical Samkhya Yoga tradition.

Va . - .
Vacaspati Misra's Tattva Vaidaradi is a commentary written by Vacas-

pati on Vyasa Bhasya.. We have already noted the sighificénce of the con-
tributions of this great commentator to the classical Samkhya-Yoga tradition.
There is general concensus among scholars about his identity and the period
to which he belonged.1 In essentials he tends to agree with Vydsa's under-
standing 6f the constitution of temporality or the éubjective experience

of the temporal order. le agrees &ith Vydsa that "moment" alonre is real

and that a sequence of moments do not havé an objeétive reality. It is a
product of rational c;nstruction through abstraction. His interpretation

of the "omniscience'" resulting from concentration on the "moment' is of

special significance. His distinction between omniscience implying a

1See Supra, p. 29,
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"knowledge of all without remainder" and omniscience as '"the knowledge
proceeding from discrimination'” is particularly illuminating.1 It is in
this qualitative distinction between omniscience and the knowledge result-—
ing from contemplation on the "moment" consists the true import of the
soteriological gignificance of . Samkhya-Yoga conception of time and tempo-

rality.

Vijnanabhiksu's Yoga Sara samgrahais a very useful manual of Yoga
thought. Both Radhakrishnan and Dasgupta have recognized Vijhanbhiksu's
contribution to Samkhya-Yoga Eraditi&g in general and to Yoga thought in
particular.2 As noted earlier he belongs to l16th century A.D. and displays
an unmistakable leaning towards theisfic Vedanta, especially as expressed
in the Upanisads. He tends to disagree with Vacaspati on certain specific
issues and makes heroic efforts to reéoncile Samkhya-Yoga thought with the
monistic theism of Upanisads.3

On the specific question ;f time and temporality wé find some contra-

dictions between Vijgshabhiksu's Yoga Sara Saﬁg;ahé and his Samkhya Pravacana

Bhasya. While in the later work he suggests that Samkhya admits a distinc-

-

tion between eternal and empirical time, in the former he clearly maintains

that Samkhya expressly denies transcendental or eternal time. Moreover, in

.

lTattvavaiééradI in Patanjala-Yogadarsanam, (ed) Bhattacharya,'gg.
cit., pp. 150-152.,

2Dasgupta, op. cit., pp. 223, 229; Radhakrishnan, op. cit., p. 342.

3Radnakrishnén, op. cit., p. 342.

'Anga Sara Samgraha, (ed. and trans.) Jha, Ganga Nath, Adyar, Madras:
Theosophical Publishing House, 1933, ; '

i
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the Yoga Siara Sa@ggaha he also tends to mdke a distinction between Samkhya
and Yoga concept;gg of time and temporality.1 However, we tend to disagree
with his interpretation on this point. In the present work we incline to
accept, based on careful study of the relevant texts, the homogeneity of
the Samkhya-Yoga tradition on the issue 5% time. On the fundamental onto-
logical questions, it is a common place that they agree, and the question
of time and temporality 1s no exception in this regard. We have advanced
our arguments for not accepting Vijnanabhiksu's interpretation at its face
value at the appropriéte place. This is, however, not to gainsay the impor-
tant place that Vijﬁénabhikgu occupies within the Samkhya-Yoga tradition
The specific brand of theologicai affiliation in particular must not be
lost sight of in any interpretaéion drawing upon Vijndnabhiksu.

Over the question of the homogenwity of Séﬁkhya-nga tradition which

is the presupposition of the present work, it may not be out of place to

|

/

make some comments., True,the exact relationship between the pre-classical
Sémkhya and Yoga remains a matter of pure conjecture. While Samkhya itself
contains the two trains of thought: theistic and non-theistic, Yoga always
seems to retain the theistic slant. There is no such a thing as atheistic

\loga. However, it is our contention that despite its unmistakable theis-

tic leaning the classical Yoga did not differ fundamentally on the basic

question of the nature of Purusa and Prakxti and their interrelationship.
The present investigation concentrates primarily on this dimension of

Samkhya and Yoga systems. The question of temporality, i.e. the determination

11bid., pp. 73-74.
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of man's existence by the consciousness of the temporal distinctions and
its consequences feor the reflectiﬁg self, fails within the realm of the
interrelationship between Purusa and Prakrti. And in this respect the
differences between the two systems is inconsequential. Radhakrishnan,
after a careful analysis of the evolutionary scheme of the two schools
came to the conclusion that the "distinction between the Samkhya and the
Yoga account of evolution 1is not a serious oneﬂ.l‘ Dasgupta finds the
congruity bétween the two schools extremely significant:

The affinity of the systems of Samkhya thAught generally

aseribed to a mythical sage, Kapila, to that of Yoga of

Patanjali is so great on most important points of theoret-

ical interest that they both may be regarded as two dif-
ferent modifications of one common systematic 1deas.

>

The internal evidence within Yoga Sitra too weighs in favour of con-

sidering it as a continuum with the basic philosophical postulates of
classical Samkhya. The fact of fundamental convergence between the two
systems was accepted by Vyasa who wrote his commentary on Yoga Sutra., He
concludes his commentary on the Yoga Sutra by acknowledging at the end of
the Epésya that Patanjali's Yoga system indeed is expressive of the Qords
of Samkhya. (iti g;? Patanjale Yoga:gsstre samkhyaZpravacane). The des-

cription of the Vyasa Bhasya on the Yogé Sutra as Samkhya Pravacana Bhasya

"brings out the intimate relation between the éémkhya and the Yoga."3

Basing thelr conclusions on historical evidences.available on the

.

1Radhakrishnan, op. cit., p. 342.

. . /
2Disgupta, S.N., Yoga as Philosophy and Religion, Delhi: Motilal
Banarasideass, 1973, p. ix. '

3Radhakrishnan, op. cit., p. 342.
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date of thg compilation of Yoga Sutra both Keith and Dgsgupta conclude

that the probability of Patanjali having modelled his Yoga Sttra on Samkhya

Karika of iébarak;sqa is extremely high. Keith writes:

It is, however, not at all unlikely that the production of
the Yoga Sutra was more or less directly motivated by the
revival of the Samkhya and its definite setting out in the
Samkhya K3rika of Isvarakrsna who was an earlier contem-
porary...

Concurring with this statement of Keith, J. G. Larson maintains that "the
final redaction (of Yoga Sitra) is roughly contemporary with the composition‘
of the Kirika, and .... its final compilation may have been occasioned by
the appearance of iéﬁarak;qqa's work."2 Dasgupta goes even to the extent
of suggesting that the Yoga as presented by Patanjali is basically Samkhyan
in character. He even labels the Yoga as the "Patanjali school of Samkhya':
- of the Pitanjala school of S3dmkhya, which forms the subject

of the Yoga..... Patanjali was probably the most notable per-

son for he not only collected the different forms of Yoga

practices, and gleaned the diverse ideas which were or could

be associated with the Yoga but grafted them all on the Samkhya

metaphysics, and gave them the forms in which they have been
handed downm to us. .

For purposes of this study we have justifiably considered the sys-
tems of Samkhya and Yoga as integral {and have not addressed ourselves to
the question of the possibility of the differences which may be derived
from termi;ological or nominal distinctions. The Samkhya system under in-

vestigation includes the thought of Samkhya Kdrika and Samkhya Sutra and

various commentaries thereon. This is what has generally been considered

1Keith, op. cit., p. 57.

2Larson, op. cit., p. 167. . N—

3Dasgupta, History of Indian Philosophy, op.tit., p. 229,
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by scholars as representing the Classical Samkhya. Yoga, in the present
study, refers primarily to the classical yoga or Raja-Yoga as developed
in the Patanjali's Yoga Shtra and the various commentaries on it. Histo-
rically, the philosophy of Samkhya as a systematic exposition of the main
tenets of the school must have proceded the systematic exposition of Yoga.
While surely there is a general paucity of historical evidence in this
area the close connection in the classical period of their development is

transparent to keen and diligent students of Indian Philosophical thought.1

1The position or point of view that is here adopted is in confor-
mity with the vogue of modern expository writings on the subject, to treat
the two as embodying 'differentiations in what was originally a single
doctrine' (Hdriyanna, Outlines, p. 268). The Gita advocates the idea of
oneness of Samkhya and Yoga as representing true insight (ekam samkhyam
ca yogam ca yah pasyati sa pasyati V, 5) though it is true that the terms
do not so much refer to the scholastic versions of the two schools of
thought as to their respective stress on gnosis and action. However, for
a very detailed-analysis of the difference between Samkhya and Yoga in spe-
cific terms, i.e. dnter alia of will and its place in spiritual life, see
Bhattacharya, K. C., Studies in Philosophy, Calcutta, Progressive Publi-
shers, 1956, p. 221. The difference is carefully delienated starting from
the differential stress on buddhi and ahamkara, through a difference in
the presentation to consciousness of becoming and in the understanding of
'becoming’ itself as continuing of the cause into the effect in a finalised
form, arid finally, how their difference about the understanding of cau-
sality is reflected in their views on the nature of time. The treatment is
at its best plausible and even illuminating but lacks in textual support.
So far as the Samkhya account ‘goes, it is mostly an argument from silence
aside from the problematiq posed by Yukti Dipika in this regard through
suggesting that time is the causal process itself (karana parispauda) II,
8-9, and Vijnana Bhiksu's very debatable reconstruction or one Samkhya
Sutra: II, 12. As for the yoga account, the textual basis is the refer—
ence in the Yoga Sutras and the Bhisya wherein there is a clear statement
of the two aspects of time viz. ksana and krama, i.e. constant and sequence
of Iinstants: III 52; IV, 32. All these textual materials are utilised
and explored at appropriate places in the body of our present study but we
have tended, in the absence of clear textual mandates against it, to imply
a homogeneous understanding of the issue of temporality in relation to
consciousness.




CHAPTER III

éXﬁKHYA—YOGA ONTOLOGY AND THE NATURE OF CONSCIOUSNESS

The present analysis 1is primarily concerned with articulating the
basic ontological perspective of Samkhya-Yoga, which is of crucial signi-
ficance for developing an understanding of the Samkhya-Yoga analysis of
the structure and constitution of temporality. What we understand by the
structure and constitution of temporality and how we are to relate it with
the nature and structure of consciousness as such is a question that will
constantly be presént as part of our investigation. Indeeq,this is by no
means, conceivably, a settled question for the enterprise of philosophical
thinking. Its elusiveness for concepgual clarity constitutes both the
rationale for and the impetus of the present analysis.l

However, it is our cgntention that a systematic articulation of
Samkhya-Yoga's expdsition o% this dimension of the proﬁlem will help to
put’ certain basic concerns of the philosophical thinking in their proper
perspective and will be of immense help in devéloping a philosophical un-

derstanding of this crucial problem. More specifically, Samkhya-Yoga's

1Problem of time has been one of the urgent concerns of philoso-

phical investigation.in both the western and eastern traditions. For a
concise but comprehensive analysis of the problematic of time 1in the
history of western thought refer to Fraser, J. T., "The Concept of Time
in Western Thought', Main Currxents, Vol. 25, Mr-Ap 72, pp. 115-124.

- For an excellent and insightful approach to the problem of Time
within India philosophical tradition see Pannikkar, Raymond, Philosephy:.
East and West, Vol. 24, No. 2, April 1974, pp.

50 ,
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contribution to the understénding of the problem of temporality and its
relationship to the transcendental consclousness will constitute the
subject matter of our discussion in the concluding section of this part.

Given this understanding of our task we have to spell out at the
very outset what tends to be the distinguishing feature of SB&khya—Yoga
ontology. It 1is only then that a methodologically valid and philosophic-
ally sound ipvestigation of the problem of temporality can be undertaken.
Such an attempt will inevitably involve delimiting the ontological prob-
1ems1 that we consider to be significantly related to the problem of
temporality,

Though in one sense the Samkhya-Yoga figures among the earliest of
the 'metaphysical' endeavours of Hindu system - building it is our assump-
tion that - Séﬁkhya—Yogq,also transcends the limitations of the tradi-
tional Hindu metaphysics2 by focusing its investigation to that realm

which may conveniently be described as the recalm of immanent expériences.3

-

1The present work does not look at philosophical investigation as an
attempt at compartmentalization of issues. Rather, the metaphysical, epis-
temological and ontological problems are seen in an intricate and complex
interrelationship. The ontological problems are seen to play an important
role in aritculating the basic issues which revolve around the Samkhyan de-
limitation of the realm of consciousness and the world. See Larson, G. J.,
Classical Samkhya, Varanasi: Motilal Baranasidas, 1969, p. 230.

2'l‘he Nyaya §Etra of Gautama and the Vaidegika Sdtra of Kanada may
be cited as examples of providing categorial schemes typifying 'Hindu' me-
taphysical traditions. The ontic appreach characteristic of these tradi-
tions may be contrasted with the existential-ontological nature of the
enquiry with which Samkhya-Karika commences its treatment.

3 ’ - .

Expressions and notions like Svatahgrahyatva (spontaneous apprehen-

sion of validity), Sen Gupta, Anina,§1a§sicél Séﬁkhya, Lucknow: United Press
Ltd., 1969, p. 70,are instances in point.




0f pdu?se, in making this claim the present author asks for a cri-
tical understanding of Samkhya~Yoga's philosophical investigations de-

\
manding a radical departure from the commonly accepted interpretation of
Safkhya-Yoga's analysis of the basic issues of human existence. It is
the author's conviction that Samkhya-Yoga is primarily an attempt at a
transcendental analysis of the facts of human experience:1 As an analysis
it steers clearly away from the issues which demand either an a priori de-
cision about the nature of reality or alternately ask for a mere speculative
understanding of the status of being. What is accepted as the point of )
departure is only the fact of human experience. From this is set out a
programme leading to an understanding of the essence of being precisely
in the context of the realm of consciousness. The concern here is with(what
may be described in phenomenological idiom) the eildetic structures of being
or its essences which are universally valid and—are openly available to
the reflecting consciousness which cares to reflect upon itself. The phe~
nomenological overtones of this understanding of‘éhe basic task of
Samkhya-Yoga is not entirely a superimposition of modern mind; they may be

seen to emanate from the basic ontological concerns of the Samkhya-Yoga

philosophers.

/N

1Here attention is drawn to the underlying supposition of the intro-
ductory karikas Procceding from the fact of suffering as an integral part
of the world of experience, the kd3rikds point to that which is beyond the
givenness of experience. Lxperience presupposes the experiencer and the
experienced. The experienced world is constantly undergoing change. This
changing world of experience finds its ground in something which i{s of fun-
damental nature and is the transcendental basis of the experience of the
world. It is not the existence of the world as such that is the concern of
Samkhya-Yoga analysis. Rather it is the/world given in our experience that
is the point of departure. (drstavadanusravikah sa hyZ avisuddhikbayatis—
ayayuktah tadviparitah sreyan vyaktavyaktajngavi1Kan¥t). The Sﬁmkhya Karika,
op. cit.: Karika 2.

.
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With these observations regarding t‘yvbasic assumptions and the di-
rection that the present analysis will tend to follow,we may now embark
upon the task of a comprehensive understanding of SﬁﬁkhQa—Yoga ontology.
llowever, we look ;pon our task not merely as an attempt at cataloguing
these tenets of the Samkhya-Yoga thought which seem to coroborrate our
understanding of the basic philosophical task. Our interpretation of
SEhkhya—Yoga will seek to bring to the fore the meaning-structures and
thought patterns of Samkhya-Yoga literature in tune with the demands of
the logic of the system itself. Such being our concern the enterprise will
inevitably involve certain amount of conceptual clarification especially
in view of the confusions and the mystique that‘seem to surround the
meaning of Samkhya-Yoga. This will also involve re-constructing Samkhya-
Yoga thought in ch? light of our findings by providing the missi;g links.
We do not look upon philosophical analysis and investigation as an
anatomical autopsy which is primarily interested in identifying the spec-
ific fissures or elements of the organism. Indeed, philosophical investi-
gation is a livinglongoing process of creative understanding directed
towérds a better comprehension of the problems of human existence.

The Samkhya-Yoga analysis of the problem of the existence and nature
of belng proceeds from a recognition of the contradictions involved in the
natural or the phenomenal reglm, i.e, that which is immediately perceived
(df§§vad). Both the perceptible world (d§§§vad) as well as the one grounded
in testimony are equally inadequate in resolving the basic contradictions.
To Séﬁkhya-Yoga way of thiqking both belong to the realm of impurity,vdes—
truction and excesses (aviguddhi:k§ayétiéﬁya;yuktqp). The reflecting con-

scilousness is required to renounce this mode of understanding and rise to

Y
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a more radical understanding or a discriminative awareness of the manifest
(vyakta), the unmanifest (avyakta) and the knowing one or knower (i.e.
purusa).

The revealed (testified means) are like the visible (i.e.
inefficient), for they are connected with impurity, des-
truction and excess. A contrary method is better, and
this consists in a discriminative knowledge of the
Manifested (forms of world), the Unmanifested (prakriti),
and the knowing (self). C

This demand for a radical departure from the‘pre—conceived notions
and prevalent conceptions of reality occurs on the level of cognitional
analysis conceived as an analysis of the structure of experience. The
Samkhya-Yoga prefers. to shift the focus of philosophical investigation
from the question of the status and being of the world as such (of the
seen variety as well as of the one accepted on trust) to the question of
the status ané being of the world that 1s given to us in direct exper-
ience. The first datum for the self-reflecting self is nothing but the ’

fact of conscilousness which constitutes the ultimate point of departure

and the bahis, as well as the existential foundation, of our understand-

—

ing of the real world. The real world is net denied but is accepted as

exi{sting side by side with consciousness.2
N~

-

The express concern of Samkhya-~Yoga, therefore, is not to ascertain

-

ldr§r_avad anué-avikah 8a hy avisuddhiksayatieayayuktah tadviparitah
sreyan vyaktavyaktajnavijnanat. The Samkhya Karika, op. cit Karika 2.

2mulaprak‘tir,,avikrtir mahadadyah prakrtivikrtayah sapta sod&sakas
tu vikaro na prakrtirqna vikrtih purusah,. Ibid Karika 3.

- .

s
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the mode of being of the real world and its objects whose existence it does

-

not question but takes for granted. Its primary concern is rather to con-

duct a transcendentai inquiry into the domain of pure consciousness in '
order to determine (1) the mode of being of pure constciousness and. (2) to
discern the mode of the gi;enness of the world in immediate experience.
This aspect of géﬁkhya—Yoga investigation we call transcendental. Now an
enquiry is transcendentél precisely in the sense that,. . %ﬁ

It does not resolve the question of the existence of the
world through its being directed towards the characteristics
of the world, but in that it .takes the domain of pure exper-—
ience as its point of departure, and attempts, as if by an
indirect route, to find the cognitive foundation for the
admission of the existence every object - of the real world
in particular in the actual state and in the essence Jdf the
course of and activities of consciousness. ! .

s

It is important to note that if is by contrasting both the regions of being
(world and consciousness), and discovering concurrently that one oé then,
the pure consciousness, is given in immanent perception, whi;h guarantees
its existence completely beyond QOUbt,,Saﬁkhya—Yoga élso points to the
method by which the whole question of ontology should be discovered. Onto-
lbg}cal and epistemologicél problems are not two disparate problems. The
problem of the‘existence and nature of .being is not derivative‘in relation
to the cognitional considerdtions; rather both constitute a continuum

»

whereby one overlaps the other and cannot be considered in isolation from

it. The Yaison-de-etre for Samkhya-Yoga's involvement with epistemological

problems is to be found in its acceptance of both the existential and’

1Ingaradengn, Roman, Time and Modes of Being, Spfingfield, Illinois:
Charles C. Thomas Publishers, 1964, p. 15.
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operational priority of consciousness over the world. Samkhya-Yoga cor-
rectly looks at cﬁe ontological and epistemological questions in their
intrinéic relationship. 'for the sake of methodological clarity the sys-
tem attempts to delimit the two realms and discuss the epistemologicai
question as a way back to the fundamental queséion of ontology which seem
to have been obscured by the metaphysicians.

To our way of thinking, the Samkhya-Yoga, in and through a radical
approach(%o the problem of‘being attempts to comprehend the essence of
being in the~immediate givenness on the level of consciousness. In Inter-
preting the system in this way, we are not departing from the spirit and
motivation underlying the basic formulation of the Séhkhyaﬁgoga thought,
The e;idence on which we propose to base our understanding is so conspi-
cuous éhat one may even say that it is the vogue of an excessive meta-
physical tradition of long and reputed standing associated with its name
that obscures the original motivatioﬁ of the Samkhya-Yoga thought.

One striking evidence that readily suggests to our mind in this

regard rélates to the Samkhya-Yoga doctrine of Sarga.1 The Samkhya

1The term Sarga is derived from the root s (to create) which is
also the root of Srsti the sanskrit term for world or universe as creation.
The term carries with it the cosmic connotation. But within the Samkhya-
Yoga scheme of things the meaning of Sarga loses its strict cosmic refer-
ence and the term is used in a rather specific sense.
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!

philosophy admits 25 categories (tattva), which can be grouped into two

broader categories;’ the Self (Purusa) and the not-Self (Prakrti). It is

I
through the Purusa's, coming together (samidhi) with the Prakrti that the

process of Sarga involving the emanation of the 23 categories orfginates.
The Prakrti along with that which is seen to be the modifications of the
Prakrti constitute the 24 categories:

Prakrti (the primeaval ground of manifestation);
Mahat or Buddhi (the principle of intelligence);
Ahamkara (the principle of egoity Or I-ness);
Five Tanmatras (five subtle elements);

Manas (the mind);

Five Jrdnendriyas (five organs of sense);

Five Karmendriyas (five organs of action);

Five Mahabhuttas (five gross elements).

The 23 categories (tattvads), which are also called modifications (YEEEEE),
are said to issue from the unmanifest ground (avyakta Prakrti) vhen the

!
Prakrti copmes in contact (sannidhi ) with the Purusa, the principle of
v ’f —_——5E

consciousness.

.The Samkhya-Yoga explication of this process of Sarga has usually
been referred to, both in the traditional and modern understanding of the

i
i

system, as an account of the description of the process of evolution in

cosmological terms. The doctrine of Sarga, according to the generality of
/ - .
such understanding, invariably refers to 'evolution' understood in strictly.'

cosmoyogical sense.1 Thus, Sarga has been seen as a process of 'evolution'

( 1See Radhakrishnan, S., Indian Philosophy, Vol. II, New York: " The
Macmillan Company, f927 p. 266; Das Gupta, S. N., A History of Indian Phi-
losophy, Vol. I, Cambridge: The Univgrsity Press, 1951, pp. 245-248; Mook~
erjee, §atkari "The Samkhya-Yoga' in History of Philosophy Eastern and West-
ern, (ed.) Radhakrishnan, S., London: George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1952;
Hiriyana, M., "The Samkhya" in The Cultural Heritage of India, Vol. III, (ed.)

Bhpttacharyya, Haridas, Calcutta: The Ramkrishna Mission Institute of Cul-
ture, 1969, pp. 41-52; Sen Gupta, Anima, op. cit.; Hiriyana, M., " Popular

Esgays in Indian Philosophy, Mysore: Kavyalaya Publishers, 1952, p. 55.
I ‘ ,
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leading through successive stages (emergence of 23 tattvas being a product
of these stages), to the final emé;gence of the manifest world (ankéé).
However, we submit thaé the understanding of Sarga doctrine in strict cos-
gvlogical terms is susceptible to the charge of misinterpretation. The |
féllowing considerations may be offered in support of the possibility of

a non-cosmological interpretation of Sarga doctrine:

1. What is required is what may in contrast be termed as phenomenolog-
Lcal understanding of the process. The emphasis should not be on the

various stages in the evolution of the cosmos or the world but on the
structure of the consciousness in and through which the world is manifested.1
Samkhya-Yoga theory of Sarga acquires a new meaning and a somewhat differ-
ent orientation if approached from this angle. It is a description of the
structural arrangements of the field of the consciousness (ksetra) which

the knower of the field (ksetraind) discovers when it reflects upon it-
self. The world is perceived as world only as consciousness reflects as

what 1s aware (ksetrajfa) of the world.

2, If Samkhya-Yoga theory of Sarga is to be interpreted as a theory of

~cosmological evolution then we run into thék?roblem of explaining quantita-

tive multiplicity of evolution. Since there is a pluralit§ of Purusas and
since evolution starts if and only if the Puru§a comes into contact with the

2
Prakrti, there must be a multiplicity of_ the world that so evolves because

1Larson, G. J., op. cit., p. 193.

_ ztasmat:xatGSaﬁyogédCacetanam cetanavadZiva liﬁgam/guga:kartgtve’pi
tatha karte=va bhavatyCudEsInanﬂpuru§asya daréanéﬁrtham kaivahy&é}tham tatha
pradhinasya/pangvsandhavadZubhayorZapi samyogasTtatZkrtah sargah// The
Safikhya Karikd, op. cit., Karikds 20 and 21. ‘ ’
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there will be different evolution for each Purusa. But obviously this is
- ’

not the case according to Samkhya-Yoga. While Samkhya-Yoga accepts the

plurality of Purusas it does not subscribe to the view asserting a simi-

lar pluralsity of universes; instead it admits one common cosmos as the

common referential point of all Purusas.

3. Samkhya-Yoga understanding of the Vyakta-Avyakta appears somewhat

baffling if seen in terms of the evolutionary interpretations of the Sarga
doctrine. Prakrti i1s the {(unmanifest) Avyakta, the material ground of all

manifestations of the world and its object (Vyakta). According to this

interpretation the Avyakta-Prakrti includes in itself the potentialitf of 3

-

. AN
all things in the manifest world, both mental and physical. Thus Avyakta- z

Prakfti is not looked upon as thé world but the ground of this manifegt
world. The 23 principles evolved from Prakyiti are considered as consti-
tuting the actual manifest world.(Vzakta).1 In this way of iooking at
Prakrti in relation to the wqQrld one-important gircumstance which accounts
for the precise difference between whét is unmanigest and its manifestation
seems to be overlooked. The distinction is one of not-being or being in
relation to consciousness. Prakrti- as Avyakta refers to the world of
objectivity which ﬁas not opened itself up to the presence of consciousness,
(Purusa). And Vyakta is the manifest world precisely in the sense that it

is the correlate of consciousness. Vyakta does not mean the world that is

present out there as opposed to the witnessing consciousness but it is pre-

cisely the world of the witnessing consciousness. All the so-called evolutes

1Mookerjee, op. cit., p. 244.°
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are not the product of the prakfti in the usual sense of product. They
are to be understood in a very special sense of being the structure of
manifestation, thé mechanisms through which the world unfolds itself in

terms of increasing differentiation to the witnessing consciousness.

4, The first category in the Samkhya-Yoga scheme is Mahat or Buddhi

whigh is the locus of I-ness or Ahamkara. To conceive the Samkhya-Yoga
anal&sis of Sarga in cosmological terms will ‘necessitate an assertion of
a Cosmic Intelligence or Buddhi as the firgt principle of the manifest
world of transcendent objectivities.//éf be sure such an assertion has
been ascribed to SE&khya—Yoga in certain sections of scholarship.1 But
such assertions imply overlooking of SEﬁkhya—Yoga's basic concern with
the individual nature of conscicusness. Consciousness, for Séhkhya—Yoga,
is always individual and not an abstract or Absolute principle transcend-
ing the individual consciousness. While pure consciousness or Puru?a is

individual but not personal, ego or I-consciousness is included in the

Buddhi-Ahamkara structure. Thus what is commonly considered to be self-

consciousness or ego is understood in Samkhya-Yoga to be other than the

"purusa'. Neither of the two, the pure consciousness and the Ego, need be
{

qbnceived in mere cosmological terms as referring to some world-soul or an

Absolute consciousness. The element of individuality is integral to the

2
meaning of consciousness.

1See Bhattacharya, K. C., Studies in Philosophy, Vol. I, Calcutta:
Progressive Publishers, 1956, p. 195-196.

2Mahat tattva, the Great Prihciple, 1s intelligence in an individual N
sense which contains the possibility of the next evolute viz. Ahamkara, the ,
sense of persomal individuality which in turn preceeds man's psychic-empiric {

.

-

(continued on bottom of next page)
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The important qdéstion that arises in this context is: what 1is the

exact nature of pure consciousness or Purusa and in what way is it related

to empirical consciousness or the psycho-physical conglomeration in the
conception of the I-principlé. For Samkhya, Purusa or pure consciousness
is what is precisely not characterized by the dispersions and the atomisms
characteristic of the world and of the empirical consciousness in which
the world is present. Instead of being the agent of action and volition, it
is a mere witness or spectator of the drama involving willing and activity.
It is in a condition of intrinsic isolation from‘all the manifestations
of the world both mental and physical.1 The best way to comprehend the
essence of Purusa is to look at it as a mere fact of conscjiousness.

It (Purusa) is the fact of man's experience which 1is apart

from all of his feeling, inclinations, impulses, etc. It

is the fact of man's experience which provides the basic

for his freedom precisely because it is not a part of or

determined by the world. By referring to Purusa as the

simple fact of consciousness apart from all thought, feel-

ing, etc., this also brings to mind such terms as transpa-

rent or trapslucent. It is only by the 'lYight' of Purusa

that one sees the world, and it is only the fact of the’
world which renders Purusa aware of itself., The fact of

. ’

(continued from previous page)...

life consisting of the working of his senses and manas which i{s the precur-
sor of the world of matter. The world of experience is the outcome of the

'Purusa’ confronting himself with the 'Prakriti', i.e. the permanent possi-
bility of pleasure, pain and dullness of knowledge, action and even inert-

ness (contrary to the belief that the world issues from prakriti as effect

does from cause and that purusa as a teleological factor comes into picture
as an after thought).

ltasmic:ca viparyasat siddham saksitvam asya purusasya kaivaByam
mAdhyasthyam drastrtvam akart;—bhivasfka.' The Samkhya Kﬁrika, op. cit.,
Karika 19,

-
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consciousn?ss and the fact of the world are two irreducible
realities.

Buddhi along with Ahamk3ra and Manas constitute the principle around
which the whole personal world is centred.z This is the‘Ilprinciple in
the proper sense of the term. And it is this ‘I’or the empirical Ego that
according to §5ﬁkhya—Yoga is the active willing subject of our conscious
state.3 It is this‘I)that posits an attitude and relates itself to the
world around itself precisely because the emergence of thistItprinciple
coincides with the moment of the encounter of the world and pure conscious-
ness. Apars from the active spontaneous willing dimension there is also
thelpassive aspect, as may be seen in the circumstance that it is also

the recipient of sense data to which it reacts.4 The personal or the em-
. pirical ego is then both 'spontaneous' and 'quiescent', but in both the
aspects it retains the intentional dimension of consciousness since it
remains the subject of reference or the subject of intentiohali%y. In

the last analysis this empirical subject is essentlally the subject of all

intentionality and is not to be ccnfused with what is given within the

field of its consciousness.

1Larson, J. G., op. cit., p. 185,

2Antahkaranam trividhanit1 buddhyahamkaramanasam grahanam/( etat tri-
vidhama:ntah karanasamjnitam The Matharavrtti op. cit., p. 49; santah-
karanetyadi buddherupattatvaccesamahamkaro manaschantahkaranam/tabhyam i
yukt3 buddhih. The Jayaman&ala __R’ cit., p. 4l. ‘

3Antahkaranasya taduJjvalitatvallohavadadhisthatrtvam. The Sahkhza
Pravacana Sutra op. cit., I.99 PR

~

AThe Samkhya Karikd, op. cit., 35, 23 and 26.
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Thus the empirical‘consciousness is related in cognition to its
surrounding world to things a;d beings which it experiences. The subject
bears a necessary refefence or relation to object, just as the objeét
stapds defined by Hging in relationship to the subject. The subject is
in passive or active\relation to object, which is present to the subject
as the terminal point of reference. Thus in relation to the'personal sub-
ject of intentionality, the object in the environment functions as "object"
for it. This relation itself is, of course, not external, i.e. as be-
tween two terms in relationship, but one of intentionality. Viewed from
the side of the object (Qrakfiti) it signifies that the intended object
(prayojya) motivates the subject (prayojaka).

It may thus be seen that the personal subject, i.e. theLI: is world-
involved by definition. It is the subject and the agent in actual or po-
tential relation with the '"object', which is either the object of knowledge
or(acquisitive'of action. The question that arises here may be: how does

the world-involved ‘I’stand in relation to pure consciousness? What is the

relation between consciousness which may be called the transcendental sub-

ject kPurusa) and the personal subject (Buddhi-Ahamk@ara structure)?

We have seen that the empirical ego for Samkhya-Yoga constitutes the
essence of the‘Ilness which is the centre of all positing of attitudes.
What is signiﬁicant about this dimension of existence, i.e. existence of
empirical ego, the‘Ilness is that it serves as the pole which exercises
specific"acts of positing, and also what is posited, i.e. the object of

such positing. So far as this personal Ego is the'I’0f the positing attitudesl

lThe Sifmkhya Kirika, op. cit., Karika 23 and 24.

4
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Fhe world that is posited by the I also proves to be the result of the de-
cision of the subject.

But then the question arises: are the empirical ego (Buddhi-
Ahamkara structure) and the transcendental subject (Ruruga) two mutually
exclusive and distinct principles? The immediate answer seems to be '"yes"
for the two are supposed to belong to two different realms.. But on closer
examination,it appears that the distinction is more of operational nature
than one of the thematic. "I" as a person, and as such belonging to the
world of fellow-being and having a world around is in point of essence, the
same "I" as the transcendental subject. It is the point of view concerned
fhat separates the two kinds of approaches to the self-same principle. On
purely transcendental anaiysis, the ego sets itself as the '"'tranmscendental
ego", as the final point of reference which on further analysis may be seen
to be the absolute region of pure consciousness, the source of all meaning
of being. But when the position of the same transcendental subject 1is
sought to be éetermined from the point of view of fact or actuality - the
position in terms of concrete man and his surrounding world - the same
trahscendental ego appears to assume the form of the personal empirical ego.
Seen from the perspective of the actual existing person, so far as the
latter consciously posits itself in positing attitudes, it is the empirical
ego consildered in itself, without the perspective it 1is promoted to the
level of transcendental subject. In the mode of discriminative awareness
(viveka) the world involved person, i.e. the one who acts, motivates and
refers to the world, himself is what may be called the transcendental ego

(Purusa). It is not a case of transformation of the one into the other.
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There are no two existentially distinct entities. The world-involved per-
son in his unreflective attitude proves to be the centre of all positing
of attitudes. But the same one in his reflection, i.e. when he reflects
on his world involvement, instead of positing attitude towards the world,
is the transcendental subject. Thus it may be seen that the personal em-
pirical ego itself provides the key to the transcendental ego-hood of the
subject. LI: namely the person (&hg@&é;g) is given as the object of ref-
lective self apperception in the very wake of the development of the empi-
rical perception of ‘I’ness (the Sarga being the process of this develop-
ment). The stream of experience as pure consciousness is also at once

the process by which the pure subject assumes the apperceptive form of the
personal ego.

This way of looking at the relationship between the transcendental
subject and the e;pirical ego may be questioned from the perspective of a
purely cosmological approach to the meaning of Samkhya-Yoga. It may be
asked: how the two subjects respectively referred to as pure conscious-
ness and the one which is an evolute of Prakfti, be in principle one and
the*same? The two belong to the two radically different and opposed realms
of being1 so that it is not conceivable that they are identical. The ob-
jection rests on the traditional understanding of the Séﬁkhya—Yoéa as em—
bodying a doctrine of evolution. The empirical ego is a product of real
evolutionary process in the comyrse of which it emerges from the womb of

undifferentiated mass called Prakrti. What seems overlooked in this

lRadhakrishnan, S., op. cit., pp. 287-291; also, Mookerjee, SatT/

Kari, op. cit., p. 242-257. (

\
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interpretation is the emergence of empirical subjcct as a specific moment
in the dialectical relationship between the fact of consciousness and thé
fact of the world. The so-called evolution or the Sarpga is a figurative
way of contemplating the fact of the givenness of the world in the imme-
diate or original experience. Of course this fact remains dormant till
consclousness stands in a reflective relationship to itself. It is only
in and through objectification of consciousness that the Lrue structure
of the givenness of the pure consciousness can be grasped. The Sﬁﬁkhza—
Yoga has made this point very clear. ‘

The Samkhya Karika is quite specific on the question of the func-

tional difference but substantive identity of the empirical subject and
the transcendental ego. The fact of the substantive identity 1is clearly
assumed in the passages enlisting the grounds for. the existence and plu-
rality of selves (lurusas ). A careful reading of the text shows that the
transcendental subject and the empirical ego are existentially determined
by the same set of factors. It is on the same considerations that the
existence of Purusa as the transcendental ground of all conscious willing
and activity 1s established.

To explain. The argument offered by the Samkhya in favour of the

1
existence of the Purusa runs as follows:
rurusa

1. Since the combinations (things existing as aggregation of three

gunas) must have another as™the one whose, purpose is served, and since

1sanghatapararthatvat trigunadiviparyayadl purusesti
bhoktrbhavat kaivalyartham pravrttesca. The Samkhya Karikd, ER: cic.,
Kariki 17,
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there must be something different from the three gunas, there exists Purusa

as this other (samghata - pararthatvat - trigunidi — viparyaydd).

2. Since, there must be control (of the world of things constituted of

guqa§) there must be a presiding power or controlling being, that being is

Purusa (adhisthanat).

3. Becuase there must be someone to experience and enjoy, that exper-

iencer is Puru%a (bhoktg—bhﬁyﬁt).

4, Since there is the activity for the same of isolation or freedom

there is Purusa who is free (kaivalyartham).

The arguments adduced for the plurality of the Purusa must be read in conjunc-

tion with what has been stated earlier. There is plurality of Purusas;1
£urusas

-

1. because there is separate regulation of birth, death and faculties;

2. because activities or functions (of beings) do not occur simulta-

neously; "and

3. because beings differ on account of varying gunas (attributes).

.~

Thus, the maln argument for plurality is based on the fact of natural diver-
sity inherent in three gunas (attributes or aspects). Vacaspati Misra puts
it in these words: .

The diversity or differentiation due to the distribution
of the gunas in the various entities, could not be explained

ljananamaranakaraggnaﬁ pratiniyamﬁd:ayugapatpravgttesfca purusaba-
“hutvam siddham traigunyaviparyayacZcaiva. Ibid., 18.



if the Purusas were one and the same in all. On the
hypothesis of plurality, however, there 1s no diffi-
culty. .

It is Interesting to note that in all these arguments offered for
the cxisténce and plu;ality'of the Purusa; the transcendental subject, it
is assumed as if it were exisgentially identical with the empirical ego.l
Not only this, but Samkhya-Yoga also goes even to the extent of implying
admission of §2§§9§¢é§;£§§ (subtle body) constituted of the empirical
subject as the vehicle of the transcéndental ego.2 Moreover the existen-
tial equation of the transcendental ego and the empirical ego is further
assumed in the Samkhya-Yoga postulation of dialectical understanding of
their relationship. While empirical ego or Buddhi is }egarded.as mirror-
ing the luminosity and the consciousness structure of the transcendental
éubject,3 the Purusa, it in fts turn also may be said to depend on the

self-reflection of the Buddhi to understand and comprehend the essential

A
difference between itself and the world of Prakrti. It seems to us that

-— — / -
1Tattva Kaumudi by Vacaspatimisra, op. cit., .-p. 66.

~

2The Séﬁkhya Karika distingutshes between three kinds of bodies:
subtle (sﬁk§ama), born of parents (mataprtrjaﬁ) and the ‘body of gross ele-
ments (prabhutais). Only suksama body is constant or permanent, i.e.
which passes from birth and acts as the vehicle of consciousness. Others
are perishable. See The Samkhya Karika, op. cft., Karika 39; also the
,Samkhya Pravacana Sutra, gg. cit., 3.16; Javamangala on Karika 39, op.
cic.,; p. 44; and Matharavrtti on Karika 39, p. S53.

]

3Catalina F. V., A Study of the Self Concept of SAmkhya-Yooa Phi-
losophy, Delhi: Munshirama Manoharlal, 1968, p. 68,

Asarvam pratyupabhogam yasmat purugasya sadhayati buddhih/sai,va ca

visinasti punah pradhanapurusantaram suksmam The Samkhva Karika, op. cit.;

37; krtsnam purusasyartham prakasya buddhau prayacchanti. TIbid., 36.
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this orientation of Sé&khya—Yoga understanding of reality witﬁ reséegt to
the question of existence necessitates conceiving 6f the relationship be-
tween the transcendental and the empirical subject ia dialectical terms.l

Samkhya-Yoga dées not concern itself with the absolute rupture be-
tween the world and the self; its point o% departure is always the self in :
the world, the one tha% e;¥eriences the contradiccions'of tﬁe world, but
at the same time isxgapable of tranécehding them by réﬁgining neutral to
it. .

In viewing the personal ego (Buddhi) in the context of its develop-
ment the other moment of Eﬁe ego besides that of the higher stage of free
transcendental subject, i.e., the subject -of free acgfwitnessing, has also
. to be considered. The character of this so-called "unfree-ego” is groundéd
in the passivity of sensuousness, i.e., natural di;éositions, etc. Thus
the trans;cndentgl subject or the spiritual(I'T in thé sﬁecific sense of
the subject bf‘autonomous acts of witnessing - finds itseif deﬁendent on a

dark background of Aatural dispositions. ’ .

Here we should take note of the fact that SEQkh&a«Yoga ﬁakes a clear
distinction between thé neutrality of Puruga and the passivity of Manas.
Spirit or Puruga is the foundational ground of all éonécigus_acts and

Prakriti exists for the sakd of Purusa, for it is to the transcendental

subject that the world orients itself and for which tie Qorld-ekiéts.z;

1See commentaries on Karika 36. .... purugggyérthamsukqmasthﬁla
\vigayalakgagam prakasyabhivyaktipm nitva .... tasyam ca visayopadhino- .,
paraktayam buddhau purusa upalabhate. tatredamucyate - buddhyédhyavaéitam—
_artham puru§a§cepayata iti. Jayamangald, op. cit., p. 42. '

Qitya esa prakrtikrto mahadadividesabhUtaparyantah/pratipurusavimok-
s@rtham svartham iva pardrtha arambhahy (continued on bottom of next page)

) T
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As such it stands ever against Manas (mind) at the lower stage of sensi-
bility. It must however be noted that at the same time, for Samkhya-Yoga
the Manas or mind of the lower sense level is one with the empirical sub-
ject of attitude, the Buddhi. Both form an unbroken empirical unity. And
it is precisel§ at this level that the problem of temporality becomes
enigmatic.

Buddhi-Ahamkara structure, according to SEékhya—Yoga,’is both created

and creative. It is Fhe structure of world-involvement as wellias the
possibility o{»world—transcendence.

It is femporal, both in the sense that it has a beginning and an éﬁd
as well ag.that it is the basic condition for the cognition of things iﬁ
their Yemporal mode of being. In and ;hrough cognition the Buddhi-
Ahamkpra structure coﬁstitutes ;emporality as well as it 1s constituted as

temporal. The temboral order on the phenomenal level is a conscious crea-

tion of the empirié¢ subject (Buddhi-Ahamkara structure). Time-order as

“x
the7principle of continuity 1is constituted by the empiric subject (ﬁgggh;
parikalpita). Time is nothing but the relational mode of geing (sambandhara-
tropakari); and as sﬁch is a function of Buddhi (the empiric subject). But
in th? constituti;n ofnthe temporai‘strUCtufe the empiric subject does not
act és a principle independent of the objective flow or the flux of

events characteristic of. the world of change. The empiric subject, in

" the world involvement, is out and out-temporal.

(continued from previous page)

vatsavivrddhinimittam ksiragya yatha pravrttirajnasya/ purusavimoksanimittam
tatha. pravrttih pradhanasya// autsukyanivrttyartham yathd kriydsu pravartate

lokah/purusasya vimoks@rtham pravartate tadvadavyaktam// The Samkhya Karika,
op. cit., 56, 57-58. . )

;,r

i R - }5. /



71

L

»

‘ What we see in the empiric subject as the principle of change and
creativity (vikrta) is an essential drive, a lived tension and a contin-
uous turning to new events and activities. As temporal, the empiric sub-

ject does not merely observe the flow of temporal events, but it parti-

cipates in it. Thus the empiric subject (Buddhi-Ahamkara structure) both
constitutes and 1s constituted in and‘through temporal becoming. However,
essentially temporal,.the empiric subjeét is also the basic condition for
the transcendence of ;emporality. Transcendence of temporality is a
function .of Viveka (discriminate knowledge). 'Viveka is the mode of cogni-
‘tive awareness of the essential 'thisness' of Purusa (pure consciousness as

‘unchanged and unmoved) and Prakrti’ (the pefmanent ground of all change

\
and movemeént, ——,

* The transcendence of temporality is possible through viveka (the

discriminative knowledge), a function of Buddhi. Viveka is the mode of
cognitive awareness of the ‘thisness of Purusa (pure consciousness as un-

‘ ‘ » .
ichanged and unmoved) and Prakrti (the permanent ground of all change and

‘movement). Thus, Buddhi is both the structure of world involvement as
t T -

itémporal as well as the condition of world transcendence as eternity;
1 .

-

|More on this later.

i
|
|
|



CHAPTER 1V

'TTME AND TEMPORALITY IN SAMKHYA-YOGA

The Category of Time: Grounds for its Rejection
o

The Samkhya-Yoga ontology can be best grasped in the context of
the relakionship of mutual otherness between the real world and the cog-
nising subject. Real objects belonging to the real world are distinguished
: s
by the fact thét they can be, at least in prinéiple, given originally to
the cognising subject. This subject knows them through a number of con-
scious acts of a determinate kind, namely through acts of direct "exper-
ien;ing”. Direct experiencing remains the ;ouchstone of objective reality

in Samkhya-Yoga understanding of the world.1 Time as a single, all-pervading

1The whole analysis of Buddhisarga in the Samkhya Karika bears tes-

timony to Samkhya's preoccupation with the realm of human experience, as it
is immediately and directly available to the reflecting self. The very
point of departure for the Samkhya Karika is the fact of suffering or pain
as an integral part of man's life experience. Yoga too is in total agree-
ment with the basic Samkhya postulation on this specific question. Rather,
in Yoga, the analysis of the realm of experience is even more rigorous
than in Samkhya. For both of them the analysis of the cognitive exper-
fence is the basic modus oberandi in approaching the ontological and meta-
physical issues: .

"A thorough analysis of human experience is also the starting point
of the Samkhya Philosophy. Experience is the felt result of the operating
of the subtle tattva which is ordinarily imperceptible..... Experience is
not possible unless there are objects of experience, body, organs, ego-
sense, mind, etc., which will constitute the instruments and objects of
experience.....these are also not enough to bring about experience. Ex-
perience presupposes conscidusness...the fundamental principles and cate-
gories of Samkhya were not dogmatically postulated, but they were discovered
and accepted after proper analytical study of experience.

Sen'Gupta, Anima, Classical Samkhya: A Critical Studz, Patna: The
United Press ‘Ltd., 1969, pp. 74~75.

N

72



73
s

objective reality, 1if it were to be admitted, must be éxperienced di-
rectly. The question that Samkhya-~Yoga asks is: where is the experiential
basis for admitting a single infinite all-pervasive time? What is givgn.
in direct experience is the fact of change. While admitting the reality

of change in the real world, and also granting thaE the fact of éhange is
universal, the Samkhya-Yoga philosophers do not find it necessary to admit
the existence and independent reality of time as the ground of all change.1
The postulation of Time as an independent reality is based upon a gisunder~
standing of.the nature of change. According to Samkhya-Yoga the acceptance
of time as an independent reality, providing the ground for continuity and
succession accounting for the relation of priggity and posteriority, is
gratuitous. There 1s no such thing as an infinite all-pervasive time.2
The notion of an infinite dimension extending through the phases of péét,
present'and future, without beginning and end 1s a fictitious construgtion

of Buddhi.3

- Irhe Tattva KaumudI of Vacaspati Mié}a, op. cit., p. 112,

.
»

2Here it must be borne in mind that in Samkhya system there is no
category called Time.....Time and space are only relations between events
and events. There are only the events and not something external to them
to relate them to one another. Raja, C. Kunhan, .The Samkhya Kariki of
I8varakrsna: A Philosophical Exposition, Hosiarpur: Vedic Research In-
stitute ?ublications, 1963, p. 123.

. 3sa khalavyam kalo vastuéﬁnyo buddhinirmﬁgah. Vzisa Bhasya on the
Yoga Sutra of Patanjali, op. cit., p. I51. ’ -

"The appearance of kala as a separate entity is a creation of our
Buddhi (buddhinirméga) as it represents the order or mode in which Buddhi
records its perceptions." Das Gupta, S, N., History of Indian Phildsophy,

. cit., p. 310.
op. cit., p. 3 -

o

N
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According to Samkhya-Yoga, the idea of a transcendental or objec-
tive time is not the constitutive gréund of all temporal determination in
our cognition of an object., On the contrary, it is the very product of
er experience or cognition of "limitedness'" intrinsdc to all the objects
present within the field of the experiencing subject. Thus the idea of
time must be conceived in the context of the 'finitude' or the 'limited-
ness' of actions or events. Whatever has a beginqing and end, according
to Samkhya-Yoga, is finite or limited. We find that various events that
take place within the purview of the expe;iencing subjeck, are essentially
limited in this specific sense. Thus according to Yuktiéiniki "time is9
the means of conceiving such limited existence or persistence of events"
(kriyanam viéigta-avadhi—svarupa—pratyaya—nimiﬂattvam). |

The denial or no;—agceptance of the so-called transcendental time
as the eternal background of all temporal determinations remains the run-
ning theme throughout the deliberations of Sahkhya-Yoga philosophers. The
reaiity of an unitary time is only a thought-construct whose essential un-
reality is disclosed to the reflective self only in the moment of self- |

refIection. Accordingly, then, the discriminative self comprehends the

l

true essence of the moment, and in the prbcess also knows what it is that

the self in the natural setting tends to identify as the transcendental

-

lna hi nah kalo nama kagzida (padartho) asti kim 'tarhi kriyamana
kriyanameva (adityagatigodohaghatastanitadinam) visista avadhisparupa
pratyaya nimitattvam; The Yuktidipika, op. cit., p. 73.

kalpyat iti kalah, visaya evat{to*nagato vartamanascocyate na
tadyavatirekena kalo’ sti: The Jayamangala, op. cit., p. 40.
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background of all temporal determinations.

It comes to see that it is the sequence of the moments that gives
rise to the notion of a continuous time, ubiquitous and one. As Vyasa
puts it:

The continuous flow of these (moments) is a sequence (karma).

Moments and the sequence of these canngt be combined into a

real (vastu). Thus time being of this nature does not cor-

respond to any thing real, but is a product of mind, and

follows as a result of (gnowledge) by words;  but the moment

is objective and rests on the sequence. The sequence (karma)

has for its essence an uninterrupted succession of moments

which is called time (k3la) by experts.l

To argue that pure time notions are ultimately dependent on our ex-
perience of finitude or limitedness is another way of saying that time does
not have an independent status. It is not admitting the independent status
of time. Without subscribing to the metaphysical position of accepting
an independent reality of time SEﬁkhya—Yoga remains confined to its ori-
ginal intention of clarifying basic epistemological or cognitional problems
as a way of explicating an origiﬁal ontological perspective. Without posit-
ing the reality of time as the explanatory factor, how do we explain our
temporél concepts? What is the origin of our temporal concepts, and not
positing reality‘of‘time, is the task to which it addresses itself:

For our knowledge of anything we must ulfimately refer to

our experience. In our experience we find events or ac-

tions but never time as such. /'Therefore, we may say that L 9
pure or empty time as such is nothing nor 1is non-existent.

1tatpravé’havicchedastu kramah. Ksanatatkramayonasti vastusamahara.
....sa khavalyam vastusunyo buddhlnlrmanan sabdajnanaupati.....ksanastu

vastupatitah kramavalambi. Kramasca ksananantaryatma tam kalavidah kala
ityacak§ate yoginah: Vyasa Bhasya on Yoga Sutra, 3.52.

”
Y
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It is nothing apart from' actions or events that are re-

vealef in experience. If it is anything it is one with

them.

The position stands in radical contrast.to the Nyaya~Vais/e§ika's2
acceptance of time as an eternal substance existing by itself, extending
from the past through the présent to the endless future.3 True to their
metaphysical realism, Nyiya-VaiéEgika philosophy accords independent status
to time. Time is considered aé essential to the concrete changes of nature,
such as production, destruction and persistence of things. Arguing from A
the facts of motion and change in the perceptiblé Qorla, Nyaya—Vai§e§ika
concludes that since the discrete things are dévoid of any power,of self- °
improvement, the fact of change and motion requires posiﬁiné>an indepen-—
dent reality as the éround of the ;rdering_of change and motionfa Thus,
time is posiggd by Nyaya Vaiée§ika as the indepenéent real, pervadihg

T~

- )

1

lSen, Sanat Kumar,"Time in Samkhya-Yoga", Indian Philosophical Quar- i
terly, Vol. 8, September, 1968, p. 412, '

2Ny5ya-Vai§e§ika are the realistic-pluralistic Hindu daréanas, in-
dependent in their origin, but because of their common ontological outlook
have Z%ome to be amalgamated in the course of history by their exponents.
The forma thesis of the two systems seems to have taken place around
10th century. €¢" Hiryana, M., Outlines of Indian Philosophy, London:
George Allen Unwin, 1956, p. 225. )

3K51akh5tmad%§Qm sarvagatatvam paramam mahat; The K;raﬁzyalibhﬁs—.
kara, Padmanabha Misra, Varanasi: Saraswati Bhawan texts, 1920, p. 137.

-

f1danim gacchatityadipratitstu idanim révitityidigﬁatftiVat kali-
kasambandhavacchinn@dhdirjdheya bphavamavagahate na tu samayasambandha-
vacchinnamiti. The Vaidesika Sutra, 5.2.26. :
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the whole uﬁiverse ;nd ;endering ordered change and movement possible. The
}elatiqns of priority and posteriority, simultaneity and non-simultaneity,
as- well as the notions of before and after have their ba;is in kEla.1 For
there is only one kime which 1sf omnipresent as possesses the character of /
individgation and the quality of coﬁjunctioﬂ and disjunction.2

The NyEya—Vaiéégika looks at time as a substantive reality which is

the eternal basis of all our experiences. Though time is never given in our
4

perception it constitutes the objective ground of all our cognitions. Thus:

According to Vai§;§ika time is said to have as 1ts character-
istic sign (by which its existence can be proved) the relation
'prior', posterior', etc., (Vaisesika Sutra 2.2.6), it is all-
pervading, single, formless and fqr this reason, because 1t is
not produced, eternal, different from activity, the dividing
factor of things by means of activity such as creation, etc.

, (creation, existence, transformation, growth, decay, and des~-
truction).

It is in their understanding of the nature of change and its cogni-

tions that the Séﬁkhya—Yoga‘and Ezﬁya*Vaiéésika systems disagree fundamen-

tally.h While both of them agree that the distinguishing feature of time

. lmbid., 2.2.6. e o

21bid., 7.1.25.

3The Kilasamuddeda of Bhartrhari's Vakyapadiya, (ed. and tranms.),

Sharma, Peri Sarveswara, ‘Delhi: Motilal Banarsidas§,.l972, p. 43.

AVaisesika matvat trikalamabhyantaram karana mityanena samkhvacaryaih

,kalah tattvéntaram'svikriyate itd nasamkaniyam tasyopadhava ntarbhivadit:
darsajyati — kdladceti;The Kirapivali on the Tattva Kaumudi, Haran, Swami-
narayana, Varanasi: Joytis Prakasa -Press, 1937 p. 321. ’

~
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determinations 1s the action or the acfivity that characterizes each moment
of existence, the Nyéya—Vai§e§1ka regards association of activities with
time as a limiting adjunct or a superimposition on the essentially unitary,
indivisible ;eality of time. Against the Samkhya-Yoga conception of the
temporal determinations the Nyéya—Vaiéégika’would maintain that the dis-
tinction in time such as moments, etc., depends on some adjuncts (kgagédih
syéd'upédhitah).1 .)-

\

The Sihkhya—foga point of view involving a rejection of the position

of Nyiya—Vaiée§ika is best maintained by Vyasa. Vygsa points out that the

moment 1itself 1is conceivable as ihe absolute and irrgducible unit and that

W

1Vai§é§ikas postulate following as adjuncts that constitute tempo-
ral limitations.
1. Upddhibheditaksanidivyavaharavisayab: The first adjunct consists of
the moment of Time 'that characterizes the interval between the action or
activity and the resulting appearance of disjunction in time. Contributing’
the theory of ~Asatkaryvada Vaiéesika maintains that the limiting action is
the calse or the reason for the production of the previous non-existent
disjunction in Time. \
2. Upadhistu Svajanyavibhapapragabhavacchinnam Karma: The disjunction so
produced by an activity becomes the cause of the destruction of the pre-—
vious conjunction. The interval between the disjunction and the dissolu-
tion of the conjunction is the second momént of Time produced by the acti-
vity constituting the limiting adjunct on. the unitary Time. In other words,
the disjunction determined by the antecedent conjunction is the second
Jimiting adjunct.
3. Purvasamyoganasavacchinnottarasamyoga—prapabhavo—va As the conjunction
so produced ceases, this cessation of the conjunction becomes the cause of
the subsequent conjunction. As such there nust be an interval between the
two. Thus there is the previous non-existence of that conjunction, and
this constitutes the third moment in the activity constituting the 1inic-
ing adjunct of the one unitary Time.
4. Uttarasamyogavacchlnnam Karma: Again, subsequent conjunction arises,
and the time associated with the action in this moment is further limited
in interval in terms of the limiting function:of the. activity in the ques-’
tion. Siddhantamuktavali, Visvanatha, Calcutta: Advaita Ashrama, 1940, 46.
Kalastvako’pi upadniﬁhedatksanadivyavaharavisayah upddhistu svajanyavib-
hagaprigabhavacchinnam karma, purvasamyogindsavacchinottava-samyoga-

. pragabhdavo va, uttavasamyogavacchinnam Karma. Ibid.
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apart from the reality of those moments, there is no infinite time. True,
these moments are always presented to us together with the activity, ad-
mits Vyasa, but it does not follow from this that they are determinations
~of unitary time in conjunction with this or that acgivity.l
It would be wrong to argue that moments determined by activity's

association with time exists as parts existing in a whole. It is wrong

because, as Vyasa says, the two moments, by their very nature, cannot co-
exist and hence a series of moments does not exist in reality, What con-
stitutes the essence of order in time is not an unitary indivisible rea-

lity, nor is it the fact of antecedence and subsequence between the moment
-

that is existent and the moment that has just ceased to be. Thus, a series
of moments is an ideal construction. The intellect pieces together these
discrete moments. There exists only one moment, the moment of present,

which céntains in it the momenfs of past and future, which are real but

1nexistent.2 Vyasa says: ) s

Just as atom is the smallest particle, similarly the moment
(ksang) 1is the smallest limit of time. (Moment) is the pe-
riod ‘of time taken by an atom to traverse the span between
. one point of space and the other. The continuous flew of
these (moments) is a sequence (krama). However, there is
no real (basis) for the combination of the moments and their
sequence.....(Thus), time has no real (objective) existence,
it is only a creation 'of buddhi, and follows on account of
knowledge by words.....(However), the moment is objective
"(it has a basis in the real) and it is the basis (of ground)

«

L

1Vz58a Bhasya on the Yoga Sﬁtpa_gg Patanjali, op. cit., pp. 150-151.

2. - . - ‘
Tasmadvartamanah evaikah ksano na purvottaraksanah santiti tas-
mannasti tatsamaharah, Ibid. \
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of sequence; the sequence (krama) consists in the continu-
ous (uninterrupted) succession of moments, and it 1is this
that 1s called iime (kala) by yogins who know time (its
real nature).

Now for Samkhya-Yoga, activity instead of being an external ad-

junct giving rise to our conceptions of temporal determinations, is the
very mode of temporal being.2 To be determined temporally, i.e., to be
given in momentary existence is a special kind of being that constitutes
the essence of autonomy of a temporal moment. The autonomy in this con~
text refers to the fact that the cognitiog of a temporally determined
being does not depend on the independent existence of unitary time as
the eternal background of all such cognitions. Rather the existential
autonomy of the moment consists in the very activity that constitute
each moment of existence. In other words, temporal determinations are
self-constituted in the process of cognition.

€

Objection may be raised that if temporal determination of moments

is constituted in and through our cognitive process then how can one

lyathépakarsaparyaut dravyah paramanurevam paramakarsparyantah kalah
ksanah. ydvata va samayena calitah parmanuh purvadesam jahyidduttaradedamu-
pasampadyate sa kdlah ksanah, tatpravaha vicchedastu kramah, ksanatakrama-
yornésgi vastusamahara..... sa khalvayam kalo vastusunyo buddhinanirmanah
sabdajnananupati..... ksanastu vastupatitah kramavalambi. kramasca ksana-
nantaryatma. tam kalayidah kala ityacaksate yoginah. Yoga Bhasya 3.52,

op. ¢cit., pp. 150-151.

-

2\ im tarhi kriyaméqakriyénémevgdityagatigodohaghatEstanitidIném
vié&gt§Vadhisaerapraty§yanimittatvam. We pwe this clarification to
Yuktidipika, The Yuktidipika, op. cit., p. 73. .
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legitimately hold that the.moment is the time taken by an atom to traverse
its own unit of space as indeed Vyasa clear1§ maintains. It 1is important
to remember that in Samkhya-Yoga understanding. space does not refer to

the objective space existing independently and transcendent to con-
sclousness. Indeed both Time and Space as transcendent realities are me%e
abstractions. Space, according to SE&khya-Yoga, is ‘another name for the
phenomenon manifesting itself in our immanent perceptions. The atom too,
here,does not refer to physical atoms as such but to subtle elements (tan-
matras) as it were appearing to the consciousness.

The problem with NyEya—Vaiéegika is that it sees activity as somehow
externally related to existence, so that it appehrs as an external adjunct.
On the contrary, activity for Samkhya-Yoga is the‘;ery mode of temporal
existence. Existing temporally and being active are not two different
modes of being, but are one\and the same. If we accept the‘Nyéya—Vaiéegika
interpretation of activity as ‘separate from existence and thereby standing
in an independent relqtionship to existence then we are forced to postulate

another category‘és the relational term that relates the activity with ex-

istence. This will inevitably lead us to an regressus-ad-infinitum. How-

ever, Samkhya-Yoga by insisting on the ultimate inseparability of existence
and activity is able to underscore a sharp-edged polemic agalnst a realistic

. reification of time as transcendent to change and activity,

’




82

The Question of FEternal and Empirical Time: Some commentators
on Samkhya-Yoga literature seem to suggest that the Samkhya-s theoretical
position admits a distinction between eternal and empirical time. That, in

other words,(at least according to some interpretations) Séﬁkhya also

reifies time. Vijﬁﬁnabhik§u in his commentary on the Siamkhya Sutra have

suggested that the distinction between the eternal and empirical time has
been accepted by Samkhya-Yoga. Thus he writes:

Eternal space and time are of the form of prakrti, or the
root—-cause of akdsa, and are only the specific modification
of prakrti. llence, the universality of space and time is
estavplished. But these, space and time, which are limited,
are produced from akdga through the conjunction of this or
that limiting object (uphadi).

Thus, according to Vijﬁinabhik§u, there is a distinction between the

s

eternal and omnipresent (all-pervading) Space and Time and the empirical

space and time which appears to be limited and finite. The former appears

to be of the nature of Ekgéé, and are nothing but particular modifications

of Prakrti, On the other hand, the empirical Time which 1s limited and
fraxrtl

finite is produced from 3kisa and as such is an effect of akasa. The empi-

L]

r;cal Time 1s essentially akasa itself, but as particularized by this or

that upadhi. Thus, the finite space and time are conceived as the quali-

ties of Prakrti and to be all-pervasive and eternal. The eternal time and

space are conceived as the eternal background of our empirical notion of

1nityau yau dik- kalau tavakasa prakrti bhitau prakrterguna visesaveva
ato dikkﬁlayorvibhutvopapttih (akasa vat sarva gatas ca nitya) ity adi érutly
uktam vibhutvam c¢J 'kasasyo papannam Yau tu khandadik kalau, tau tutattadup-
adhi samyogad akasdad utpadyete ity arthah. The Sémkhya PrnvacanthESVa of
Vijﬁﬁnabhikgu, op. cit., p. 77. !




space and time.1

-
<

However, there is hardly any evidence in the classical Samkhya-

Yoga literature to lend support to this classification of Vijﬁénabhiksu.
Text does not offer any basis for introducing the category of eternal
time and much less for an omnipresent, self-identical one to be contrasted
from a limited and finite time due to the particularization of the former.
We tend to agree with A. B. Keith when he maintains that any such distinc-
tion between the eternal and empirical time is inconsistent with the ‘basic
Samkhya position. 'Expressing his disapproval of this approach he writes,

"in the empiric world both (space and time) appear as

limited, and are explained in a quite inconsistent way
~ by origination from either (Akasa) through its qualifi-

cation by the masses of corporeal nature on the one

hand, in the case of space, and by the movement of the
heavenly bodies in the case of time."

\
1Concurring with this way of looking at the Classical Samkhya under-

standing of the problem of time Radhakrishnan maintains that the Séﬁkhya
assertion of the infinite eternal time as a thought construct is a mere X
attestation.to the fact that we do not have any perception of the infinite ™
time. He seems to suggest that there is no real denial of the eternal time
by Samkhya-Yoga. All that Sahmkhya has to say that since we have no per-
ception of infinite time or infinite. space, so they are.said to be con-
structed by the understanding. Radhakrishnan, S., op. cit., p. 277.

2Keith, A. B., The Samkhya System, Calcutta: Association Press,
1924, pp. 121-122; While concurring with Keith in disregarding the dis-
tinction between the eternal and empirical time one may have reservations
regarding the explanation adduced. It is extremely doubtful of the Akasa
of which time is taken to be differentiation by Vijnanabhiksu refers to
the bhuta. It is more ‘likely that he means by it an aspect of Prakrti
itself, in which case nitya kala would be another name for eternal becoming
of Prakrti. However, on the basis of the text we are not quite sure about
the exact import of his statement. TFor a philosophical estimation of Vij-
nanabhiksu 8 view on time refer to Bhattacharya, K. C., Studies in Philo-
sophy, vol. 1, Calcutta: ProgreSSive Publicagion, 1956, p. 235.
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AN

It may bg appropriate to look for the textual context in which
the distinction between the Eternal and the Empirical time 1is proposed

by Vijhdnabhiksu. It is in his commentary on the Samkhyasutra 2,12

that Vijnanabhiksu proposeSAlhe above distinction. The Sutra states

that the (notions of) ''direction and time (arise) from Kkééﬁ" etc.

e oy =
(dikkalau akasadibhyab). Aniruddha proposes a less radical interpreta-

tion of this Sitra than Vijﬁﬁnabhikgu, when he explains it in the fol-
lowing way: "It is égéég itself which, by different Upadhis or external
conditions, is depoted by the term Space and Time. They are therefore
included in ékéég.”l The explanation lacks in conviction as it does not
sound plausible. Aside from the obscurity of the notion of uggdhi, it
fails to explain wgat these uEEdhis are that constitute such limitations

-

-t ’
. on the Akasa causing it to give rise to space and time.
It seems to us that both Vijﬁénabhikgu and Aniruddha tend to look

at Séékhya—Yoga understanding of tattvas in cosmological terms. The no-

tion of eternal time is invoked to account for the cosmological proces-

sion of tattvas from the Prakrti. It is perhaps this pre-occupation,
one ‘which he shares with many of his predecessors, responsible for con-
cluding that the sitra in question 1s concerned with the origin.of the
transcgndéntal or eternal ;pace and time. What the Samkhya-Yoga seems
really concerned with, in our way of understanding, is explaining the

origination of the sense of time. The Sutra under consideration can be

ltattadupédhibhedid’ékis’ameva dikkalddabdavacyam tasmadakase'ntarbhitau,
The Samkhya Sutra Vrttih by Aniruddha, op. cit., p. 9% .
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understood as an attempt to explain at what specific moment in reflectiQe
consclousness the essence of the idea of space and time shows forth.

The reflective self, reflecting on the given structure of extension2
"as what is implied in the idea of akdsa, wlso recognizes that extension
gives rise to the idea of space and time. The emergence of the idea of
é&éég is the specific moment in the reflective consciousness when the
true essence of temporality as tﬁe finitude of moments and theilr sequence

(krama) is disclosed to the reflective self. The reflective self comes

to see the structure of the sequence (krama) of moments as they are, i.e.
as mere sequence of moments without any extension or duration, which ig
sees as_being the essential mode of the being of é&ééé, It is precisely
in this sense that the Sutra seems £o refer to akdsa giving rise to the
idea of Time and direction. \

This fact is disclosed to the discriminative self only when it has
come to grips with the essential structure of égéég as extension. Dis-
crimination (viveka) is as much a reflective activity as t%e arising of’
the notion of time and space as a function of the Buddhi. Thus emergence

of Uiveka in the Buddhi is the termination of the process of Sarga. We

will return to this Reint later. One final exegetical comment in this

1This exegesis is in conformity. with the general staﬁdpoint taken
by us from which to approach the problematics of the Samkhya-Yoga. For
arguments and defense see Supra, pp. 58 ff.

[T

PO

)
~r

2The term extension irs used in the sense of 'Prakrti' 1in its as-
pect of omnipervasiveness, the contention being the part of the basic
Samkhya doctrine that the Prakrti persists along with the tattvas.
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connection should not be out of place. The expression, etc. (égi)

the aphorism cited above, thougﬁ insignificant, may be of‘éome exegetical
import. It refers to the fact that according to the author of the sutra
it is only when the discriminating self has teflected upon the nature of
the phenomenal world in terms of its essential structure being constituted
of other (ééi) tattvas along with the specific dimension of égéég that the
true understanding of the essential nature of space and time can arise.’
This way of looking at the.EEEEi in question seems to us to be more
plgu;ible and more consistent with the basic Séﬁkhyh-Yoga ontologg. It
goes without saying that to our way of understanding the problem of two
times in Samkhya-Yoga as envisaged by Vijﬁénabh1k§u2 is a fictitious prob-

lem arising from a misinterpretation of sarga as cosmological evolution.

1Aniruddha dismisses the term 'adi' as occuring by accident in the
Sutra; adisabdah sampatayatah etc. The Samkhya SuUtra Vrttih, op. cit.,
p.. 98; Vijhana Bhiksu maintains that the expression "adi' in the sutra
means that from the apprehendlng ¢f this or that limiting object (the no-
tion of relative space and time arise): adisabdenopadhigrahanaditi
Sahkhya Pravacane Bhdsya, op. cit., p.77,

. It is important to note that Vijnanabhiksu himself in his Yoga-
Sara—Samgrahtadmits that the Samkhya does not accept a separate entity as
infinite time (Mahakala) as the one all-pervading reality or the basis of
temporal determinations of moments, etc. Moreover, Vijnanabhiksu goes to
a great length even to criticise the views of Samkhya expressed in the
Samkhya Sutra. We are also aware of his Vedantic leanings and his occa-
sional attempts to reconcile Samkhya-Yoga with the mainstream of Vedantic
thought. This leads us to approach cautiously his interpretation specially
when it seems to go against the basic ontological perspectives of the sys-
tem under investigation

Ksana rUpah k3dalo vyavasth@apyate.....Samkhyistu 'dikkalava: kasadibhyah
itd sutranimahakalo va ksanadirvaprthakpadartho nasti, kim tv‘kasamevopad—
hibhirvisistam ksanddimah@Kalant vyavaharam kurut iti manyate. The Yoga-
Sara~Samgraha of ViJﬁanabhiksu, (ed. and trans) Jha, Ganganath, Madras:
Theosophical Publishing House, 1933, pp. 73-74.
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Our contention that the notion of transcendental time is inadmis-
saible in the Séhkhya-Yoéa scheme of things 1s further substantilated by
another important cbnsideratipn. It is significant to note that within
Samkhya-Yoga scheme of things the element of eternity in this sense of
non-finitude or trans-temporality is applicable only to Puru§a as the
transcendental conscilousness and to grakfiti as the transc;ndental ground
of all phenomenalization.1 Apart from Purusgiapd Prakrti, no other

tattva is accepted as infinite and trans-temporal.

~

The Constitution of Moment and the Status of Past, Present and Future.

»

Having established the reality of 'moment' and discerning it as the

.
ground of all temporal determinations, Samkhya-Yoga is now faced with the
problem of explicating the material and the formal structure of the moment

in terms of which alone one can comprehend the temporal determinations of
4

past, presént and future. The problem that Séﬁkhya—Yoga faces is: 1f the

lln view of the above stipulation regarding the trans-temporality
even to cosmological way of understanding the sﬂrga doctrine, the problem
of two times (eternal and empirical) in Samkhya-~Yoga is inappropriate. Sen,
who seems to accept a cosmological interpretation of sarga, also considers
the anamolous character of the situation:

In fact, since the Samkhya admits the possibility of regression
(pratisancara) of all the evolutes (the entire universe) into

their ultimate ground, Prakriti, nothing save .Prakriti and

Purusa can be called eternal (in the accepted sense of being
without beginning and end). Thus if even Akasa is not eternal,

how can time, which is no distinct entity at all be so. Sen,

op. cit., p. 410.

2On the Samkhya-Yoga conception of eternity, see infra, pp. 119-120.
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moment alone is real and that an entity is always given only in the mo-

s

ment of existence then how do we distinguish between the moments of past,
present and future? What is there in theeFoment that will distinguish

it as present in relation to the moments of past and future? In other

-

words, is there anything in the structure of moment which enables us to

‘

grasp the relationship between the moment determined as past and present
¥ ] 1
or future? Does the moment depend on something external to itself for

these temporal designations? Denying the reality of transcendental or
cosmological time, Samkhya-Yoga is faced with the problem of accounting

for temporal determinations.
~u

To begin with, it must be acknowledged that Samkhya-Yoga does not
N\

deny the reality of the distinctions of past, present and future. Thus
tempéral diséiqctions indeed have an ontological basis. What.grounds
them or provides basis for them beiﬁg the reaiity existing as moment?
Thus observes'Vygsa on the reality of past, present and future:

The past and the future exist in reality since the quali-
ties of things manifest themselves in these three ways.
The future is the manifestation which i1s yet to be. The
past is that form which has alreayd been experienced. The
. present is that which is still active. If these three did
not exist in reality, then knowledge® would not have been
possible. Knowledge is not possible in the absence of the <
object of knowledge.1

It would be wrong to assume that Vyasa here is endorsing the views

atitanagatam svarupato' styadhvabhedaddharmanam, Yoga Sutra, op.
cit., 4,125 Bhavigyadvyaktikamanagatam, anu thnyaktikam itam, svavyaparopa
‘ rtham vartamanam trayam caitadvastu jfiinasya jneyam. Yadi caitatsvarupato
nabhavisyannedam nirvigayam jnanamudapatsyata, tasmédatitanagatam svarupato
'stitd, Vyasa Bhasya on Yoga Sutra, 4.12, op. cit.
(]

. (continued on bottom of next page)



89

of,NyEya—Vaiéégika who also grants that past, present and future possess
objective reality. According to the latter these moments are character—
ized by an independent existence which is mutually exclusive. Past,
present and future surely are different modes of being. But; as Samkhya-
Yoga would put, these modes Jo not exclude each other materially. They
coincide and comingle in the same being.1 Past, present -and future are
not three points of time in which things exist. They are the three ways
in which things pass from unmanifest to manifest and vice-versa. Since
being of a thing is not different‘from the moment in which things exist
and since there is no cgming of being from non-being it will be wrong to
assume as the/Vaiée§1ka does that the three moments of being imply their
mutually exclusive existences. It is this existential inseparability and
functional distinguishability oé the three moments that 1is recognized and

asserted by Vyasa when he maintains that past, present and future exist

in reality. \

The fundamental difference between Samkhya-Yoga and Nydya-Vaisesika
lies in the latter's acceptance of the reality of non-being (Abhava) as a

self-subsisting mode of existence. For Nyﬁya—Vaiéegika past and future

(continued from previous pége)

Also see Samkhya Karika 33 and commentaries on it: trikalamZabhyantaram

mano 'hamkarabuddhiriGpam karanam pravartate buddhivartamanam ghatam buddhyate
atitam bhavisyantam ca smarati.....yat evam tasmaducyate trikalamabhyantaram
karanam iti; Matharavreti, op. cit., p. 50.

trisvapi kalesu vyavasthitam visayamavagahate grhnati yasmat, tasmat trivid-
hamantahkaranam buddhyadi dvari bhavati.....ebhi@virabhutaivantahkaranam visayan

grhnati. ‘Jayamangala, op. cit., p. 42.

1tadet:'kalatattvasya padarthantaratakhandanarthamah santu ta iti;
Svaminarayan's Kirnavali on the Tattva Kaumudi, op. cit., p. 321.
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possess reality in the mode of non-being (abhava). However, Samkhya-Yoga
convincingly argues that such existence in the mode of non-being is in-
conceivable precisely because there is no non-existence, in a literal
’ [ 4
sense, of an existing being. The present is nothing else but the mani-
fested form of the unmanifest past. The future, which has not yet come
LY

to be manifested exists in the present in unmanifest form. Thus the past
subsists in the body of the present and future also is contained there in
-the fullness of being. Supporting this existential cominglfng or the dia-
lectic of past, present and future it is bointed out by Vacaspati Mié}a:

If the past and future (the existence of being in sublatent

and unmanifest form) are non-existent because they are not

in the present, then the present (existence of being in the

manifest form) also would be non-existent, because it is

not in the past or future. The existence is applicable or

characteristic of all the three forms, for it is real ir-
respective of the characteristics of these.l

A mote comprehensive and clear understanding of Samkhya-Yoga position on
this important issue warrants a somewhat lengthy but extremely impoxtant
citation in the same tenor as above from Vyasa where he has tried to pre-

sent the Samkhyva-Yoga position in a very clear way. Vyasa puts his views

‘1n the foilowing words:

...And the mutation of time-variation is the restriction
having the three time-variations, (that is) connected with
the three time forms (adhvan). This (restrictio‘) one may
say puts aside the first time-form whose variation is yet

A d

— e e = . R
1yadi tu yartaménatvabhavadatita nagatayorasattvam hanta bho varta-
manasyapyabhavotitanagatvabhavat, Vacaspati Misra, Tattva Vaisaradi, op.
cit., p. 166.

’
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to come, and passes into the present time-variation, with-

out however passing out of its state as external aspect.

But in this (condition) it becomes manifest as being what

it is. This is8 its second time-form. And it is not com-
pletely severed from past or future time-variations. Like-
wise emergence has the three time variations; it is con- '
nected with the three time~forms. Having put aside the

present time-variation it passes over into the past time-
variation, without however passing out of its state as

external aspect. This is the third time form. And it

i8 not completely severed from the future and the present \
time-variations. In the same manner, emergence completing
itself again (as a phenomenalized form) having put aside the
the future time variation, and not having passed out of

its state as external. aspect, passes into the present time-
variation. In which (time), since this (emergence) mani-

fests itself a: as it is, it obtains its functipnal activity.

This is the second time-form of this emergence. And it

is not completely released from the past and future time-
variations. (emphasis added)

Thus, according to Vyasa what distinguishes the present mode of
being from the past and the future is not existence in the mode of being
(bhava) and non-being (abhava) as the Vaisesika maintains, but the "func-
tional activity" (vydaparah) that characterizes the present moment of
existence. Now, we have seen that according‘to Samkhya-Yoga activity and
exiétence are iéentical in the strictest senge of the term. If the two »
are identical, what 1s.the justification for asserting that the functional

. activity belongs only to the present mode of existence? At this precise

1WOods op. cit., pp. 212-213.

Laksanapatinamaéca nirodhah trilaksanah tribhiradhvabhiryuktah. 3a
khalvanagat&laksanamadhvanam prathamam hitva dharmatvamanatikranto varta-
minlaksanam pratipanno yatrasya svarupenabhivyaktih Esosya dvitiyodhva
na catitanagatabhyam laksanabhyam viyuktah.

tathavyutthinam trilaksanam tribhiradhvabhiryuktam vartamanamlaksanam
hitva dharmatvamanﬁkrantamaticalaksanam pratipannam, esesya trtiyodhava. Na
ca:nagatavartamanabhyam 1aksanabhyam viyuktam, Evam punah vyutthanamupasam-
padyamanamanagatam laksanam hitva dharmatvamanatikréntam vartmanam laksanam
pratipannam, yatrasya svarupabhivyaktau satyam !Xagarah. Esosya dvitiyoﬂhva
na catitanagatabhyam lakgandbhyam viyuktamiti. Vyasa Bhasgya on the Yoga
sutra, 3.13, op. cit., pp. 110-111.
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point that a careful understanding of the two kinds of activity or change
that the Samkhya-Yoga speaks of seems in order.
The Samkhya-Yoga distinguishes between two kinds of change that the

being undergoes. (1) Svarupa Parinama (homogeneous change) and (2) Virupa

Paripama (heterogeneous change). The being in its unmanifest stage'(Prak:
riti) undergoes the first kind of change. It is the stage where beilng has
not entered the rgalm of consciousness, i.e. it remains unmanifest,
Changes or activity that characterizes this mode of existence does not
involve encounter with the cognizing ;;lf. As such existence in this

mode remains inoperative or functionally neutral. It is only when exis-
tence assgmes the present form, i.e. enters into the field of conscibus-—
ness (kgetra) that it becomes functionally active.

An objection may be raised at this point with regard to the exis-
tence of being in the mode of past moment which is described as devoid of
functional activity. The problem here, as it is stated by a classical
commentator, is:

If only the being, which performs efficient activity alone

is real, or ultimate, then how can (a being remaining in

. the past course) be real, for 1t (the efficient activity)
is absent in the past coutrse.

- 1nanu yadevarthakriyakari tadeva paramarthasadityatiteladhvi tada-
bhavatkatham sattvam; The Vakyaggdivam by Bhartrhari with a Commentary
by Helaraja, 'Varanasi: Benarasa Sanskrit Series, 1928, 3.9. 55, p. 363.

LS
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Samkhya-Yoga answer of the dilemma consists in their assertion that the
existence of thing is not contingent upon their performing a purposeful
action or possessing the quality of functional activity. Samkhya-Yoga does
not consider the existence of a thing on account of the purposeful ac-
tion that it performs. Rather they understand activity in its purest

form as characterizing the existence of a thing per se. It is the Prin—
ciple of activity discernible in a thing in ic§>purest state (pralaya)
that ultimately constitutes the ground for functional activity in the
manifest world.

The existence of material objects according to Samkhya-Yoga possesses

.

three strata namely sattva, rajas and tamas. Thus:

Just as the three gunas, characteristic of serenity (sattva)
activity (rajag) and inertia (tamas), though existing si-
multaneously on account of their eternity, acquire the sub- .
ordinate and principal relation and give rise to peculiar
modifications in a way of their own splendour, same way,

(the three) time divisions, by the magnificence of their

own power, effect sequence in the difference (of beings).!l

Thus, Sattva, Raja¢ and Tamas are considered as the three powers

constitutive of the very existence of being.2 It is on account of these

powers that a being is‘capable of maintaining itself as existent in both

lThis discerful understanding of the gl}—gunas‘relatiég it to the
three divisions of time is attributed to Kapila by Helaraja in his commen-
tary on Vakyapadiyam: Paramarsanye satat amisu sattvarajastamasam
ééktimﬁtramititadikélabhedasamikhyam,‘tathﬁ ca rvesam bhavanam guna-
tryarupattvacchaktitrayayogitve yathayatham saktyulbhavanubhyam sadasattvena
vyavaharah. :

2'Being' here is used in the sense of objective being, i.e. Prakrti.
When we speak of existence being characterized by sattva, tamas and rajas,
we, of course, refer to'the existence of the being which is existentially
grounded in Prakrtji. Purusa or the transc¢endental consciousness is in prin-
ciple untouched or unaffected by these gupas.
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the manifest and the non-manifest st;tes. Past and future moments of
being, on account of tle prepon&;rance of tamas are responsible for the
enclosing of Enclosing is the nature of inertia precisely
because it 1is discerned as the one which is heavy and obstructing (guru
varanakam eva tamat}).l The present moment 1s equal to illumination that
shows or manif@§ts being and agﬁsuch is characterized by sattﬁa, for
sattva 1s considered to be the principle of 1llumination (sattvam laghu
prakasakam %gtam).2 But it is activity which is characterized by rajas
(upastambhakam calam ca rajab)Band as such belongs to all the three
moments of existence. As Helaraja comments in this context: "It k§£13§)
is a peculiarity of time and it is connected with everything. Rajas,
being the inciter through suspension and permission, c¢onformable to

4

function is indeed the soul of time." Further it is polnted out that

the temporal status of the moment 1s determined by the predomiﬁancé of

the powers of the gunas. Thus:

Just like the three ingredients, having the characters of
serenity (sattva), activity (rajas) and inertia (tamas),
though existing simultaneously due to their eternity,”
acquite the subordinate and principal relation and effect

1he Samkhya Karika, op. cit., 13.

2 Ibid.e

3ibid.

&Rajastu pravrttisamanyamkalasvarupam sarvatranvayi pratiband-
habhyanujnabhyam pravarttamanam prerandrdpam rajah kalatmakameva.
Helaraja in the Vakyapadiya, op. cit., p. 361. °
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beings through their peculiar evolutioﬁ, in a proper
manner in the splendour of their own course of action,
so also, these (three) time-divisions, by the magni-
ficence of their own power, (become) capable of effect-
ing sequence 1In external aspects (lit. in the differ-
ence of beings).”1

However, Helraja insists that this position of Samkhya-Yoga ref-
"~
lects inc&nsistency in as much as it tends to differentiate between the
d ’

external aspects (Dharma) and the possesser of the external aspect (dharmi).

Basing his argument on Patanjali's Yogasutra stating that the "external

aspects possess three courses (dharmas triadhvﬁhnhs’ﬂelaréja concurs with
Bhartrhari that SE&khya—Yoga too like Nygya—Vaiéésika is susceptible to
. .

the charge that temporal determinations have as their referrent the ex-

—

ternal limiting adjuncts.2 ﬁbwever, it seems to us that the charge 1is
not quite fair and even tends to obscure Samkhya-Yoga's basic theoretical
position.

It may be appropriate at this point to reproduce the passage on

which the aforesaid charge of Bhartrhari is based. The passage under con-
sideration reads as follows:
.
The bearer of the external aspect (dharmi) does not
. possess the three courses, the external aspects
(dharma) possesses the three courses; they (i.e. the
external aspects) characterized by them ({.e. the
three courses) and obtaining different states, are
referred to as different. (And this reference is)

lTadyathﬁ trayah sattvarajéstamolak§a95 guno nityatvadyuga-

padavasthdna api....... yathayatham svavrttyulldse vicitraparinaman
bhdvanamuparacayanti , tatheme kdlabhedab svasaktimihatmyadbhavabhedesu
kramoparacanacatura ityarthah. Ibid., p. 361. )

21b1d.
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due to the allen state (of external aspects) and not due
to the alien substance. Likewise (an external aspect),
having forgone its future charactere obtains the present
character. But (it is) not separated from (its) future
and past (characters).

It is in the statément that "it is nat separated from the (its) future
and past (character)' that the clue to the basic position of Yoga-Sutra
lies. If Vyasa were to agree that temporal determinations have as theilr
referrent the ;xternal limiting adjuncts then he would not bé able to

hold the position that the present moment is inseparable from the moment

of past and future. The statement that the dharmas tryadhvanah must be
read in the context of their discussion as to the origin and ground of
seqyence perceptible in the phenomenal world. It is true that the

dharmas seem to pass through three courses and that as such they give

]

risé to the notion of sequence in objectivities. But it 1is precisely
this appearance of sequence in the phenomenal world that the Samkhya-Yoga

tradition tend to question. The point is made in the Bhasya 3.13 and 1is

further clarified and illustrated in 3.52 where it is pointed out by
Vécaépati that The succession as such 1s only a conceptual product with-

sout.any ground in reality.
In the present there is a single moment and there are no
" earlier or later moments. There is no combination of them.
But those moments which are past and future are to be ex-
plainted as inherent in the mutations. Accordingly, the
whole world passes through a mutation in a single moment.

>

1Na dharmi tryadhva dharmastu tryadhvanah. te laksita alak$it3§ca

tam tamavasthim prapnuvantdnyatvena pratinirdiéyante”vasthantarato na
dravyantaratah. Vyasa Bhasya on the Yoga Sutra, op. cit., 3.13.

2Tasmadvartmana evaikah ksano na purvottaraksanah santiti. tasman
nasti tatsamdharah, ye tu bhutabh3vina ksanas te parinamanvita vyakhyeyah.
tenaikena ksanena krtsno lokah parinamam_anubhavati. Ibid., 3.52.

¥
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According to Samkhya-Yoga there is no togetherness of moments and
there is no synthesis of them with succession either; a moment and its
succession do not co-exist. It hardly makes any sense to speak of the
succession of a single moment. Succession does not belong to any mo-
ment.1 It is rather the relation (of priority and posteriority) or order

’
of moments. But the relation is here no part of the relata. Moments do
not possess succession as their constituent. Succession, therefore, is
conceptual rather than real.2 Each moment is real, which 1is neither a
combination of moments nor their combination with succession. For com-

bination is possible only of co-exlsting entities, and co-existence here,

from the very nature of the case, is impossible.?

Grounds of Temporal Determinations

A realistic philosophy, which S5ﬁkhya-Yoga is, denying the reality
of one independent, transcendental unitary Time and accepting the reality
of the Moment (&Eéﬂﬁ) alone is faced with the problem of explicating con-
cep;ually the ontol?gical status of the moment as Now and its relationship

to the moments which are described as the past and the future.

NyEya—Vaiéegika advocates the fundamental oneness and conditional

1.....tasméﬁ:n§sti tatsamaharah..... Ibid.

«....ayam kalo vastuéunyo pi..buddhinirmanah éabdajﬁénanupati...lbid.
3K§a9astu vastupatitah kramévalambi, kramasca ksaninantaryatma...
na ca dvau ksnau asahabhavatah. Kramadca na dvayoh sahabhuvoh asambhavit,
purvasmaduttarasya bhavino yad3anantarya ksanasya sa kramah.  Ibid. ’
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manyness of the Time.1 Time according to them,is one,unitary and indi-
visible in 1ts essence but it acquires temboral distinctions on account
of its association with external limiting adjuncts. However, these
temporal determinations far from being unreal possess a conditional or
relative reality and are to be located within Time constituting its per-
ceptible limitations from which alone the reality of a single unitary
Time is to be inferred. Bhartrhari and Helaraja, find it difficult to
concede to their acceptance of the reélity (even conditional or relative)
of temporal determinations. According to them, these temporal determi-
nations are not constitutive of time, even though they are consequent to
Time's association with extraneous factors. Kala by its own power by "hind-

rance' (pratibandha) and 'let’ (abhxanujﬁa) produces the semblance of time-

succession in action.zHence Time though essentially one appears as many. Kala

!

1There is only one time which is omnipresent in dimension, indivi-
dual in character, and has the qualities of conjunction and disjunction,
Conventional notions, as ‘moment, minute, hower, etc. are derived by ab-
straction from concrete time. According to the Vaisesika time s an
eternal substance and the basis of all experience.....

Temporal relations are dependent on the terms related. There is
no Sooner or later, before or after, apart from events and actions. Time
is perceived as a qualification of objects, and is therefore a substantive
reality. Radhakrishnan, S., op. cit., p. 191.

2tamasya lokayantrasya sutradharam pracaksate pratlbandhabhyanu—
jnabhzam tena visvam vibhajyate //4//
E;atibaddhas ca yas tena citra viévasya vrttayah tah sa evanujanati
yatha tantuh Sakuntinah //15//
s pratibandhabhyanUJnabhyam vrttir yartasya Sagvati taya vibhajyamano
%au bhajate kramarupatam_//30/7/ }
Bhartrhari, The Vakyapadyya, op. cit., pp. 343, 347, and 352.7
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according to them is a power (ég&gi}l of Brahman. This Time (Kala) as
the power of Brahman is one, independent and indivisible, and all-pervasive.
Bhartrhari declares unequivocally that all other generated, dependent
subject forces are’pervaded by Kala, which alone is ;ndependent and fol-
low the operation of this égggl in their working.2 It is further main-
tained that ""Kala is the instrumental cause in the creation, persistence
and destruction of all things that have an origin, egc. ... Kala seems to
be itself diversified by the diversity of limiting adjuncts, (but) things
are diversified in conjunction with it.”3
Thus the fundamental difference between Bhartyhari and Nyaya Vai-
ée§ika lies in their understénding of the nature and gtructure of temporal
determinations. While Nyéya—Vai§E§ika admits that it 1is because of the
conjunction with the external adjuncts such as the solar motion, activity
¢

and change that the one, undifferentiated time becomes differentiated into

mutually exclusive determindtions. For BhaFtrhari, Time though itself

lKalékhyé svétantryaéaktirbrahmaga itih, tatra Bhartrharera-
bhipraya..... Helaraja, Ibid., p. 365. —

2Kalakhyena hi svatantryena sarvah paratantra jamavtyah saktayah
samavistah kalasaktivrttimanupatanti Ibid.

3Utpattau ca sthitau capi vinase capitadvat3dm nimittam kilamevahur
vibhaktenftmana sthitam //3// :

Samsarginam tu vo bhedo videsds tasya te matah sambhinnas tair-
avasthanam kdalo bhedaya kalpate /1811 l

Ibid., pp. 343 and 344,
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unchangeable, 1s the cause of all change, motion and order. Thus he
writes:” "The division of the "Sun's" progress to the north and to the
south (ékana), the fixed movement of the heavenly bodies and the des-
truction and creation of all beings are dueto time."1 Commenting on
this Karika Helaraja elucidates:

Why the sun rises and sets at regular hours, why the moon

shines for the night and not for the day, why the sun

moves for six months along the southern path (QQEginaxana)

and for six months along the northern path (uttardyana),

why the planets and stars move in particular order - all

‘these can be explained as being due to the all-pervasive

and all-powerful nature of Kils. The coming into exis-

tence and passing out of existence, the appearance and

disappearance of all objects 1is caused by time alone.?2
Thus the solar motion, activity and change the so-called external adjuncts
which are ascribed the function of limiting the infinite dimension and
constituting the Time determinations as part and parcel of Time accord-
~ing to Vaidesika are conceived by Bhartrhari as the very product of the
power of Time. It is equally important to note that only after having
established the nature of the adjuncts which in agsociation with the uni-
tary Time give rise to the semblance of multiplicity and further by arti-~
culating the status of these temporally distinctladjuncts that both Bhar-
trhari and Vaiée§ika embark upon a conceptual clarification of the nature

and status of temporal determinations comprehended as past, present and

future.

Ayanapravibhagadca gatidca jyotisam dhruva nivyttiprabhavéécaiva
bhiitanam tannibandhanih /14377 Ibid., p. 357.

zDaksinéyanamuttarﬁyanamiti kdlakrtamaryiadayattah pravibhagab,
naksatranam ca niyata gatirudaydstidirupd kilamanupatati, mahdbhutInim
ca sargapralayasamaye janmavinaéﬁﬁavirbhavatirobhavalaksanau kalayattaviti...
Helaraja, Ibid., p. 357.

| OV g g WL ifis wnri 4 nam
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Séﬁkhya—Yoga questions the validity of the assumption that temporal
determinations are the product of coniunction of Time with external ad-
juncts.1 Activities, change or motion which are supposed to be thé ex—
ternal limiting adjuncts by the Vaiée§ikas giving rise to the notion of
temporal determinations.themselves, Samkhya-~Yoga would say, cannot be
conceived in any other way except in terms of their ildentity with the
moment in which that said activity or change takes place and is cognizea.
What is given in our perception is the activity or the change as such

taking place in one specific moment. No activity or change can be con-

a

v
ceived in abstraction from activity or change.

Yuktidzgika maintains that all activities or change is constituted
.

of a aggifé of events or uninterrupted flow of events, each moment o? the
series containing in itself the previous moment in its sublatent form and
the forthcoming moment in its potential form.2 These moments in the series
do not depend on any substantial reality of Time. The moments in them-
selves are the ultimate unit existing independently of any substantive
reality conceived either as an %nfinite ubiquitous substance or as an ubi-
quitous power. It does not have a secondary or derivative reality as the
Vaiéegikas maintain.

The Vai§e§ikas are mistaken when they maintain that change cannot

be explained without the postulation of Time as the eternal background of

1The Tat tvakaumudl of Vacaspati Mifra and also Swaminarayan's Kir-

navali; op. cit., p. 35l. y

2The Yuktidipikg, op. cit., p. 74.
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change. For them the postulation of an eternal background of change 1s
a nécessity for accanting the continuity and succession for the reason
that it is of the nature of the effect to arlse anew. All events and
actlions, according to Vai§e§ikas,have a totally fresh origination and
are liable to total annihilation. As such they ﬁeed the category of
Time to account for continuity and succession. Bdg;for Séﬁkhya,Time.is
not a factor which brings change in any entity. All entities are sub-
ject to change every Agment; for' the entity in itself contains the
potentiality of the would-be state of itself. <Change is only the mani-
festing of what is unmanifest. In and through change the thing is con-
stituted in its diverse phases. (

Thus, Samkhya-Yoga rejects the NyE&a—Vai§e§ikas acceptance of Time
aé the material cause which in conjunction with external adjuncts give
rise to temporally determined or distinct entities, a sequence or succes-—
sion which is regarded by them characterizing the process of change.
"According to the Vaidesika time is one and cannot account future (dis-
tinctions)- etc. Accoridng to them division of future, etc., 18 caused
or originate from the Euperimposition of the distinction of adjuncts.
According to Sahkhya teachers, (thege distinctions of adjuncts alone

can be the cause of future, etc., (divisions) etc., in need for another

1See Das Gupta, S. N., History of Indian Philosophy, op. cit.,

p. 310,
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tattva in the form of time.”1 The author of Yuktidzbikg emphasises this

point when he maintains that time is not a factor which brings any
change in any entity. If at all it may only be conceived as a concept
enabling or helping the intell®et in comprehending the relation among
the moments of change, but not as a reality or eﬁtity exﬁéiing for the
sake of change, i.e. causing change (kalastu sambandhamétropakﬁéi na
vikr—fyahetut_\).2

Up to this point, our analysis of Samkhya-Yoga undérstanding of
change has enabled us to see the theoretical inconsistencies inherent in
Nyéya—Vaiéegikas postulation.of the absolute reality of Time and limited
or relative reality of the moment of change conceived as a product of the
external limiting adjunct. But we have not succeeded in meeting the
challenge posed by Bhartrhari and llelaraja who, instead of ascribing a
relative status to the.moment of change, totally deny any status of
reality independent of time, whatsoever. Their challenge to Samkhya-
Yoga understanding of the reality of the moment 1is of a more serious
order and has far reaching consequences. It 1is in their criticisms of

Samkhya-Yoga understanding of change and causation that Bhartrhari and

Helaraja's greatest merit lies and it is on Samkhya-Yoga's success or

lkilaéba vaié%gikébhimata eko na anagatadivyavaharabhedan pravar-
tyitumaharti tasmiadayam yairupadhibhedairandgatddibhedam pratipadyate
santu ta evopdyah, ye’nagatavyavaharahetaval, krtamatrantagaduna
kdlénetdi . samkhydcirvah. tasminn kdlarlpatettvintarabhyupagamaiti. Samkhya
Tattvakaumudi of Vacaspati Miéra, op. cit., p. 112,

?Yuktidigikg, op. cit., p. 74. .
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failure in defending its theory of change and the reality of the‘moment
that the wiability of the theoretical foundation of Samkhya-Yoga‘'depends.

Bhartrhari{ tends to agree with the Samkhya-Yoga criticisms of the
Vaiée§ika proposition that the ground of temporal determinations is to
be located in the external conditioning factors. Bhartrhari unequivo-
cally declares that any attempt to explain the reality of temporal deter-
minations on the basis of the conditioning factor is bound to land it~
self 1n self-contradiction.

However, despite this initial agreement as to the untenability of
the NyEya—Vai§e§ika thesis of the conditioning factor being the ground
of temporal Qifferences, Bhartrhari and Samkhya-~Yoga part company on the
further question of the ground of such temporal differentiations. While
both of them agree that the locus or the sburce of temporal differentia-~
tions, change and activity must not be sought in the external condition-
ing factors, they radically differ in their discernment of the locus.

For Bhartrhari, the locus of the temporal differentiation is Time
itself. According to Bhartrhari Time possesses the power of pratibandha
and abhyanuja through which it gives rise to the semblance of temporal
differentiations., But despite the fact that it is Eélﬁ itself thch is
responsible for the temporal differentiations it also remains the eternal
background of continuity and permanence. For Bhartrhari this §§13‘55551

is identical with Brahman which alone is the transcendental ground of

all phenomenalization.1

1Kalakhya svatantryasaktirbrahmana itih; tatra Bhartrharerabhipraya...
And also.....brahmatattvam vidyamayam kilakalitamavidyavasgatkramarupopagra-
hena..... Helaraja, op. cit., pp. 365 and 366.

.
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This interpretation of the ground of temporal determinations is
in congruence with the Sabda Brahmanvadins understanding of the nature

of causation and change. While agreeing with Samkhya's Satkaryavada

that it is the cause itself that undergoes change ang the entity retains
its essential identity through change, Bhart;hari modifies the Satkary-
gzégg to assert that the change as such can only be an appearance
J

(vivarta), since the reality remains essentially identical in and
through change. All the temporal differentiations then are nothing more
than an appearance of it precisely because in gnd through these temporal
differentiations .it is the permanence of Time as the Kﬁla-ékkti of Brah-

man that is revealed. Moreover, since for Bhartrhari and Helaraja dharmi

1
is not different from dharma, Brahman is not different from his power

and as such it is Brahman that constitutes';he ground of ail change and
causation.

Now, Samkhya-Yoga philosophers would find this understanding of
causation and change quite unacceptable: Starting from the datum presented
to the cognizing self, Samkhya-Yoga thinkers conclude that the fact of
change and causation becomes intelligible only in the context of the rea-

lity of the entities undergoing change. The permanence or the continuity

\

! Bhartrhari, op. cit., 3.9.54, p. 362; Helaraja, Ibid., 362.

-
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through the moments of change that Bhartrhari and Helaraja seek to ac-
count for by postulating Time as the eternal background of change ac-~
tually is inherent in the very nature of things, for nothing which is
existent can cease to be and the non-existent can never come into be-
ing. That which provides the continuity and permanence through change
is nothing but the being ;cself which is undergoing change, and which
retains its identity in aﬁ& through change.1 The entity which 1is con-
stituted in and through its non-manifest and manifest phases dtself is
the ground of contjnuity and Sermanence. Temporal differentiations con-
ceived by é&hkhya—Yoga as moments of existence do not imply a transcen-
dental reality of Time as the ground of this change and the basis of

.

permanence and continuity.

i

N

»

Some“ggpcludigg Observations

There are fundamental peoints of disagreements between Samkhya,
Nyﬁya—VaisEqika and -Bhartrhari on the question of the reality of Time and
'the ground and nature of temporal sequence and change. There 1is, accord-
ing to the Samkhya, no unitary, trhnscendental and single entity whz;h
ig given to us in our cognitions as thejground of all temporal change and

succession. There is, no such thing as a transcendental time,which in

conjunction with some external factors, conditions change and sequence

IVzﬁsa Bhasya on Yoga Sutra, 3.13.
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Change 1is inherent in the very nature of things and the continuity or
permanence through change is accounted for by the persistence of that
which changes. Thing or the being ikself is the ground of both the
change and permanence.

The Nyéya—Va;éegika, on the other hand, maintains that it is
plausible to speak of transcendental time. Time is essentially indi-
visible and unitary. Temporal differentiations or multiplicity of the
empirical time notions are product of some external factors or adjuncts
that somehow limit the unitary, single and essentia;}y indivisible time.

(
These external factors are the facts of change and activities such as
golar motion that-operate as the limiting adjuncts on Time and therefore
"give rise to a temporal experience of change and continuity. According
to Nyﬁya-Vaiééqika, while the transcendental Time is essentially unitary
and indivigible, teﬁporal differentiations and succession are introduced
into its structure on account of i;s conjunction with the extérnal limit-
ing adjuncts. These temporal determinations are accorded a limited but
independent reality.

Bhra;§ihari is in agreement with NyEya-Vaiéegika in accepting the
reality of one, unitary, indivisible and transcendentél time. However, he
disagrees with Nyéya-Vaishsika on one 1mgortant ﬁoint. Temporal differ-
entiation according to Bhartrihari is noé'a product of external adjuncts
which tend to constitute a limitation on one and essentially indivisible
Time. Change or activities are not independent realities over ag;inst
the reality of Time. They cannot constitute any limitation on Time. How

then are we to account for the fact of change and continuity in the
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manifest world? Bhartrihari's answer is that Time has certain powers on
account of which 1t gives rise to the_appearancc of'change. Continuity
is accounted'by the fact that through all the changas Time céntinues as
the eternal and transcendental background of all activities.

The Samkhya differs from both Nyaya-Vaisesika and Bhartrihari
fundamentally. It does not accept the reality of one, unitary indivisible
Time as the transcendental background of all change and continuity. Ag-
ainst both of them it maintains the reality only of the moment of change.
The idea of change does not necessarily involve the notion of Time. Pos-
tulétion of Time as the transcendental background of all change and motion
is only a construction of intellect. More specifically, against Bhartthari
it would argue that we do not need the category of Time to account for
continuity either. Ground for continuity and permanence through all
change; and motion 1is present in the very structure of being or thing.

The thing itself persist; through all change and motion,and that e;plains
the element of éontinuity.

Significantly, for Samkhya-Yoga existence and activity are not two

different things. Existence is invariably characterized by change, and

even in the so-called Pralayavastha Prakrti (the world) is constantly

undergoing change. Change is the very nature of objective being and as

such temporal determinations as various moments of change are not adven-
titious to its being. It is wrong to look for continuity and permanence
~ outside the structure of change. Our notiong of one eternal unitary in-

divisible Time 1s a product of such misconceptions.
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The confusion of permanence with the Time arises from one's in-
ability to see the possibility of change being inherent in the very struc-
ture of bieng. But Samkhya-Yoga proposes a strictly dynamic conception of
reality where change is the very mode of objective being. In consonance
with this conception it is quite feasible to conceive ‘of 'timeless change'
or change without Time. Sen in a recent article has sucéessfully argued
in favour of Samkhya-Yoga that time is not a necessary component in our
notion of change and that the concept of 'timeless change' is not self-
contradictory: He makes the following point:

We are interested to know whether the concept of change

(which signifies a very common and well-known phenomenon)

invariably or necessarily contains the idea of time.

Change as such means any kind of alteration and transfor-

mation, which may be said to be one of the commonest facts

of experience. It may be thought that the mere idea of

alteration or transformation need not necessarily include

the concept of time. Time may be thought to be necessary

for the understanding or explanation of change, but that

would be.going beyond change to the intellectual compre-

hension of its possibility.1

Our discussion of Samkhya-Yoga understanding of the problem of time
and temporality, thus far ,attempted to comprehend the abjective element in
the“experience of te@porality. We tried to show that for Samkhya-Yoga tem-
porality is intrinsic to the structure of change as examplifying essential
finitude of phenomenal existence. However, according to Samkhya-Yoga, fini-
tuée and change are only one aspect of reality, the other is infinitude or

]

eternity of pure consciousness being the dialectical counterpart of the

sphere of objectivity characterized by change and transformation. How is

Ysen, 5. K., op. cit., pp. 410-411. :
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this principle of pure consciousness or eternity related to the sphere of
objectivity and change? What is”the exact nature of their relationship?
What are the implications of this relation for the subject or pure con-
sclousness? These are the questions to which we will address ourgelves

in the following chapter.



CHAPTER V

TRANSCENDENTAL CONSCIQUSNESS AND TEMPORALITY

Subject and Subjectivity

We have reached a stage in our analysis where the question of the’
‘relationship of the transcendental subject (Purusa) and the subject as

world-involved (Buddhi-Ahamkdra structure), which is the ground of all

temporal constitutions, demands our immediate attention. Within Samkhya-
Yoga framé of reference, Purusa may be described as the pure subject or
the transcendental consciousness which is the formal, ontological ground
of all conscious acts a;d expériencing.1 This pure subject is not the
experiencer or the agent of any activity or willing. However, in its

embodiment (Slariri)2 as the subject which is at the same time world-

N~

1It is important to note that according to Samkhya-Yoga agency does
not belong to the Purusa. Agency and activity belongs to the antahkarana
(the internal organs). But agency and activity, in as much as it involves
conscious reflection, choice and decision, is contingent upon the antahaka-
rana's reflection of the consciousness that is.Purusa. Buddhi-Ahamkara
structure seems to .involve the form of consclousness on account of its
proximity to the transcendental subject. Equally important to remember
that even though Purusa is not the agent or actor, it remains the bhokta
{enjoyer) of the results or effects ensuing from these acts. Thus it is
said: Akarturapl phaldpabhogo’ nnadyavat, The Samkhya Sutra, op. cit.,
1.105; ahamkarah karta na purusah, Ibid., 6.54; also, buddhyadhyavasit-
amartham purusascetayata, The Jayamangala, op. cit., p. 42,

2The empiric subject, the subject.which is the agent of all acti-
vity and willing is always associated with a body. The Samkhya-Yoga makes
a distinction between three kinds of body. The empiric subject (Buddhi-
Ahamkara) cannot be conceived in isolation from subtle body or the Suksma
Sarira. ‘

11
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involved, it is none other than the agent of all activity and willing. As
such the world-involved subject is essentially 'subjectivity'1 (subject as
activity). Subjectivity as embodiment is essentially the existent. Pure
subject or transcendental consciousness is real, but is not exhausted by
e*istence. The existent "is that which is both real and active.2 Actuality
(being existent and active) is the mark of subjectivity. Pure subject
(Puru§a) however transcends the mode of actuality. The mode of being of

pure subject or transcendental conscliousness (Purusa) is, thus, inherently

to be distinguished from that of subjectivity (Buddhi-Ahamkara structure).

The Empiric Subject and Temporality

r

To maintain this essential difference in the mode of bieng of sub-

ject as embodiment (Buddhi-Ahamk&dra structure) and of being of pure sub-

ject (Purusa) is important within Samkhya-Yoga ontological frame of refer-

ence. For Samkhya-Yoga the former constitutes the core of our empiric
%

1'I‘he distinction between subject as subjectivity and the transcen-

dental subject 1s an impartant distinction. Transcendental subject is
that which essentially is not involved in the world. Subject as subjec-
tivity (Buddhi-~Ahamkara structure) is, the subject that orients itself

to the world. To be more precise, world is the project of this subject,
for 1t is the principlé_of activity and agency. Pure subject (Purusa),
on the other hand, transcends the realm of activity and agency. It is
pure consciousness, without any subject-~object distinction.

ZWe consider this distinction between real and existent to be
central for an intelligible articulation of the temporal mode of being.
Temporality is constitutive of existent whereas it is not intrinsic to
the real. Existent is always real, but real is not necessarily exis- R
tent. The distinction, it may be noted, is not (contra Advaita Vedanta),
as between real and what is not-real, but between different grades of rea-
lity. There is no ontology of counter reality in Samkhya-Yoga.
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being as the manifold of wo;ld~experience (adhzavasaza)1 and is what is
pre—thematiéaf&y aware of 1tself.2 It is in and through the mode of re-
flection that gggﬁhinﬁg?es ;o be self-aware and constitutes as such the
core of the I-ness (Ahamkéra).3 It declares its essential I-ness (Aham-
kara) as that which is possessed of thematizing capacity and is aware

of itself as such (self-awareness). It is in this mode of reflection
that it also discovers itself as that which is world-involved through its
'faculties' (Manas and Indriyas).4 Thus subjectivity as existent is the

structure of world-involvement which has its material ontological basis

in embodiment. The empiric subject (Buddhi-Ahamkara) is, definitionally,

world-involved and includes both bodily acts or behaviour and different
forms of acts of consclousness as modified by the structure of embodiment.
Subjectivity, (subject as activity) then, 1is neither more nor less than

these bodily acts and modes of consciousness as they are experienced by

1adhyavasayasca niscayakhyastasyasadharani vrttirityarthah.....
asyasca buddhermahattvam svetarasaka1akaryavyapakatvan—mahaisvaryacca
mantavyam; The Samkhya Pravacana Bhasya, Vijnanabhiksu, op. cit., 2.13

2Buddhi is the structure of the emergence of consclousness without
any self-awareness. It has innate possibility of all merits as well as
the opposite. But it is not aware of its own possibilities nor does it
ideritify itself as such. That is the function of Ahamkara.

dharmaJnanavairagyalsvaryanyapi budhaupadanakini, nahamkiarady-
upadanakani; budhereva niratisayasattvakaryatvadityartha , Ibid., 2.14

3 abhimdEno ahamkaral; The Samkhya Karik3, op. cit., 24; aham
karotityahamkarah.....buddhya nidcita evarthe‘hamkaramamakarau jayete;
Vijnanabhiksu,The Samkhya Pravacana Bhagya,op. cit., 2.16.

4In the use of the term there is no suggestion of a psycholgocial
understanding involved. The use of the expression faculty is to indicate
functional differences within one psyche. The Samkhya Karikd, op. cit.
24-26; The Samkhya Sutra, op. cit., 2,16,
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the "I'" (Ahamkara), as they are 'lived' concretely and immediately by the
subject aware of itself as such (self-aware).

It is true that our bodily existence is not devoid of awareness.
A certain amount of awareness is built into the very mode of our being as
an embodiment. However this awareness in itself (being of Buddhi) is pre-
thematic and pre-reflective, but constitutes the phenomenal condition of
thematization and conscious reflection. An implicit, non-thematic aware-
ness attends experiential behaviour and acts of reflective consciousness

(self-awareness) belonging to subjectivity (Buddhi-Ahahkara). A more ex-

plicit act of self-consciousness is conditioned by an experiential priority
of the non-thematic awareness {(the being of Buddhi).

However, it is precisely in the subject's act of reflection (the
being of Buddhi) that the possibility of the recovery of the transcendental
subject (subject transcending the act of self-consciousness and the realm
of subjectivity) opens up. The mode of being of self as reflection
(Buddhi) 1is also the mode of acquiring the discriminative awareness
(Viveka) by the self-reflecting self.1 In the mode of self-reflection,
the self-reflective self makes the pre—ghematic awareness of bodily acts
and conscious acts thematically conscious, i.e.'as object to the self-

reflecting self. This 1s the mode of transcendence or objectification

: lksaqatatkramayob samyamavivekajam jAdnam, The Yoga S{tra, op. cit,,
3.52; See Vydsa's Bhasyas and Vacaspati Misra's Tattva Vaidarad] on the
aforesaid Sutra; ".....when by true wisdom the gunas are perceived as
they are both the illusory notions of time and space vanish.'" Dasgupta,

S. N., Indian Philosophy, op. cit., 256-257, n.2.; For a comprehensive
analysis of the mechanisms of reflection and the different planes on which
it operates see Dasgupta, Yoga as Philosophy and Religion, op. cit.,

pPp. 150-165.
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(making other) of the realm of'Subjectivity. This structure of transcen-
dence by reflection (being of Buddki) has its phenomenological correlate
in the discriminative awareness (viveka) which is the condition for the
recovery of the transcendental consciousness. Reflection is the rational
mode of otherness. The relationship of otherness éf the pure subject to
the realm of subjecti&ity (subject as embodiment) is also the primary
mode of the being of pure consciousness or the transcendental subject
(Purusa) as a 'relation' of no relation bereft Sf all contents.1

Thus, the relationship of the transcendental consciousness (Purusa)
to the things and being of the world (including the being of Buddhi and
Ahéﬁkéra as constitutive of subjéctivity) is of a peculiar kind, i.e. it
is a relation of no-relation or otherness (anyayega) - it is precisely
what things of the world are not.2 The relationship is not external but

dialectical.3 It is a relationship of mutual opposition and cooperation,

lThe paradoxical expression offrelation of no-relation or otherness
is employed to suggest that even total otherness is given to reflection’
as a specles of relation, rather than as no relation at all. In the dis-
criminative self-reflection pure subject 1is understood with the help of
the notion of the inoperative presence (sanniddhi) which constitutes the
condition of the bondage and its absence which marks its freedom. Either
way for reflection it is a mode of relation. .

2See Samkhya Sttra, op. cit., 2.8; Larson, J. G., op. cit., p. 188;
Radhakrishnan, S., op. cit., pp. 287-291; Dasgupta, S. N., History of
Indian Philosophy, op. cit., pp. 238~241,.

3See Jayamangala: etani kimdatm3rtham svam svim vyttiﬁ pratipad-
yante, kimanyarthamitdyah-purusartha eva heturiti, purusasydrtho visayopa-
‘bhogah kaivalyam ca sa vrttihetuh, Jazamahgali, ER"SlE:’ p. 38; Also
see Matharvrtti: kim svartha visayam pratipadyante ahosvit pararthamityat
rocyaté.pararthamgamyate.yasmédéh—purugértha eva hetuh purusarthah kartavya
eva iti guna a3m pravrttih, p. 48.
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of thematic exclusion but operational dependence.1 Transcendental con-
sciousn;ss or the pure subject is not internally and necessarily related
to the world of subjectivity, rather it is a‘relation of no-relation (or
otherness). It is this relationship of. otherness that gives rise to the

emergence of subjectivity (Buddhi-Ahamkara structure) as a specific mo-

~

ment in the dialectical relation between the world and pure consciousness.
This subjectivity, the principle of I-ness, also cogstitutes the core of
\temporality.z It 1s a being which is essengially temporal. The actuality
of our concrete experiential existence also provides the mode of the dis-~
cernment of temporality. Herein we discover that the past is my past in

il

my present. This synthesis of temporality as the mine-ness of gubjectivity

\

lﬁhe point emerges very clearly in the Séﬁkhzngériké itself. Ka-
rika .35 expresses the contradiction and pain suffered by Puruga on account
of its association with the body:

tatra jaramarana krtam duhkham prapnoti cetanah purusab

lingasyavinivrtteh tasmad duhkham svabhavena, The Samkhya

Karika, op. cit., Karika 355.

Karika 56 brings out the element of cooperation by stating that it is on
account of prakrti that puruga can gain liberation:
ityesa prakrtikrto mahadaJivi§esbhutaparyantah pratipurusa
vimoksartham svartha iva parartha arambhah Ibid., Karika
56.

The same idea of the thematic exclusion and operational dependence is con-
tinued in Karikas 57, 58, 59, 60, 20 and 21.

2Temporality is defined as a function of internal organs which are
the structure of the manifestation of the unmanifest prakrti. These are
Buddhi, Ahahkara and Manas. Thus Samkhya Karikid says:

antahkarapam trividham.....trikalamabhyantaram karanam,

The Samkhya Karika, op. cit., Karika 33,

Gaudapadabhasya on the Karika reads as follows:
trikalamabhyantaram karanan. Buddhyahamkaramanansi trikala-
visayani buddhirvartamanam ghatam budhyate atitamanagatam
ceti. ahamkaro vartamane “bhimanam karoti atlte nagate ca.
tathi mano vartamane samkalpam kurute atite nagate ca. evam
trikalamabhyantaram karanamiti, The Gaudapadabhagya, op. cit.,
p. 132,

-~



117

tr

(Ahamkdra structure) is an ongological relation which unites the past to the
present; The Samkhya-Yoga ontology would not claim that the past and present
are identical. Evidently past is not present, i.e. there is a'radical dis-
tinction between the two dimensions of temporal existence. But despite this
fact that they are not identical, tﬁey are internally related through my sub-

jectivity as my past and my present, i.e. they manifest a lived unity.1

The Transcendental Conscilousness and the Temporal Structure

What then is the relationship of the transcendental subject (Purusa)
which is, ontologically speaking, other than the world-involved subject

(Buddhi-Ahamkara structure), to the temporal structuring of this world-

involved subjecg? Within the Samkhya-Yoga framework time and temporal re-
lations of past, present and future cannot, ontologically speaking, be
grounded in pure-consciousness or the transcendental subject (Purusa) which
is intrinsically non-—temporal.2 Any attempt to locate the ontological
ground of temporal relations in tﬁg transcendental subject (Purusa) which
is essentially non-temporal will imply the reduction of the temporal di-
mensions of being to pure duration or, not-endurance which is not a case

of endurance, but will be a thorough past, present and future, or trans-

temporal unity. In such an event one will have to face the question of

lThe three internal organs of Buddhi, Ahamkara, and Manas operate

as unity. As such they constitute the internal relations of past, present,
and future. Together these three constitute the empiric self, both in its
impersonal and personal dimensions. However, it must be noted that Buddhi
is primarily impersonal though individual. But this Buddhi is a necessary
condition for the operation or functioning of Ahamkdra and Manas as the
structure of tmeporal ¢onstitution. ’,

2Cataline, F. V., op. cit., p. 60.
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how the-temporal determinations can emerge from the unity (of pure con-
sciousness) per se. It may be argued that a pre-supposed unity alone is
the context in which the change or temporal determination can be grasped
and understood. However, Safgkhya-Yoga points out that only an unity which
has a built-in structure of differentiation can account for temporal per-
formance and temporal chaﬁge.. Prakrti is postulated as the realm of
being which has such a structure.1 This iqdeed is precisely the poin£
that emerges in our analysis of Samkhya-Yoga understanding of temporality.
Within the Sémkhya—Yog; frame of reference the subjectivity as the prin-
ciple of I-ness is the ground of the ontological distinction of past,
present and future (as my past, my present and my future) precisely be-
cause this princiéle has its objective reference point in Prakrti (the
world) which is the ground of temporal permanence and change.2

The empiric subjectivity is not an a-temporal identity.3 Nor can
it be described as a series of atomistic elements of consclousness which
are contained in time. The best way to look at subjectivity (Buddhi-
Ahaﬁkara'structure) is to conceive it in its concreteness of the exper-

iential order: 1t is the structural unity or an identity which holds

1pariq§minityat§ gunanam, Vyasa Bhasya on Yoga Sutra, op. cit.,
Sutra 4.33.

2See infra note 1, pp. 119-120.

3Only Purusa as the transcendental subject has an a-temporal identity.
A-temporal identity refers to the intrinsic unchangeability characteristic
of Puruga as the principle that transcends the realm of change and tempo-
rality. .This may be described as permanence without change, i.e. kutas-
thanityatda (vide Vyasa bhasya on Yoga-SGtra, op. cit., Sutra 4.33).
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together the structural whole of temporal becoming. it must not be con-
ceived in substantive terms. Subjectivity is not a substance underlying
our experiencg§ in different moments of existence. The substantive ex-
istence, the element of constancy and non-temporality belongs to the realm
of pure subject or the transcendental consciousness (Purusa). Subjectivity

(Buddhi-Ahankara structure), on the other hand, is continuously on the go.

It is the structure of continual unfolding or manifestation of what 1is
unmani fest,

Within the temporal structure, subjectivity (Buddhi-Aharhkara struc-

ture) is not so much a subject present throughout any moment or a sort of
substance. For according to Samkhya-Yoga it is a continuous unfoldment or
manifestation of that which has a relation of otherness with the transcen-
dental subject as the constant witness of this unfoldment. The subjectivity
then; is a kind of structure of temporal experience — the structure of the
disclosing of the fact of change and movement within the very being of
subjectivity. Thus subjectivity 1s a self-constituting synthesis of the
temporal dimensions, a unification or identity of experience within the
flux of Qhat experience itself. It is the self-constituting unity of tem-
poral experience itself.

Pure consc;ousness or the transcendental subject, however, is sepa-
rated from this self-constituting unity of temporal experience in a radical

way. Puruga is not temporal (either as change or as permanence)l. It 1is

1The Samkhya-Yoga makes a distinction between two typés of permanence:
the absolutely unchanging permanence (the principle of eternality which is
essentially non-temporal in the sense that {t is not subject to change) and

(continued on, bottom of next page)
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immovable constant (kutastha). It is not affected by past, present and
future mode of being, for it is what it is: unaffected, self-identical,
unchang;d and unmoved.1 There is a past for a bei#g who 1s what he is

not and is not what he is, i.e. for a being who is in a state of dialec-
tical relation to something which 1s of the nature of an other to it.

This being in dialectical relation of otherness with Purusa 1is the neces-
sary condition for the possibility of the strange experience of lived time
as both unity and disjunction.2 Pure consciougness or the transcendental
subject on the other hand is a unity unto itself, a unity in isolation of

1ts own being.3

While this phenomenon of subjectivity in the sense in which it is
distinguished from the transcendental subject may be described as a case

of identity in difference, the latter, i1.e. the transcendental subject may

(continued from bottom of previous page) -

the permanence In rutation. Permanence of the Purusa falls in the first
category. Whereas the permanence of the gupa which constitutes the essence
of Prakrti falls in the second category:
Dvayl ceyamnityata kUtasthanityati parinaminityata ca. Tatra
. Kutasthanityatd purugasya, parinaminityat® gunanam, Vyasa
. Bhigya on The Yoga Sitra, 4.33, op. cit. :

1Kﬁtasthanityegu svarpuamatra pratisthesu muktapurus&’su svarupast-
ita,, Ibid.

2Past, present and future as temporal determinations of empiric
being apply only to Buddhi-Ahahkidra structure. This is the structure of
the manifestation of Prakrti (the unmanifest world) which has a charac-
ter of permanence in mutation. Thus Buddhi-Ahamkara structure is the
realm of the experience of time as both unity (permanence) and disjunc-
tion (change). <2

)
See Supra, note 1.

3
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be described as pure identity.l The former has a mode of being which con-
tains at the very heart of it elements of dispersion and atomisms.
Subjectivity as the centre of egoity and individuality (Buddhi-
Ahamkara structure) is a self-constituting synthesis of the temporal di-
mensions. It is a no~structure of temporal experience itself. On the
contrary, the pure subject or tranacendcntal conscilousness 1s given fully
constituted from the very beginning.z Purugsa does not emerge with time;
it, rather, exists without beginning beginninglessly as a fully consti-
tuted being. More concretely, there never was d moment when it was not
there. Not less significant is the fact that it may be discerned as ex-
isting in the fullness of its being in every subgéquent instants of 1its
existence. TIts being contains all the properties that pertain to it in
particular Iinstants. It exists with its nature fully determined as al-
ready constituted - not just being constituted, 1.e. becoming with the

passage of time.

1This is a particular kind of bhedabheda which must be distinguished

from the Vedantic conception of identity indifference. The concept is em-
ployed here to bring out the fact that this being i{s also the structure of
becoming which accounts for a continued identity through the specificity
(vaisistya) and differentiation (bhedanam parimamit) that gives rise to
the tattvas.

2What is the language of Vedanta would be described as bhutw or
parinisthita vastu -"i.e. the accomplished being given in all its fullness.
(Vide Samkara's commentary on Brahma Sutra 1.11).

-

B A
3'I'he language employed here (fully constituted, existing in fullness,
fally determined, etc. etc.) must be undérstood in respect of its negative
emphasis - i.e. denying the opposite. It is analogous to descriptive state-
ments about Brahman, like non-duality, etc., whose function as Samkara
rightly points out is to negate its opposite. (ananyatvam vyativekena
abhavah).

e
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Subjectivity, on the other hand, refers to the aspect of being that
is constituted in a manifold of phases. Thus in the realm of subjectivity
one phase of actualization passes into another phase, the two phases not
being disjunct and extends continually into further phases of actualiza-
tion. This continuous passage from potentiality to ac_t:uality1 is an on-
goingzprocess in and through which the subjectivity as temporal is con-
stituted.

Purusa as the cra;scendental subject, however, remains self-
identical through the constantly arising ne& instants in which it exists.
Subjectivity as being counstituted on the basls of the developing phases
that are pure activity, is transitory and passes into continual new phases,.
As such 1t requires to be grounded in some other being that remains iden-
tical despite the passage of time, and which, therefore, surmounts the
diversity of constantly emerging new moments and.Ty virtue of this is en-
during and permanent. This being is Prakrti which has the temporal mode
of permanence (parinami nityat?l).2

Thus temporality of subjectivity implies a secondary mode of being,
a fissuration and dispersion taking place at the very heart of 1it. This
fissuration and dispersion can be overcome only in the mode of discrimin-

ative awareness (viveka jnana). Ironically, however, the self-reflecting

1The expression here is used as rough translation of Vyakta and
Avyakta in relation to Prakriti, Purusa being outside the point of this
polar redation.

2See Supra, note'l, p. 119-120.
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mode of being leading to discriminative awareness intensifies the problem

for the world-involved subject (Buddhi-Ahamkara structure). In the very
%

act of overcoming dispersion the mode of being of the subjectivity comes

to be dissolved. To be in the mode of discrimination is also to regain

the original ground of subject as principle of pure consciousness.1

llt is important to remember that Buddhi as the mode of being of

reflection or as the reflecting mode of being is also the locus of dis-
criminative awareness: ) -

saiva ca viéinaggi punah pradhanapurugintaram suksmam,

The Samkhya Karik3d, op. cit., Karika 37.
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CHAPTER VI

ABHIDHARMIKA BUDDHISM: 1ITS HISTORICAL AND TEXTUAL SETTING

Schools of Ruddhism and the Abhidharpika Tradition

Traditional Buddhist sources give varying and, at times; con~
flicting accounts of the sects of Buddhism that emerged during the first
phése of 1its development.1 Modern Scholars have tried in vain tn create
a aystematié and coherent picture of the internal develcpment of Buddhist
tradition in its early stages. It is extremely difficult to discern with
any clarity the exact number of schools and their historical and doctrinal

interrelationship. This study does not intend to investigate this larger

and certianly hisotrically significant question, which lies outside

—
1For the. details of conflicting traditional accounts of early Budd-
hist sects see Keith, A. B., Buddhist Philosophy in India and Cevlon, Ox-
ford: The Clarendon Press, 1923, pp. 148-159; Dutet, Nalinakisha, Early
History of the §pr°ad of Buddhism and the Buddhist Schools, Calcutta:
Oriental Series, 1925 Thomas, E. J., The History of Buddhist Thougeht,
London: Routledge & Kegan Paul Ltd., 1933, pp. 27-42; Conze, Edward,
Buddhist Thought in India, George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1962, pp. 119-126;
. Warder, A. K., Indian Buddhism, Delhi: Motilal Banarasidass, 1970, pp.
288-351; 1In our discussion, we have generally followed the evidences
brought in by these scholars which are largely based on the Pali and Sans-—
krit material. For Tibetan sources, readers may also refer to Taranatta,
History of Buddhism in India, (trans.) Lama Chimpa and Alaka Chattonadhyava,
Simla: Indizn Institute of Advanced Study, 1970; and, Bu-ston, History of
Buddhism, (trans.) Obermiller, E., Heidelberg, 1931-32.
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the range and scope of the present work. MHowever, leaving the larger
historical question aside, we are obligated to define and delimit that
area of Buddhism which may be described as Abhidharmika Buddhism, and
to that extent it becomes imperative to address ourselves to the task
of delineating the historical and textual context of Abhidharmika tra-
dition.

According to the Buddhist tradition, three different Buddhist
c;uncils took place at different times to settle important questions
pertaining to the basic tenets of the order.1 The primary factor res-
ponsible for the rise of different sects of Buddhism may be seen in the
context of varying interpretations of the word of the Buddha. All
these schools claimed to be true to the original teaching of the Master
and claimed themselves to be the true representatives of the doctrine.

The oldest Pali accounts of schism within Buddhist order provide a

1'I‘he first Council is reported to have taken place at Rajraaha
(modern Rajgrha) just after the demise of Buddha on the {iss- of Vinava
(the rules of discipline) as laid down by Buddha. Thko secend Council
was ., summoned by the monk Yasa, about a hundred years after Buddha's
death, at Vaisali in northern Bihar. This was probably the occasion
for the great schism between the Sthaviras and Mahasanghikas, which
was to later shape the growth of Mahayana Buddhism in India. The third
Council is assigned to the period of Asoka's reign, about two centuries
after Buddha's death, the basic issues of controversy being more of
doctrinal nature, rather than rules of discipline which was the case
in the first two Councils. It seems probable that the division between
Theravadins and Sarvastivadins may have originated at this Council.
Scholars have widely differed both on the fact of the Council as well
as what transpired there. Most of the evidences are quite late and
sometimes very confusing. See Thomas, E., op. cit., pp. 27-41; also,
Keith, op. .cit., pp. 148-156.
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list of at least eighteen schools.1 These sources tend to present con-
flicting accounts of the various doctrinal positions held by each of
them.2 But it is difficult to construct any definite historical or
chronological order out of this list. Pali versions too differ among
themselves on the question of the antiquity of one or the other of the
schools as indeed they differ from the claims that is made by Sanskrit
tradition.

The PAli sources including Buddhaghosa's commentary on the Katthavatu,

Dipvamsa and Mahavamsa., though differing on details of the schisms, agree

in maintaining that the first schism took place during the Council of

Vaidali, when the Mahasanghikas seceded from the.TherEvédins.3 From

within Mahasanghikas arose the schools of Gokulikas and Ekabboharikas.

The Gokulikas were further subdivided into Pannatividins and Bahulikas;

and the Ekabbohdrikas gave rise to the school of Cetiyavadins. On the

other hand, the Theravadda itself is reported to be subdivided into Mahin-

sasakas and Vajjiputtakas, as indeed it was on account of their differences

.

1See The Debates Commentary (Kathdvatthuppakarna-Atthakatha),
(trans.) Law, B. C., London: Oxford University Press, 1940, pp. 2 fEf.

2Keith, op. cit., p. 148.

3’l‘he Debate Commentary, op. cit., pp. 2-4.
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with the Vajjiputtakas on the important questions of discipline that

Mahasanphikas separated. The Vajjiputtakasa gave rise to four branches:

Dhammuttariyas, Bhadrayanikas, Channagarikas and Sammitiyas. Mahinsaskas

on the other hand were further divided into the Sabbatthivadins and Dhamma-

guttikas. From within Sabbatthivadin tradition arose the schools of Kas-

sapikas, Sankantikas and Suttavadins. This accounts for the original

elghteen schools mentioned by Pali sources. Buddhaghosa, however, men-
tions six more sc‘:hools.1

A Sanskrit tradition élso gives a 1is£ of eighteen schools. The
1list is given in Mahgvyutpatti.2 The text belongs to Sarvastivada and was
probably composed in the fifth or sixth century A.D. But this does not
minimisg the value of the classifications, as it is quite obvious that it
draws upon older materials extant at that time.3 The arrangement of
schools here is not chronological; rather they are grouped under the
original schools to which they belonged:

1. Sarvastivada: Mila-Sarvastivada, Kasyepiyas, Mahfgésakas, Dharm-

uptas, Bahusrutiyas, TEmraéétiyas, Vibhajyavadins.
gup

2. * Sammatiyas: Kaurukullakas, Avantakas, Vatsiputriyas.

1Ibid.

2Mahavyutpatti, vide Thomas, E. J., op. cit., pp. 37-41;

3bid., p. 38.
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3. g:%isaqghikas: Pﬁrvaé%ilas, Aparaé@ilas, Haimvatas, LokKttara-
vadins, Prajnaptivadins.

4, Sthavirés: Mahaviharavasins, Jetavaniyas, Abhayagirivasins.

It is extremely difficult to determine much from these names about the

doctrinal p;sitions of these schools. Names given are sometimes after

the original teacher of the school; sometimes, 1t applies to the geo-

graphical location, and occasionally, to doctrinal allegiance.

It is imporFant to néte that, according to P3li sources, the Sabba-
thivadins (Sarvéstivédins) come within the broader group of Theravadins as
opposed to the schools which emerged from the original secession of Maha-
sanghikas.1 The Sanskrit sources also label Vibhajyavadins as a school
of Sarvéstivadins,z while the Pali sources consider the Vibhajyavadins to
be the precursor of Theravadins who later came to be known by that name.
This shows that initially there was great affinity between Sarvastivada
and Theravada. But there are important differences between the two.

Theravadins, as it is well known, preserved their canon in Pali. Prof,

. lpipavamsa, vide Keith, op. cit., pp. 148-149,

2Mahavyut:patti, vide Thomas, E. J., op. cit., p. 38.




129

Kern and Rhys Davids1 among others,agrée in maintaining that the Pali

canons contain the doctrines of the Sthaviras or Theravadins. The The-

fﬁvédin tradition of Sri Lanka tends to identify them as Vibhajjyav"z;dins.2
But it seems probable that the Vibhajjavada was a more comprehensive term

and was also applicable to Sarvastivadins. The Sarvastivadins later came

to be called Vaibhasikas on account of their allegiance to Vibhasa, a com-
mentary on Jnanaprasthina, the earliest Abhidharma text.3 In the words of
Yamakami Sogen:

In later times, the so-called Vaibhasikas came to be
xdentified with the Sarvastivadins; and the two names
became mutually interchangeable, although, properly
speaking, - the Sarvastivadins origtnally formed a sec-
tion of the Vaibhisikis.?

-

Both Theravada and Sarvastivada acquired significant place in the

-

early stages of development of Buddhism and their contribution to the pro-

pogation and development of Buddhism outside India cannot be underestimated.

Though Theravada later flourished in the south, there is no doubt that, for

1Kerf\, H. Manual of Indian Buddhism, Strassburg, 1896;
Rhys Davids, T. W., “Schools of Buddhist Beliefs", in Journal of Royal
Asiatic Society, 1892, pp. 409-422,

2Reith, op. cit., pp. 148-149. W—
3
See infra, p. 133.

4Sogen, Yamakami, Systems of Buddhist Thought, cf. Banerjee, A.C.,

op. cit., p. 4. ,

1
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long, both Theravada and Sarvastivada developed in north India at the
same time: The Sarvastivada was chiefly confined to the western centers
of Mathura, Kashmir, and Gandhdra, while the Theravadins operated from -
Magadha and Kosala, the two earliest centers of Buddhism.

fhe split between tﬁe Sarvastivada and Theravada (also called'Vib~
hajyavada) seem to have taken place during the reign of Asoka. "It ap-
pears that Asoka sided with the Vibhajyavadins, and that in consequence
the Sarvastivadins went North, and converted Kashmir, which remained their
centre for more than a thousand years".1 However, the basis of division
in the present case was, instead of being the rules of discipline (vinava),
the philosophical or metaphysical stand taken by Sarvastivadins, Thus
Conze rightly observes:

the split between Sarvastivddins and Vibhajyavadins was

occasioned by the pan-realistic ontological doctrine

of Katyayaniputra, who taught that not only the present,

but also past and future events (dharmis) are real.
This dindeed .is a decisive issue on which the Theravadins and Sarvastivadins
disagreed fundamentally. It 1s not surprising that the Abhidharmé texts of
both the school; containing their basic philosophical positions, take dif-
ferent stands on important philosophical issues. Conze therefore is pro-

bably correct in holding that:

the Abhidharma books were clearly composed after the
third division of the schools. The contents of the

1Conza, Edward, A Short History of Buddhism, Bombay: Chetana Ltd.,
1960, p. 20.

2Ibid., p. 20. For elucidation of the said ontological doctrine see
section VIII, infra, p. 173 ff,

4
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seven Abhidharma books of Sarvastivadins differ from
those of the seven books of the Thirivédins, who are
an offshoot of the Vibhajyavadins.

The Two Abhidharmic Traditions

For long Buddhist scholarship was led to believe that the original
Buddhist canons existed only in Pali. However, the evidence brought in
from Tibetan and Chinese sources, as well as the discovery of manuséript
fragments in Eastern Turkey, Nepal and Gilgit, confirmed the existence of
Buddhist canons in Sansgkrit. It is now well establi;hed that Sarvasti-
vadins used Sanskrit as the medium of their literary activity and that
their canon was entirely in Sanskrit. Sarvistivadins too like Theravadins
divided their canon into three Pitakas (literally baskets): the S'Gtras,2
the Vinayas, and the Abhidharmas. Despite some differences in the arrange-

ment and clagsification of treatment there is substantial similarity be-

tween the Pali and Sanskrit Vinaya and Sutra literature. Scholars, who

Libid., p. 21.

21n Sarvastivada tradition, Sutras are called Rg mas whereas Pali
tradition uses Nikaya for sutra pitaka.

-t
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have made comparative study of the two sets of Vinaya and Sutra texts,

1
have noted substantlal agreement between the two traditions, liowever,

special significance attaches t6 the Abhidharma Pitaka because it is

precisely here that the differences between the Pali and Sanskrit tradi-
tions seem to be remarkable.2 This difference between the two sets of
Abhidharma texts raises an important historical question regarding the
relationship between the two traditions. One may legitimately surmise
- —
that the Abhidharma texts were composed and compiled at a time when both
the traditions had been separated for long. It is quite probable that
the two traditions developed their Abhidharma texts independently. How-
ever, any definitive statement on this issue will have to wait a thorough
and comprehensive analysis of the Abhidharma literature of the two tra-
ditions. It will be interesting to investigate if the content or the
structure of the texts provide any basis for a rcasonable conclusion
about the chronological order of the two sets pi\ibe Abhidharma texts.

Though such an investigation is beyond the scope of this project we will

bring in, wherever possiﬁle, evidences that may be useful in resolving

1For an excellent discussion or summary of the findings of such
comparisons, see, Banarje, A, C., Sarvastivada Literature, Calcutta:
Calcutta Oriental Press, 1957, pp. 18-50. Our own account of Sarvas-
tivadin literature draws heavily upon this work.

2Sec Takakusy J., "The Abhidharma Literature of the Sarvasti-
vadins', Journal of Pali Text Society, 14, 1904-05, pp. 67-146; Dutt,
N., Aspects of Mahayana Buddhisn and its Relation to Hinyana, Calcutta:
Calcutta Oriental Series, 1%30, pp. 5-6; Nyantiloka, Guide Through the
Abhidharmmapitaka, Colombo, 1938, pp. 1-2; and, Keith, op. cit., p. 152,
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this important historical question.
There are seven Abhidharma texts of Sarvastivada school which were

originally composed in Sanskrit:

1. The JXSnaprasthinasﬁtra of Arya Katyayaniputra.
2. The Sangltiparyaya of Mahdkausthila.

3. The Prakar;?pﬁda of Sthavira Vasumitra.

4, The Vijnanakiya of Sthavira Devsarma.

5. The Dhatukaya of Purna.

6. The Dharmaskandha of Krya éEriputra.

7. The Prajnaptisastra of Arya Maudgalyayana.

While manuscript fragments of Sutra and Vinaya literature of Sar-

vastivada have been discovered in Sanskrit originals, no Sanskrit originals

of these Abhidharma texts, except fragments of Sangztiparyiya by Mahakaus-
thila, is avallable. It is interestihg to note that while the whole of
Vinaya literature and some other later Abhidharma treatises are found in

’ ~ /e
Tibetan, none of the Sanskrit Abhidharma texts, except the Prajnaptisdstra

of Krya Maudgalyayana, is available in Tibetan translations.
During the reign of and at the instance of Kaniska of Kusana

dynasty,a councll of Buddhist monks was called in the first century B.C.

At this council, the commentary on Jgﬁnaprasthénaéﬁtra called Vibhﬁqa was

composed,l It is from this Vibhiga that the Vaibhasika derive their name.

bg
i

-

Keith, op. cit., p. 155,

|
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Since the Vibhasa belongs to this period it is quite safe to conclude

that Jnanaprasthana belonged to a period earlier than first century B.C.
Though there is no conclusive evidence to settle the date of this text,
there is no doubt that this is the oldest and most important of the seven
Abhidharma texts. According to the Chinese sources it was first trans-
lated into Chinese by Saﬁghdeva and Dharmapriya (Ku Fo-nien) who brought
it to China from Kashmir during 4th Century A.D.1 ﬁiuen Tsang also trans-

lated it in the 7th century A.D.2 The tradition considers Jaﬁinaprasthéna

to be the principal text, while the other six are regarded as supplementary

or ancillary. Yadomitra in his Sphutarthabhidharmakosavyakhyi compares

the Jﬁﬁnaprasthéna with the body of a being and the other six to its legs

or Padas.3 It is this relationship between JESnaprasthina and other

Abhidharma texts that led Takakusu to suggest that "it stands to the other

-~ 4

treatises in such a relation as the Veda to the six Vedangas".'
Keith has expressed his doubt about the antiquity of the Abhidharma

texts, and is inclined to believe that the entire body of Abhidharma texts

belong to a period much later than what is suggested by the traditional

v
.

INanjto, op. cit., Nos 1273.

\
2Ibid., No. 1275.

3s$§;ramiti jnanaprasthanam tasya qarirabhutasya sat padah prakar-
anpddo vijnanakayo dharmaskandhah prajna tivastram dhatukavah sangitipar-
yAya iti. Abhidharmakos™a- Vyakhya of Yasomitra, (ed.) Law, N. N., London:
Luzac & Co., 1949, p. 10.

ATakakusu, op. cit., p. 74.

S
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sources. According to Kelth, we cannot form any "definite idea as to the

date of Jnanaprasthana and its supplements, no faith can be placed on the

alleged authors, the titles being manifestly intended to convey the im-
pression of extreme antiquity”.1 The views expressed by Keith on the
dates of the text In question contradict the claims of the tradition and
echoes an attitude towards tradition best described in Conze's words as
"superciliousness th;t belongs to a phase in the treatment of subject na-
tions which has now passed”.2 We tend £o agree with Frauwallener's ob-~
servation that in the matter of historical research the importance

of tradition should not be undermined unless the internal evidence com-
pletely contradicts it, or that we have overwhelmingly valid reasons
against it.3 In our opinion, the antiquity of the primary sanskrit Ab-
hidharma texts is beyond doubt and, as we shall show, they are in all
probability older than the Pali Abhidharma texts.

The Sangitiparydya is the first of the six auxiallary texts (pada).

./
The Chinese sources assign the authorship to Sariputra, but Indian and
Tibetan tradition mention Mahikausthila of Sarvastiviada school as the

4
auttror of the text. According to Takakusu, there are some points of

1Keith, op. cit., p. 154,

2Conze, Edward, Buddhist Thought in India, op. cit.,, p. 10.

3Frauwallener, E.,”"On the Date of the Buddhist Master of the Law
Vasubandhu! Serie Orientale Roma, 3, 1951, pp. 36-37.

ATakakusu, op. cit.
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similarities between the Puggalapa;ﬁécti, a Pali Abhidharma text, and the

Sangzpiggrayiya.l He further suggests that the Sangftiparayﬁya is mod-

elled on the Sanpiti Sut:mta.2 The Prakaranapada, the second of the an-

7
cillary Abhidharma texts, is attributed to Vasumitra.3 According to B.C.

law, the Prakaranapada is the counterpart of the Vibhangaprakafana of the,
’ . {

- 4
Pali Abhidharmapitaka.‘ Nyayantiloka, however, maintains that the Vib-

hanga bears a closer affinity with Dharmaskandha.5 The Vijxsnakiza is

attributed to Devasarma of Sravasti, and is supposed to have been composed
during the second hundred years of Buddha's parinirvana.6 Authorship of
the Dhatukaya according to the Chinese source, is attributed to Vasumitra
in the 2nd century A.D. Against this Chinese tradition we have the autho-
rity of Yasomitra and Bu-ston who regard Parna to be the author of this

work.7 N. Dutt is inclined to give greater weight to the Chinese tradition

1Ibid. .

2Ibid.

3Ke{£§, op. cit., p. 154,

4
‘Law, B.C., A History of Pali Literature, Vol. I, p. 340, vide

Y
Banerjee, A. C., op. cit., p. 63,

5Nayantiloka, op. cit., pp. 1-2. \ N\

6Banerjee, A. Ci, op. cit., p. 64.

7Nanjio, op. cit., No. 1282.
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specially "in view of the fact that this pada (Dh3atukaya) is only an
enlarged treatment of the topics contained in section 4 of the Prakar-
napada of Vasumitra”.l, Poussin is prepared to accept the antiquity of '

this Abhidharma text and thinks that it, probably, is the source of Pali

Dhﬁtukathg.z The Dharmaskandha is attributed to Maudgalyayana by Chi-
nese tradition, while Yasomitra and B;ston mention Sariputra as the
author of this work.3 Takakusu attaches great importance to this text
and considers this to be "the most important of the Abhidharma works

i

and the fountainhead of the Sarvastivida system.b The Prajnaptisastra

is attributed to Maudgalyayana, and is the only Abhidharma text ﬁhich

seems to have been translated into Tibetan.5 It might be construed from

this fact that the Prajﬁénpatiéﬁstra is, probably, a 1gte text which
survived in its original form iqnﬁanskrit, and was available to Buddhist
scholars who worked in Tibet éuring the 7th century when Buddhism was
introduced in Tibet:

The P3li canons of the Theravadins also contain seven Abhidharma

texts. However, the relationship among the Pali Abhidharma texts is not

1-Dutt, N., op. _c_gg._, p. 293.
2Poussin, La Valee, vide Banerjee, A, C., op. cit., p. 65,
3Nanjio, op. EEE".ES' 1296. ‘ .
ATakakusu, op. cit., pp. 3—£2.

5Keith, op. cit., p. 154.

“,
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one of mutual complementargness, nor do they bear a relationship of pri-
mary and secondary texts like the Sanskrit Abhidharma texts.l' The Pali

Abhidharma texts are:

1. Dhammasangani

2. Vibhaﬁga

3. Puggalapaﬁaﬁtti
4. Yamaka

5. Katthavatthu

6. Dhatukatha

7. Patthana

- ' 2
In Pali Sutta and Vinaya literature therg is no reference to Abhidhammapigaka.
This has created some question about the authenticityagf the tradition which

considers the Abhidhammapitaka to be the original words of Buddha. Scholars

have widely differed on the date of Abhidhamma texts. Prof. Rhys Davids
thinks that in terms of subject’matter and the style, the Kathavatthu belongs

to AsoOkan period.3 According to Mrs. Rhya Davids, the Dhammasangani is ;

1See Supra, p. 133 ff.

2The Sytta and Vinava Pitakas do not mention Abhidhammapitaka as a
separate pitaka. The division recognized by the Pali Canons is that of
Dhamma, i.e. Sutta, and Vinaya with Matika. It is the Matika (literally
means lists) which probably later, was elaborated into Abhidhamma. Accord-
ing to Keith, the Abhidhamma Pitaka is a work of Vibhajyavadins of Theradvada
tradition..."the Abhidhamma Pitaka, as we have it in the Pali canon, is the
definite work of this school, a systematic scholasticism based on the Suttas",
Keith, op. cit., p. 153.

3Vide, Keith, op. cit., p. 22.
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dated back to about 385 B.C. She bases her contention on a comparison

of form and content of the Dhammasangani and the Katthdavatthu which is

dated back to 247 B.C. Keith however disagrees with this estimate of the
1 ~
date of Abhidhamma Pitaka. He thinks that the texts are quite late, and

probably a late addition to the other two Pitikas which definitely are of
older origin. We tend to agree with Keith when he observes:
N

that the “Abhidhamma ha%‘no claim to the antiquity asserted

for 1t. This is supported by the undeniable fact that,

while the Sutta and Vinaya Pitakas have parallels in other

schools, based on a common tradition, the Abhidhamma of

the Sarvastivadins, of wvhich we now have information, ut-

terly disagrees with the Pali Abhidhamma .2

There 1s more than one reason to consider Pali Abhidhammas to be
later than the Sanskrit Abhidharma texts. First, the earliest archeological

\

evidence that we have about the existence of an Abhidharma text as the third
Pitaka comes from Kamsika inscriptions. It is in an inscription belonging
to the period of Kusana king Kanishka, we come across the term Tripitaka.

But there is no conciusive evidence that the Tripitaka referred to here

>

1Keith, op. cit., p. 23.

21bid.
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applies to the Pali Canon. On the other hand, we are certain that the
Abhidharma texts of Sanskrit tradition belonging to the Sarvastivadins

or the Vaibhasikas existed at the time of Kausika Council. Tt is, there-
fore, conceivable that the term under reference related to Sanskrit Ab-
higgggg,l The only available evidence about the existence of Pali Ab-

hidamma only points to the vogue of the study of the Abhidhamma Pitaka

in Sri Lanka during the third century A.D.2 It is also fairly certéin
that Abhidhamma Pitaka came to be considered authoritative about 5th

~
century A.D. when Buddhaghosa wrote the Atthasalini, a commentary on the

first book of Abhidhamma Pitaka, the Dhammasaﬁgqgi, and also the Kattha-

vatthuppakrna-Atthakatha, a commentary on the Xatthavatu. Beyond this,
nothing certain can be said about the Pali Abhidhamma texts.

It is equally important to note that within the Pali tradition,
3

the relationship between.thé MilindapaY¥ha and the.Abﬁidhaﬁma texts
also point to the possibility of the latter being later in chronological

order. It has been suggested by some scholars that Hilindpaﬁha was ori-
ginally written in Sanskrit or Prakrit dialéct and was later rendered into

Palt. Even if we deny this possibility there is little doubt about its

7

1Keith, op. cit., p. 235

2Hardy, Eastern Monachism, p. 156, vide Ibid., p. 24.
3Milinda's Questions (Vol. I & II), (tr.) Horner, M.A., London:
Luzac & Company Ltd., 1964.
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northern origin and its possible affinity with the northern Sarvastivada
tradition. One can take Keilth's suggestion about the chronological order

of Milindaparnha and Abhidhamma texts quite seriously. His contention that

the reference in Milindpafhaha to Abhidhamma Pigaka can be discerned only

in the passages and sections which are definitely later interpolations or
addition1 is confirmed by Winternitz's excellent analysis of the form and
style of this text.2 T. W. Rhys Davids' contention that at the time of

Milindapanha, which can easily be dated between 100 to 200 B.C., all

the three Pali Pitakas were existent does not stand tggéiext of historical

3,

t
research.

Conze has tried to date the texts of the Sarvastivada and the Ther-
dvada in terms of the traditional account of the separation of the school.3
According to the Buddhist tradition both tﬁe schools separated during
Asoka's reign. Conze maintains that the passages in which the texts of
Theravadins ana Sarvastivadins agree almost word by word, we can assume
that they were composed at a time preceding the separation of the two
schools, which took place during Asoka's rule, i.e. about 250 B.C. Apply-

ing this criterion, it may be discerned that both Pali and Sanskrit versions

v

1Keith, op. cit., p. 23.

, zwinternitz,lé History of Indian Literature, Vol. II, Calcutta:
Calcutta University, 19 .

3

Conze, Edward, Buddhist Thought in India, op. cit., pp.-31-32.
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of Sutra and Nikdaya literature antedate the separation of the school. Con-

tinuing influence of the common tradition on the two schools is quite pos-
sible during the subsequent one hundred years. It 1is during this period

that both the Sanskrit Abhidharma literature and the Pali Milindapanaha

may have been composed. The discongruity between the two Abhidharma liter-
ature must have emerged with the passage of time. Employing Conze's cri-
terion, one can see not only the post-Asokan origin of Pali Abhidhamma 1i-
terature, but also discern the fact that a time(lag existed between it and
the time of the separation of the two schools. If the Pali Abhidharma texts
were composed immediately after the separation of the two schools we would
expect some similarity between Abhidharma texts of the two traditions. But
this is not the case.l On the other hand, as it has been mgntioned earlier,
there is close affinity between the Pali and Sanskrit_gﬁgggﬁand Vinaya
literature. No such affinity, however, exists in the case of Abhidharma
literature.

Takakusu, on the basis of a comparative analysis of the two sets of
Abhidharma texts, came to the conclusion that there is no real connection
between the two.2 Nyanatiloka, pursuilng the lead provided by Takakusu, con-
cluded that the Sarvastivadin and Theravadin Abhidharma texts have considerable

dissimilarity, a significant exception being the Dharmaskandha, which seems

1Supra, pp. 143-144,

-

2Takakusu, op. cit.
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to havewcloser affinity with the Pali Vibhaﬁga.l N. Dutt too arrived at
similar conclusions and suggested that the two schools worked out their
Abhidharma texts independently.2 This contention of Dutt finds support
in McGovern's statement that ''there is no connection betwéen two sets
of works, that the Sarvastivddin writing were composed by persons (who),
it is scarcely possible to conceive, could have seen the Pali works.....
It is equally important to note that we rarely come across any
early Sarvastivadin work which show§ any acquaintance with the Pali works
or takes a stand against Therﬁvidins.L On the other hand, we do have evi-
dences within Pali Abhidharma, specially Katthavatu, where Sarvastivadins
are vehemently attacked.5 All this seems to corroborate our contention
that Pali Abhidhammas are later in origin. However, the present author
will like to qualify this by adding that a more thorough comparative ana-
lysis of the content and the structure of the two sets of Abhidharmas
should be undertaken before the two Abhidharmas can be placed in their

proper mutual histoiical relationship. It is our belief that a more

lNyanatiloka,‘gE. cit., pp. 1-2.

\
2Dutt, N., Aspects of Mahdyana Buddhism and its Relation to Hinayana,
op. cit., pp. 5-6.

3McGovern, W., A Manual of Buddhist Philosophy, p. 17.

4Ibid.

5See Kathavatavatthuppakarna-Atthakatha, op. cit., pp. 52-60.
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comprehensive comparative account of the two Abhidharma trfaditions with
speclal reference to the specific issues that concern them will greatly
enrich our understanding of the historical and doctrinal developments of
the two traditions on the Indian subcontinent. Till now, no such enter+
prise, at the scale demanded by the nature and scope of the study, has
been undertaken and we anxiously await the results of any such study that

might be under progress.

Abhidharma Philosophical Literature and Their Place Within the Tradition

The Abhidharmakoé%z of Vasubandhu 1s the most important text where

the basic doctrinal position of Sarvastivada is clearly brought out. This
is basically a digest of the seven primary Abhidharma texts mentioned ear-

lier. At the time of the composition of the text, the Vaibhdsika or the

vadin and Sarvastividin Abhidharmika thoug! See Phileosophy and Psy-
chology in the Abhidharma, Guenther, H. V./ Lucknow: Buddha Vihara, 1957&
and A Comparatlve Study of the Abhidharmakésa with Pali Abhidhammapitaka,
Choudhary Sukomo}, Calcutta University (Ph~D thesis in progress). Both
these studies have concerned themselves primarlly with comparing certain
themes as expounded in the Abhidharmakosa of Vasubandhu, on the one hand,
and Atthasalini and Kathavatthu on the other. No intensive comparative
work ‘on the primary Abhidharmika texts seems to have been undertaken and
the Buddhist scholarship has not gone beyond Takakusu in this matter.

lThere have been some attempts at a)zomparative analysis of Thera-

2The Sanskrit original of this tekt was discovered by Rahul Sankr-
tyayana in a Monastary in Tibet. e brought photo copies of the text
which was later published by K. P. Jayswal Research Institute, Patna.
All the references in the present work are to Abhidharmkosam, {ed.),
Sastri, Swaml Dwarikadas, Varanasi: Baudha Bharati, Vol. 1I: 1970,
Vol. II: 1971, Vol. ITII: 1972, Vel. IV: 1974.
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Sarvastivadins seem to have a pre-eminent place within Buddhist tradition.
In the Kosa itself Vasubandhu claims it to represent the views of the
Kashmir Vaibh5§ika.1 According to Yaé&mitra\the text gsiprimarify based

on the earlder works of Sarvastivada, the Jninaprasthidna, etc., which

provided the scriptur{l basis for 1its authenticity as a V%ibh5§ika text.2
The Egéé is primarily expository, and Vasubandhu never takes a partisan
stand vis a vis the Vaibhdsika posjition enunciated there. But Vasubandhu
seems to have been influenced by the Sautrantika school and in his Bhasya
on the Eﬂéi he occasipnally takes his stand against the Vaibhasikas. Sar-
vastivadins of the period expressed their unhappiness with Vasubandhu's
Bhasya and offered rebuttals to Vasubandhu on certain points of controversy
between Sarvastivadins and the Sautrantikas.?

For long, the original Sanskrit version of the text was supposed to
have been lost té the Sanskrit tradition. However, the text was fecently
discovered by Rahul Sankrityayana in Tibet. The text contains 600 Karikds
and has eight chapters or sections on: 1. Dhatus; 2. Indriyas; 3. Lokas;
4. Karmas; 5. Sanud%yas; 6. Kryapudgalas; 7. Jnanas; 8. Samadhis, and a

A

- - - - — . ’
1Kaémiravaibhasikanicisiddhay praye mayayam kathito bhidharmah.
Ibid., 8.40. . ;

2Yo’bhidharmo jndnaprasthanadiretasya madiyasya éﬁstrasyégrayabhﬁtab“
Tato hyarsadabhidharmadetanmadiyam sastram nirakrstam.
Yasomitra's Sphutarthid, (ed.) Law, N. N., op. cit., p. 1l.

3See infra, pp. 148-149.
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refutation of atmvada. Two Chinese translations of the text are available,
one by Hiuen Tsang and the other by Paramartha.

Vasubandhu's date has been a subject of great contréversy. Takakusu
on the basis of Chinese evidence, placed him during 420-500 A.D.l But the
suggestion has been challenged from many quarters. Frauwallener has sug-
gested that there were two Vasubandhus - first the Stahvira Vasubandhu,
the younger brother of Asanga, the Yogacarin, who belonged to 320-380 A.D.;
and the second, Rcary; Vasubandhu, who 1s supposed to have belonged to
400-480 A.D. According to Frauwallener, the first Vasubandhu was originally
a Hinyanist Sarvastivadin who later became converted to Mahayana under the

influence of his brother Asanga. The second Vasubandhu, according to Frau-

wallener, was Sautrantika, and is the author of the ;\bhidharmakoéa.2 How-

ever, the suggestion of Frauwallener, though quite ingenious, does not seem
to carry much weight. His assertion that Vasubandhu, the author of ékhl"
dharmakosa, belonged to 400-480 A.D. is not corroborated by the strong evi-
dence from Indian sources. Basing his observation on Indian s;urces Peri

has convincingly demonstrated that Vasubandhu must have belonged to early

1Takakusu, "A Study of Paramartha's Life of Vasubandhu and the Date
of Vasubandhu', Journal of Asiatic Society, London, 1905, pp. 33-53.

2Frauwallener, E., On the Date g£ the-Buddhist Master of the Law
Vasubandhu, op. cit.
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fourth century.

In this connection, we will like to bring one important evidence
from the Indian tradition which seems to haQe escaped the notice of many
Buddhologists. The evidence comes from B3ana Bhatta's Harscaritra belong-
ing to the 7th century. Here we have reference to the fact that Dignanga
was propogating and defending Vasubandhu's Kosa in various gastrﬁgghgg
(debates).2 This shows that Bana Bhatta in 7th century was aware of the
traditional legend about Vasubandhu and Dignanga. This confirms the tra-
~ ditional Indian belief that Vasubandhu was a predecessor of Digndnga. If
we accept this evidence then Vasubandhu, the author of the Eggé, could not
have belonged to 5th century, as Frauwallener suggests. We tend to agree
with Prof. Nakamura's suggestion that Dignanga's date should be 400-480
A.D.3 Vasubandhu, being an older contemporary of Dignanga could not have
belonged to fifth century, as suggested by Frauwallener. |

The whole confusion about tbe identity and the date of Vasubandhu
seems to arise from varying doctrinal positions taken by this philosopher

in different works. We can discern three distinct phases in the development

.

1Peri, N., "A propos de la date de Vasubandhu", Bulletin de 1'Ecole
Francaise d'Extreme - Orient, Paris, 11, 1911, pp. 339-390.

2Samarabhﬁrasaﬁlbhivanébhis_;ekamiva cakdr dinndgakumbhakitavikatasya
bahusikharakosasya vamah panipallavah. Harsacaritra, quoted by Narendra
Deva, Abhidharma Kosa (Hlindi), Allahabada: Hindustam Academy, 1958, p. 10,

3Nakamura, Hijiona, vide Bibliography of Indian Philosophies, (ed.)
Fotter, Karl H., Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1970, p. 51.
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of Vasubandhu's own thought. 1In the first phase he subscribed to Sarvastivada-

Sautrantika thought; the Abhidharmakosa belongs to this period. Second

phase is a transitional phase when, still Sautrantika, he displays Yogacara

leanings. His Karmasiddhi prakarna belongs to this transitional period in

his intellectual history. And to the final phase belongs the Viﬁéﬁt{&i_
and the Trimsika, where the Mahayana influence is present in 1its full-
blown form. Considering his close affiliation with his Yogacarin brother
Asanga, this gradual movement towards Mahayana does not seem to be surpris-
ing. It is quite probable that he was an open-minded thinker and that the
different works relate to different stages in the intellectual history of
this great mind.7

The Abhidharma Nyﬁyénusgral of Samghabhadra is another important

work where the basic tenents of Sarvastivada has been enunciated. Samghbhadra
was a contemparary of Vasabandhu who disagreed with him on some important
points pertaining to his interpretation of the Sarvastivada. e noted Vasu-
bandhu's Sautrantika leanings and atteéwmpted to offer a corrective to Vasu-
bapndhu wherever he felt that Vasubandhu had contravened the spirit ok

= ; .= - - /=
Vibitasa. Illis Abhidharma Nyadyanusara, also called Nyavanusarsastra, is pur-

orted to be a critique of Vasubandhu's interpretation of Sarvastivada, and,
P q

\
\

for this very reason, within Buddhist traditiowf it was also called the

1This work 1s not available in Sanskrit. All the citations are
from fragmentary translations in Schayer, Stanislaw, Contributions to the
Problem of Time iﬂ_lndian Philosophy, Cracovie, 1938, Ve acknowledge our
great indebtedness to this work for making available the relevant
materials. '
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thunderbolt for the Koda (Koéhkaraka).l He agreed with Vasubandhu's formu-

lation of Sarvastivada in the Abhldharmakoga karika, but differed with

Vasubandhu's Bhasya on it, where, according to Samghabhadra, Vasubandhu
took partisan stand in the Sarvastivada-Sautrantika debate on issues of
fundamental import. The Chinese tradition informs us that Samghbhadra in-
tended to discuss his work with Vasubandhu but was prevented by Samghab~
hadra's sudden demise.2 Vasubandhu, on learning about Sanmghabhadra's

work, 1in recognition of its great merit and non-partisan orientation,called

it the treatise in accordance with logical, canons (Nyayianusarasastra).

The text contains references to many old schools and works of early Budd-
hism and is an useful sourcebook for the study'of doctrinal development of
early Buddhism.

The Sphutartha Abhidharmakoéquﬁkhy53 by Yadomitra is another im-

portant commentary on Vasubandhu's Abhidharmakoda. Yasomitra belonged to

the 9th century A.D. His commentary is the only commentorial literature
p
available to us in original Sanskrit. This commentary mentions other two

commentaries by Gunamati and Vasumitra which preceded it. Neither of the

lSee Upadhyaya, Baldeo, Bauddha Darsana, Varanasi, 1954, p. 178.

2Vide Abhidharmkosa (ed.) Narendra Deva, Allahabada: Hindustani
Academi, 1958, p. 8. .

3There are different editions of this text. All the references 1In
this wrok are from Sphutdrtha & Abhidharmakoéﬁ Vyikhya of Yadomitra, (ed.)
Law, N. N., London: Luzac & Co., Vol. I, 1949; Calcutta: Calcutta Oriental
Book Agency, Vol. II, 1957; and (ed.) Shastri, D., Abhidharmakosam, Vol. III,
Varanasi: Baudha Bharata, 1972.
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two is available to us now.1 " This work is not available in Chinese, though
' .
a Tibetan translation by Depal-brtsegs is extant. Being the only Sanskrit

commentary on Abhidharmakoéh available to us, the importance of this text

for Abhidharmic studies cannot be gainsaid.
In the present work we have used Abhidharmik Buddhism to connote
the school of Buddhist thought whose ideas were systematically expounded

in the Abhidharmakoéa of Vasubandhu. The school of Buddhism under inves-

tigation has generally been described as Sarvastivada or Vaibh5§ika. An
examination of certain philosophical postulates of this school constitutes
the subject matter of this work. However, we define it as Abhidharmika
Buddhism precisely to distinguish it from its diffusion discernible in
other schools of Buddhism. The appelatioa Abhidharmika Buddhism is indi-
cative of the fact in our treatment of the problem of time we depend on
the Vasubandhu's Abhidharmain connection with heavy dependence of the

present work on Vasubandhu's Abhidharmakosa and the commentaries thereupon

as distinguished from the earlier Sarvastivada literature which 1is lost
to the Sanskrit tradition and are mainly preserQed only in Chinese transla-
P

tions. It is important to note that Vasubandhu himself mentions the views

of Vaibhasika and Sarvdstivadiws as that of Abhidharmikas. It is for the

lgupamati vasumitradyaivyarkhyakaraih padartha-vivrtirya sukrta
sdbhimata me likhita ca tathayamartha 1ti, Ibid,, Vol. I, p. 1.
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first tiﬁe in Abhidharmakoéa that we find a systematic, concise and co-~

herent exposition of Sarvastivada or Vaibhasika. Of course, Abhidharm-
koé% itself is supposed to be based on the primary Abhidharma texts, which
as we noted earlier, are lost to the Sanskrit tradition.

Place of Vasubandhu, the author of Abhidharmakoéa, within Buddhist

tradition is a controversial issue. Howe&er, it is now widely recognized

on account of the valuable researches of Pouésin, Stcherbatsky, Takakushu \ﬁi
¥

B

‘and Schayer that the Abhidharmakosh of Vasubandhu offers a reliable index

éo the philosophical postulates'of éhe éérvastivéda. In calling Sarvas~
tivada Kbhidharmik; Buddhism .we are in the good company of Buddhist scholars
like Murti,1 Conze,z'and Keith.3 In the present work we have assumed the
validity of the historical researches in Buddhist study on this specific
issue.

Our aritculation of Sarvastivdda or Abhidharmika Buddhismuzeroes upon

the account of the school as presentéd in Vasubandhu's Abhidharmakos’qJ his

Bhasya on it, Samghabhadra's commentary on Vasubandhu's Abhidharmakosa as

well as Yasomitra's Sphutartha on Abhidharmakoda. In addition, we have

N

_ 1The first attempt to synthesise the teachings of Buddha was the
Abhidharmika system...Internal evidence of the Mahayana)systems themselves
and historical evidence unmistakably point to the Sarvastivada as the
matrix from which the Buddhist systems developed as departures and devia-
tions.' Murti, T. R. V., The Central Philosophy of Buddhism, London:
George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1970, p. 56.

2Conze, Edward, Buddhist Thought in India, op. cit., pp. 120, 130
and 131.

’

2Keith, op. cit., pp. 154-155 and 165-166.

———
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also stepped out of line of self-restriction and have referred to those
Buddhist texts which are not basically Abhidharmika in orientation. The
justification for this departure is that in those texts a discussion of

Sarvastivada position, as articulated in Abhidharmakosa, provides the

context of debate with Kamalsila's Panjika on it and the Madhyamika-
karika of Nagarjuna along with Chandrakirti's Vrtti on it fall in this

category.



CHAPTER VII

ABHIDHARMA ONTOLOGY AND THE PROBLEM OF TEMPORALITY

The Ontology of Non-being (Anatta)

" Anattd 1is the Alpha and Omega of Abhidhhamika Buddhism. Non-
substantiality of being, and the essential impermanence and imperson-—
ality of the empirical ego constitute the cornerstone of Abhidharmika
ontology. The radicality of this ontological perspective built upon
what 1s empirical and is open to refleécive verification consists of
a concern with the dynamics of change. The phenomenal world, the
world that we dwell in and deal with, the world which is the constant
reference boint for all our thought, actions and feeling is constantly
changing.. It *is not only the world around us, but also the"I: the ego
which belongs to the world is subject to incessant change. The ontology
of non-being (anatta) is not a mere rejection of the existence of self,l
as it has been understood by many students of Buddhism; it implies an
’all embracing world perspective which tends to rejgct the substantiality
/of being in any form, material or immaterial. Thematically, it is an

extension of the nation of impermanance or anicca which is seen not as.

a mark (laksana) of being but the vefy mode of being, an element of

t

lsee Bhattacharya, H.D., "Early Buddhism", in History of
Philosophy Eastern and Western (ed.) Radhakrishnan, S., Vol. I, London:
George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1967, pp. 161-163; Radhakrishnan, S., Indian
Philosophy, Vol. 2, New York: The Macmillan Company, Thomas, E.J., op.
cit., pp. 92-106; Keith, op. cit., p. 64.

153,
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its very structure.l
The significance for early Buddhism of the Anattd doctrine,
_%&ZLFS twin aspects of non-substantiality and impermanence, can not

be bvgremphasised. In its specific formulation the Anatta as th

assertion of non-egoity remained the central concern of Abhidharmika
2 -

Buddhism. Adhidharmikas have constantly retained the idea of Anatta

as enunciated in the other two pitakas recording basic insights of

Buddha into the nature of phenomenal existence.

In the Samyukta Nikava we have the words of Buddha to the

effect that that which is embodied is not tﬁe self: frupa is not
the self.....whatever form there is--past, future or present, inner
or outer gross or subtle, low or exalted, near or far away-—all that
form is not mine, I am not this, this is not my self.“3

The same assertion is made with regard to four other aggre-
gates (skandhas) considered constituting the essential core of human
existence; the feeling (vedadnd), perceptions (samini), impulges or
dispositions (samskira), and, intellect or consciousness (vijﬁéna).

Thes analysis that is made is to the effect that none of these can be

the self; that all these are in reality; not ahrely in appearance,

lsee Murti, T.R.V., op. cit., pp. 69-76.

2Conze, op. cit, p. 39 "In its core the mark of not-self is
a simple corrolary of the impermanence of everything. There can be
no lasting individuality because Skandhas have neither permanence or
unity

3

Anattd-lakkhana - Sutta, The Samyukta Nikaya 23.59.
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Anatta i.e. devold of self-hood or ego—hood.l The same insight under-

lies the systematic analysis of the idea of satkéyad;éti, the false

view of individuality. The Satkayadrsti or the false view of indivi-

duality consists in considering the five-skandhas as the self just as

one tends to identify the flame of a lamp with the lamp. Satkavadrsti

consist in viewing self as what owns or possesses the five skandha's,

just as cne may say that the tree has (possesses) its shadow. The

five skandhas may be looked upon as being or residing in the self just

as the fragrance resides in the flower. Or alternately the self may

be seen a; being in the skandhas just as we may speak of a gem in

the casket. All these ways of apprehgpding the self, according to

the anatta doctrine, are essentially erroneous in as much as they

tend‘to identify self with the five skandhas, one wvay or the another.2
.

While these insights into anatta constitute the basic dntological

perspective present in the other ﬁip pitakas, Adhidha%ma Pitaka makes

special effort to work out the implications of the anatta doctrine in
terms of their understanding of dharmas. The non-substantiality and
the impermanence of the self, is only considered an instance of the
lack of substance and permanence characterising all phenomena. This
is the original sense of the word. Thus no phenomenon possesses any

substantiality or permanence. Phenomena as such are reduced to a mere

1Ibid.

Ubid., 3.66; 4.34.
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conglomeration of independently existing distinct moments of exis-—
tence called 'dharmas'. The dharmas are not some transcendent
reality behind or beyond the appearance of phenomena; rather they
are the only mode of reality, A dharma is 'a truly real evem:'1 con~
stituting the irreducible, unique datum of the phenomenal world
presentgg to the reflexive consciousness in the moment of critical
awareness. Consciousness itself when objectified i.e., when it
turns to itself in the moment of critical reflexion, it finds it-

self as nothing but 2 conglemoration of momentarily existing dis-
/

tinct dharmas without any substantial’continuity. Thus the Abhid-
harmika Buddhism may be described as:

a radical pluralism erected on the denial of substance
the acceptance of discrete momentary entities. Dharma
is the concrete conception in this, as it 1s in the .
other systems of Buddhism. Change, becoming, is the
central problem here.....The characteristic standpoint
of the Abhidharmika system can be expounded as a polemic
against substance, the permanent and the universal con-
ceived as real in the systems of the atma tradition.

The real (dharma) is momentary; it is simple, unitary;
it is particular, unique.

L s

- 7
The Abhidharmika conception of dharmas as the unique, ultimate and

irreducible limit point of existence needs to be distinguished from

normal understanding of reality in terms of idealism or realism.

1We use this interpretation of dharma after Conze whose
defence of it is extremely convincing. See Conze, op. cit., pp. -~
92-106. For other interpretations of dharma see Stcherbatsky,
the Central Conception of Buddhism, Calcutta: S. Gupta, 1961.

“Murei, T.R.V., op. cit., p. 69.4g
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Realism takes commonsense things at their face value and is prepared
to grant it a status independent of cognizing consciousness. Idealism,
on the other hand, ultimately reduces the elements of existence to a

mere ideal construction or manifestation of the cognizing conscious-~

ness.'1 Dharma theory, however, transcends the inherent metaphysical

_ constructions incident to a popular understanding of reality by

viewing the dharmas as 'real events' perceived by the reflexive con-
sciousness. The dharmas are perceived by the reflexive tonsciousness
as constituting the reality of the common sense-world and also of
itself; the specific combinations of these dharmas go into the making
of the empirical conscilousness or give rise to the variations of em-~
pirical consciousness. Thus, dharmas are not real in the sense that
they are the objects confronting the subject nor are they ideal in

the sense that they are constlituted of or produced by the conscious-
ness. KBather, they are the ultimate limit-points of instence which
go into making of the phenomenal world that the subject encounters

and to which it (the subject) belongs. Thus in Abhidharmika Buddhism:

»

Lhe epistemological distinction of Realism-Idealism is not
applicable with respect to our understanding of the philosophical
schools under investigation. 1In sharp reaction to the ontologically
oriented speculations of the Upanisads, Buddhism, as it is well known,
inaugurates the critical phase of knowledge orientation, thus setting
the stage for the later pramanavada. The generality of Buddhist schools,
though biased in favour of an idealistic theory of knowledge, include
also a pronouncedly ''realistic'" prediliction for understanding reality
without reference to its mind-dependedness, as may be seen, for example,
in the case of Sarvastivada which is under discussion in this chaptes.
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the common sense date are thus retraced to, transformed

into or replaced by concepts which are both more intel-

ligible and fundamental. The world therefore is per-

ceived as composed of an cea flow of simple ulti-

mates, called dharmas, whichcan be defined as (1) simple,

(2) momentary, (3) impersonal, (4) mutually conditioned

events.,
Given this understanding of the phenomenal reality and its constitution,
our enquiry must next direct itself to the Abhidharmika understanding of
the nature and constitution of consciousness. What are those dharmas,
conglomeration of which,tend to give rise to a conception of Self or Per-
son as embodiment of empiric consciousness? If empiric consciousness or
person is nothing more than a conglomeration, i.e. only a name for what

are momentary and exist only for a limited duration, then how are we to

account for the phenomenal continuity in the world?

The Structure of Empiric Consciousness

-

Abhidharmikas propose a threefold classification of dharmas which

2
together go to constitute the phenomenon of empiric-conscilousness.

A. TFive Skandhas: (1) Form, rﬁga, is the material essence of the pheno-
mena; (2) Feelings (Vedana) can be pleasant, unpleasant or neutral;

, (3) Perceptions (Samina) are six corresponding to the six sense organs;
(4) Despositions or Impulses (Samskara) are all tendencies, impulses, -
volitions, strivings, emotions, etc.; (5) Consciousness (Vijnana) de--
termines and superintentends the other mental skandhas.

B. The Twelve Sense-Fields (Kyatanqg): These are: eye; sight-objects;
ear; sounds; nose; smell; tongue; taste; body; touchables; mind; mind-
objects. Avatana is used in the sense of Aya-dvara, which literally
means the 'door of coming into' or 'the door of arrival'. It can also
mean gaining as opposed to vyaya (loosing).

C. The Eighteen atus: These are the six senge-organs, the six sense ob-
jects, and the corresponding six sense consciousness.

1Conze, Buddhist Thought in India, op. cit., p. 97.

2The following presentation is primarily based on Conze. For de-
tailed analysis of the dharma doctrine of Sarvastivadins see, Tscherbatsky,
T., Central Conception of Buddhism, Calcutta: S. Gupta, 1961.
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Person as the empiric conscibusnegs.or the subject of the
world experience 1is constituted of five skandhas or constituents.
which "define the limiég of the basis of grasping after self".1
Whatever the individual Tomes to comprehend as constituting self,
as the ultima;e reference point of his world-experience, whatever
he looks at as belonging to or somehow concerniné the self, all
the fécts of experience of individuals and objects in relation to
individuals are Qltimately traceable to five skandhas. Similarly
sense~éield (ayatanas) 1s concerned with the origin of the mental
dharmas of 'thought and its concomitants'. The reflective con-
sclousness in its discriminative stance is able tw see that

thought and its cocomitants are nothing but collocation or con-
junction of sense-organs and sense-objects. Thus, as Edward Conze
puts 1t: "The sense-field are the reason (kéraga) why mental events
originate or take place, and are tﬁeir birthplace, as the Deccan is
the locality where cattle are born.“2 Further elaborating the role

-

of Rzatanas Conze writes:
’ It is wrong for me to regard 'my' thoughts as free
creations of 'my' self or 'consciousness'. Manifestly
they are in bondage of organs and object, which must
be in contact for any act of consciousness to arise,
and both of which are alien to me, for I cannot claim
to have made either my biological constitution, or the
obje%ts of my thought.. Both are given and imposed upon
me.

 Y1bid, p. 107.

21pid, p. 108.

3Ibid.
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While these observations of Conze regarding the role and
place of Rzatanas in the Buddhist understanding of the constitu-
tion of the phenomenal world are quite perceptive and essentially
correctywe tend to disagree with his further observation to the
effect that "the subjective components have an overwhelming in-
fluence in shaping the appearance of an object, which, as a 'thing
in itself', 1is quite inaccessible".1 The AbhidharZmika ontology
does not resort to the notion of subjective factors shaping the
world of phenomena. And,likewise,it does not accept the idea of
a 'thing in itself' or 'noumena' which remains inaccessible to us.
The Abhidharmika ontologilcal framework steers clear of these ap-
proaches to the reality. Dharmas, which are real, are neither a
product of or projection of our consciousness which has a free
hand in the construction of reality, nor are they the 'things in
themselves' of which the phenomenal world is a mere appearance.
Rather, dharmas are the ultimate constituents that go into the
making of the phenomenal reality and are discleosed to us as such
only when we acquire a discriminative stance which sets out to
see the reality in its 'functional' aspect rather than in substan-
tive terms. Anattd is an attestation to the non-substantiality
of the reality both as subject and object. Subject-and object

are essentially placed on the same ontological footing.

lIbid., p. 110,
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This functional understanding of reality in terms of discrete
momentary dharmas, without any substantive support raised some prob-
lems in certain areas of early Buddhism, In reaction to the theory
of .dharmas as proposed by Sarvastivadins there arose the school of
Vatsiputriyas who advocated the reality of Pudgala (person) over and

against the reality of impersonal dharmas. Pudgalvadins, who may be

described as”personalist Buddhists, maintained that the Sarvastivadin
explication of the empirical ego in terms of five skandhas etc. suf-
fered from the ine¥oragle difficulty of explaining the continuity on
the phenomenal level.l If the self were a mere appearance and the
phenomenal being a mere conglomeration of incesséntly changing dharmas
(skandhas, etc.), how are we to account for those aspects of pheno-
menal existence which implies a continuity through the fleeting mo-
ments. The fact of memory, of karmic action and consequent retri-
bgtion, the idea of agency and the realm of inter-subjective world -

examplified in the friendly dispositions are some of the reasons

proﬁosed by Vatsiputriyas in support of their unequivocal

lFor detalled analysis of the Pudgalavada, see Abhidharmako8am
op. cit., Vol. IV, 1973, p. 1189 ff.
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assertion of individuality, called Pudpala, which according to Satkari
Mukherjee "has the metaphysical virtue of explaining the continuity of
the empirical ego to the avoidance of the fallacy of eternal self posited
by the heretical thinkers."l
Significantly, for the Pudgalvadins, Pudgala as the psycho~
physical complex which maintains its identity through the changing
moments of empirical existence did not imply positing a self over and
against the five skandhas. They seem to be eager to maintain their

allegiance to the Anatta doctrine and as such tried to define the ’

relationship of Pudgala to skandhas in a way that would exclude an

'erroneous belief in a self'. Pudpala is neither identical with nor
different from the five skandhas.2 And yet the ”Pudgala can be con-
ceived in correlation with the skaﬁdha§ which have been appropriated
. at any given time inwardly".3 According to Pudpalvadins just as fire
is always found in correlation with the fuel it burns and on which it
thrives, and is never apart from it, by itself, nevertheless, it is
real, so does pudpala "manifests itself throupgh the psycho-physical
elements, and therefore co-exists with them, not as a separate thing,
but as a kind of 'structural unity'.?“

The position of Pudgalvadins has received favourable treatment

r s

lMukerjee, Satkari, The Buddhist Philosophy of Universal Flux,
Calcutta: University of Calcutta, 1935, p. 186.

2Tattva Samgraha, verses 343-343.

. Pratyutpanna-adhyatmika upatta-skandhan upﬁdiya pudgalah
prajnapyate. Abhidharma Koéa, 9.233. Vide Conze, Edward, op. cit.

AConze,Edward, Buddhist Thought in India, op. cit., p. 128.
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at the hands of some keen students of Buddhism, such as Edward Conze

and A.B. Keith. ©Not only have they considered the pudgsalvada as consist-

1]

ing of great philosophical significance, but have also maintained
that the notion of Pndr?la is in strict accord with the basic formula-
tions of Buddhism. Keith commends the theory of Pudgala in following
words:

Its merits, however, are obvious, it mediates.in the
best Buddhist manner, between phenomena with a basis
and the permanent self of the Brahmanic tradition.
It accords also, though the point seenms not to have
been noted, with the position asserted by Sariputta
in his discussions with Sati for there we find that
Tathapata is declared neither to be the five aggre-
gates nor to be different from them. In truth the
doctrine of the purely phenomenal self was one which
presented interminable difficulties.!

Edward Conze too finds that the theory of Pudpala was a necessary
antidote to thf damage caused by the Abhidarmika understanding of
self as a mere conglomeration of isolated momenta ry events or exis-
tences called dharmas. Conzemaintains that Pudgalvadins corrected the

errors of Abhidharmist in at lecast two significant ways:2

1. It was clearly a milstake of lesser minds to deny

‘ categorically that the self exists, As the person-
alists pointed out, it had been said that to say
that the self does not exist, in truth and reality
(satyatah sthititah), 1s a wrong view. The Buddha,
as a matter of fact, in a famous dialogue with
Vatsogotra had refused to commit himself on the
question of the existence of the self.

1Keith op. c¢it., pp. 83-84.

2Conze, Buddhist Thought in India, op. cit., p. 25.
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2. In another respect also the one-sided philosophiz-

ing of the Abhidharmist was bound to produce its

own opposite....The Abhidharmists by insisting that

only isolated monentary events are real, held on to

processes to the exclusion of all substance, and

gloried in denying the relative Eermanence of objects

as well as their relative unity.
Whether Abhidharmikas or Pudgalvadins remained true to Buddha's teach-
ing is a purely historical question and lies beyond the scope of this
investigation. However, the charge of onesidedness of the theory of
Abhidharmikas and its inadequacy in explaining the facts of phenomenal
existence is one that needs careful consideration, Whether the postula-
tion of Pudgala is a necessary pre-requisite for explaining the elements
of c0ntinuit§ in the realm of phenomenal existence and whether this
postulation of Pudgala is compatible with the Anatt3d doctrine as indeed
the Pudgalvadins claim, are the questions that require our immediate
attention.

The irreconcilibility of Anatta doctrinme with the postulate of

e

Pudgala has been amply demonstrated by Vasubandhu.” Of course Vasubandhu's
repudiation of Pudgala as proposéd by Vatsiputriyas is basically from
Sautrantika position. It is in Sautrantika that the notion of Ego as

series of durationless momentary existences crystalizes in its clearest

and maturest form. The idea is not consistently worked out in Sarvastivada

1Ibid.

2

Abhidharmkosam, op. cit., Vol. IV, p. 1189 ££.
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or Theravada. But Sautrantikas,while in general dissociating them—
selves from Abhidharmikas, did accept Anatta or non-substantiality of

the Ego as the cornerstone of Buddhist thought and took a stand against
. / ¢ \

the VEtsfbutrEyas notion of pe€§on. In a nutshell the argument against
Pudgala takes the following form.

"...any self (pudgala) which really exists must be o
something over and above the impermanent factors of
empiric individuality. But such a self, which must

be uncaused, eternal, and without change, would be
without activity or practical efficiency
(arthakriyakdritra) vhich 1s the essential charac-
teristic of reality...there in the consciousness
nothing more than the fact of a series of thought
oments which' are in causal relation...But there_is
continuity in the individual though not a self.t..

The urge to account for continuity in the phenomenal existence, despite

a clear rejecfion of an abiding self as a substance or a structural

unity as peréon is constantly present in the post-Sarvastivada Buddhist

literature. Thus the later Theridvadins proposed a theory of a 'life-

5

continuum' (bhavanga) which is subconscious and subliminal.2 The con-

tinuity is accounted for by taking recourse to the notion of a sub-

1

censcious region where the mind is unceasingly functioning as the source

" of all continuities. Mahisanghikas too incorporated this idea in their
. .
theory of a basic (}lula) consciousness. Relegating the function of con-
. ‘ .
tinuity to the realm of this basic consciousness they maintained that
{

L4

1Keith, op. cit., p. 175. \

, 2See Saratchandra, E.R., '"Bhavange and the Buddhist psychology
of Perception,” University of Cevlon Review, I, 1943, pp. 94-102;
also by the same author, The bLuddhist Psychology of Perceptien, Ceylon,
19580 /

T



/ 8

166

karma matures in the subcenscious mind where thought has a definite
object.l Mahisasika even proposed a distinction between three kinds \
of skandhas: skandhas which are instantaneous, skandhas which has a
span of one life, and skandhas enduring until the Sansara i.e. realfza-
tion of Nirvé'na.2 Noticing these tendencies in Abhidharmika Buddhism.

Conze observes:
Concepts like these were designed to escape from the
straight jacket of the Abhidharma, and try to establish
the equivalent not only of an empirical but alse of
true self...All these theoretical constructions are
attempts to combine the doctrine of 'nmot-self'® with
the almost instinctive belief in a 'self' empirical
or true.

AY

One must p;age here and consider if Conze is right in maintaining that
these nétions run counter to the Abhidharmika anatta doctrine. Are mot
these tendencies conspicuous in the Kbhidharmika formulations as indeed
in other cannonical literature’ It seems to us that while Conze is right
in noting that these tendencies are efforts to bring Atma doctrine from
the backdoor, he is wrong in maintaining that they run couéﬁer to the
basic tenets of Abhidharmikas. Our contention is that the Fendencies

are’ conspicuously present in the Abhidharmikas’ too. .

The Abhidharmika Buddhism, far from\being a simple and naive

lSee Silburn, L., Instant et Course, Pafis, 1955, pp. 237-243.

2Conze. op. cit., p. 133,

3Conze, Ibid., p. 133. »
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process philosaphy, is dialecticgl in its approach to reality. If it
is not strictly a vindication of & theory of reality as pure flux, it
is not also correct to say that it affirms the reality of a true abid-
ing.self. True, elements of a self-theory are discernible in the
Abhidharmika Buddhism, possibly under the impact of the Samkhyan model
or ;iew. What, howev?r, sﬁguld not be overlooked 1s the prominent place
given alongisde thesegelements to the pre-Abhidharmika denial of'the
self in it. Both subject and object, as we already noted, are placed
' on the same ontological footing. In this respect the Abhidharmika for-
mulations must be differentiated from the Sarmkhya-yoga, where subject
and object are distinguished in terms of Kutastha (unaffected by_change)

[
and Parinami (the principle of change and movement). Ve will return

.
to the problem of the re%ptionship between Samkhya-yoga and Abhdidharmika
Buddhism later. Suffice it to say at this point that the tension of the
permanent and the changing, of continuity and discontinuity, of being
and.becoming is integral to the thidgarmika Buddhism.

We have seen that dharmas are ultimaté)irreducible units of
exiétence, which can best be described as 'real events'. The term
fdharma' has been often rendered as elements of existence. Such
renderings smack of atomism which may be true of NyEya—Vai§;§ika and
other:5uch realistic systems, but are alien‘to the basic ontological
perspective of Buddhism. There are good reasons for rendering *dharma’

////as ‘rea} events'. While events can be instantaneous, elements cannot.

And this instantaneoustess or momentariness is constitutive of the very

existence of dharmas. The occurence of a certain state of affairs or
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of a certain objective situation constiéutes an event. The character-
istic of event is that they have no duration. This point has already
been made in the context of dharmas.
The question is;does the 'coming into being' and the 'passing
away' of dharmas as real events imply that the existence of dharmas
is 'punctual'? 1Is the existence of dharmas punctual? The existence
of dharmas are called punctual only if it were the case that the instants
(ksapa) of their 'coming into being' and 'passing away' are but mere
"posditions' in a one—dimensiohal temporal continuuﬁ. If the instants
in question are individual units of time which stand out distinctly fn
a time-sequence then charge of 'punctuality' of existence of dharma as’ »
an actual event does not extend beyond the spég of a single concrete
now. A dharma having come into being does not endure awaiting to be
dislodged by cther dharma from being 'actual'. After having occurred
once, the said dharma as.a real event does somehow belong to the world
series (samtana) in which it has occured. But it can be detected ex-
posed only by taking the éctual present as our point of departure, be-
cause they are limited to one instant of effective existence. The
essence of time is only partially revealed in the dharma's present mode
of being, i.e. only in the actuality, which distinguishes the present.
The 'actuality' that events of dharmas are suffused with, per-
meates all events, but more specifically whatever is 'now', and in this Q}
respect what 1is actual for Abhidharmika trénscend; the autonomy of an
object. Though self-existence is a necessary condition for actuality,

it 1s not sufficient to make something present i.e. actual.



169

Thus, there are no events in the realm of Nirvdna and Akasa (the

Asangkrta dharma) precisely because they are non-actual and time-

less.

It may be noted that within Abhidharmic framework the actual
is characterized by being directly active, or, expressed differently
by action or being operational. The actual may be said to "exist" -
precisely on accéunt of the fact that it is active i.e. efficient.

And it is in ierms of tﬁis efficiency or activity that it conditions
the emergence of what is to follow into being. The ground for the
occurence of a causal connection within the compass of a present must
be looked for in this function of what is actual.

But a dharma does not cease to be real or does not become un-
real when it ceases to be actual by losing its operancy. The relega-
tion of a dharma into the past mode of existence means that the dharma
as a real event has ceased to be operative in its immediacy. In
other words it is condemned to an 'absence' forever from every new
'present'. And no recollection, not even the most vivid and accurate,
can” succeed in extracting it from tﬁat absence and in making it present
again. At the same time a past dharma, although it has ceased to be
strictly actual, has not been completei& annihilated. It does not

break off with each new instant of time, but retains a special mode

Ynfra, pp. 197-198.
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of belng, extending into the continuation ?f the same process. Thus,
according to Abhidharmika thinkers it is actuality or being operative
and not existence that distinguishes the present dharma from the past
and the future ones...l Neither the past nor the future is an absolute
void. That which is past is past by virtue of having been actual. But
that dharma which is future has not yet been realized, i.e. lacks
aci:uality.2

The transience as a mode of being thus may be seen to be contin-
gent upon a dharma becoming actual and displacing a dharma which was
j;st present, but is no longer present. ?ransience, above all consists
in perpetual transformation of the actuality of something present into
that enigmatic "no-longer-being-present—any-more'. This perpetual trans-—

formation, in which consists the essence of tehporality, is ontologically

speaking, an imperfection (saﬁgkftatva) thch is constitutive of the
nature of dharmas. It must be kept in mind, that it is not an acciden-
tal feature of the dharmas, brought about by some extraneous considera-
tions. The 'imperfection' relates to the impossibility of persisting
inlhctuality without sliding into the past. This, to some Aegree,phr—

tially discloses the peculiar Abhidharmika way of accounting for

14,

21bid.
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continuity and permanence in the phenomenal world. The logical and
semantical difficulties involved in expounding the Buddhist theory

of instantaneous re;lity can ye illustrated by the following observa-

t

tions of Frauwallener that-

-

the becoming and arising of dharmas is not a real
arising and d¥sappearing, but a wandering of always
exlstent entities from one period of time into
another, Entities which seem to have newly arisen,
in fact wander from the future into the present and
when they perish, they are transferred into the past
period. 1In the personal continuilty also events do
not arise and perish, but the continuity is a stream
which flows from the future into the past.l

Thus from Abhidharmikals point of view Persons or Pudgala as a specific
conglomeration of certain dharmas may undergo change, but the fact of

‘ ¢
. ' - - t : 3 ' - Y, -
this conglomesation once-having-been’ and maintaining its "once-having

been' mode of reality does not undergo complete annihilation. It
acquires a somevhat different mode of reality which may provisionally
be classified as, retrogressively, derivative mode of being. Thé pudgala,
the existential base of one's having-been conglomeration of psycho-

. physical skandhas, being radically transcendent in relation tec an
'actual' existént conglomeration of psycho-physical skandhas capéb}e

of acting in the present, re?ains in the realm of being because it
conditioned and interalia caused the present reality. bBut the some-

thing pastremains in existence only as~-so to speak-—a retrogressively

derivative being~-namely as secondarily derivative, proceeding,

1
‘ Frauwallener, E., Die PhiloJZ;hie des Buddhigimus, 1956, pp.
140-141, cf. Conze, op. cit., p. ljf.

/ '



172

"backwards" from a certain actuality subsequent to it. The present
as actual and active is ultimately grounded in the'past which has a
being characterized by the mode of non-actuality.

We will have occassion to work out the implications of this
position in detail in our discussion of Abhidharmika notion of time
and temporality. Suffice it to point out at this juncture that the
problem of continuity and persistence is integral to Abhidharma
ontology and any suggestionigo the contrary stems from a lack of
appreciation of the fuller importﬁof Abhidharmika notion of imper-
manence and from an underestimation of .their concern with the pro-
blem of permanence .and continuity in the phenomenal existence. A
somevhat more detailed investigation of this aspect of Abhidharmika N
thought and its realtionship to the Abhidharmika understanding of

time and temporality will be the subject matter of the follouing

\ section.



CHAPTER VIII

ABHIDHARMA CONCEPTION OF .TIME AND TEMPORALITY

The Category of Time and the Theory of Dharma as Temporal

It is in early Abhidharmika literature of Sarvastivada that we find
the first attempt to understand temporality as a process. The Abhidhar-
mikas of Sarvéstivéda tradition disregarded the question of the substan-
tive reality of time as a factor in temporal determination. The basic issue
for them was not whether Time exists as an independent reality which in con-
junction with other realities or events consti;ute temporal determinations.
Their primary concern was to aécount %or the knowledge of things as tempo-
rally determined and that they coulddo by acknowledging the reality of dharmas

as past, present and future. Thus Mahavibhasa on Jifdnaprasthana declared that

everything is real, the past (atita) and the future (anagata) are as much

real as the present (E;attyugpanna).l The theory proposed here does not make

’

any distinction between things in themselves such as past and future matter,

and the representations one has of them. It is here that we find the reallsm

1The reality of past, present and future has been accepted by some
Pali traditions also. Such a view is clearly propounded by Nagsena in
Millindapannaha where he tejects the alternative offered by King Milinda -
who suggests that only present is real. This point may go in favour of
views expressed by some scholars that Millindapannaha 1s a northemtext
(belonging to northern S§Q§°l of Buddhism). However, there is one impor-
tant difference between Sarvastivadda and the pos{tion of Nigsena. For the
Sarvastivada the past, present and future cannot be conceived in separa-
tion from the entities (dharmas). They are not empty slices of time. Nag-
sena, however, 1s prepared to accord them independent status.

173
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of Sarvastivada present in its most undeniably form. It is not the reality
of past, present and fut?re as thre; points of time that 1s posited by
Mahavibhasa; rather, it is the reality of things or dharmas as past, pre-
sent and future that is admitted here. Time is no factor in the determina-

tion of things or dharmas as past, present or future. Rather it is the

operation of the Sanskrtalaksnas of jati, sthiti and jara that accounts

for a dharma being past, present or future. In early Abhidharmic litera-

ture we come across an alternative to Kalavadins, when Sarvastivadins point

out that the temporal determinations of things are built into the very
structure of the becomingness of a being. Thus Mahavibhasa points out:

If all the three samskrtalaksanas have not yet been active,
the dharma is called fufure —Tf one of them has already
finished its activity and thus are just active, then the
dharma is called present. If they have already finished
their activity, the dharma 1is called past.1

It is important to note that early Abhid?armic literature never con-
sidered the determination of dharma's temporal quality to be a function of
transcendental eternal Time which somehow contains things in three recep-
tacles of time and is responsible for temporal designations of past, present
and future. Thus Mahﬁvibh5§5 clearly rejected the option whieh would seem
to suggest that

the svabhava of Time is nitya, but the svabhava of the

‘sangkrtadharmas is anitva. The samskrtadharmqa wander

across the times just as a fruit from one pot to another
or as man from one house into another. This 1s also the

1Hah5v1bb5g§, 394a, cf. Schayer, op. cit., p. 20.
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case with the §g§§g$£§ghq;mggz going out of the future
they enter into the present, and they ga out of the pre-
sent and enter into the past.

"In this rejection of the receptum notion of Time is implicit the
basi¢ Buddhist denial of the substantiality and permanence, a model set
by Mahivibh5§5 which is consistently adhered to by Sarvastivada.  All
Sarvastivadin statements about the reality of past, present and future
must be interpreted 1n correspondence with this understanding of temporal
determinations. It is true that in Eghighégmig literature we come across
Sarvastivadin statements which state that ''dharmas wander across the three
Times, that nirvana lies beyond the th;;e Times; that there exists a Fu-

1"

ture, a Past, etc... But all these statements, as Schayer has already
noted, are expressed in colloquial sense and must be interpreted as meta-
phorical statements, rather than literally. Thus in the statement '"each
dharma exists in the three Times as future, present and past" the term
"three times" 1is ''consequently only a synonymous denomination (adhiv;;ang)

2

for Sanskrtadharma.'™ Early Rbhidharmig literature clearly rejected any
distinction between a dharma and 1ts‘temporal determination. Temporal de-
terminations, instead of being a function of an eternal transcendent Time,
are built into the very structure’.of the becomingness of a dharma. Accord-

ingly, they argued that there is no distinction between the temporality of

a dharma and its conditionedness (samskrta). What is given as temporal

®

IMahavibhigs, 393a, cf. Ibid., p. 15.

2Schayer,.gp_. cit., p. 27.
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flow is nothing but an incessant flow of conditioned dharmas, apart from
which time does not have an independent reality. In other words, time con-
sists of conditional dharmas and conditional dharmas are time, and ﬁ%at the
time is that the growth of which consists of the manifestation of samskrta
dharmas. The theory, then, considers time as a mere modality of the con-
ditioned ‘dharmas, apart from which it does not have any reality.

Given this understanding of time ‘and temporality in early Abhidharmic
thought one feels intrigued to discover in later Buddhist literature a ten-
dency to describe Sarvastivadins either as Kalavadin (upholder of the rea-
lity of time) or tmakalyavadin (u;holder of the reality of past, present
and future). It is important to remember that for early Abhidharmikas or
Sarvastivadins, time can only be concieved in terms of the functionality
of a dharma, apart from which‘they do not have any independent status. Tt
is not surprising, then that, in their techinical discussion of the temporal
qualification or determination of dharma, the terms time (kala) never occurs.

Pali Abhidharma literature disagrees fundameﬁtally with Sanskrit Ab-
hidharmic understanding of temporality. Herein we find an extensive refy-
tation of the Sarvastividin view that everything exists, understood in the
sense that past, present and future equally exist.l Their vefy starting point
it seems,‘thérefore, erroneous. However, this fact is immateri{al in deter-
mining the true import of Theravadins own expositien. They denled the rea-

lity of past and future and came to the condlusion that present alone exists.

»

lKathévatthuppakaraggr— Atthakatha, (tr;ns.) Law, B.C., The Debates
Commentary, London: Pali Text Society, 1940, p. 52 ff.

T
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The debate between Theravadins and Sarvgssividins is presented in
Katthavatu as a debate on the reality status of éhings existing in past,
present and future. The Sarvastivadins are credited with accepting the
existence of all dharma, but not always and everywhere in the same form.
The Theravadins, however, take the Sarvastivada on its face value and
confront them with the problems inherent in the proposition of sarvam
asti. If everything exists then "does the right view (sammaditthi)
which looks up;n your wrong view (micchaditthi) as wrong exist?"1 The ac-
ceptance of simultaneous existence of the views only points to the contra-
diction to which everything exists doctrine can lead.

The Theravadins attack Sarvastivadins for accepting the existence
of past and future dharmas. By equating past and future to present, the
Theravadins propose that the existence of past and future ;hould be predi-
cated in the same way as of the present. Thisz however, 1is not’ admissible
to Sarvastivadins who propose a distinction in the mode of existence of
past, present and future dharmas. Theravadins follow their argument by
polnting out that if a Egggfkandha (materlal-aggregate) becomes past by

giving up its presentness (paccuppanbhav), then it is also possible to con-

= - 2 — -
ceive 1t as giving up 1its materiality (ruga—bhava). Sarvastivadins reply
to this consist in their demonstration of the untenability of Theravadins

argument as outlined above. They point out the lacunae in Theravadins ar-

gument in the following way: let a piece of white cloth be regarded as one

11bid., p. S3.

21bid., p. Sh. : o
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inseparable object, when this piece of cloth is coloured, it abandons 1its

whiteness, similarly past dharma gives up its paccupannabhava (its exis-

tence as preéent).1 Now can it be said of this pilece of cloth that it also
gives up its clothliness in abandoning its whiteness when coloured? Thera-
v5q1ns do not accept the alternative offered here. Accordingly, Sarvasti-
vadin's position that a Egngfdharma is changing its temporal qualification
does not abandon 1its materiality on the being of rupa-dharma. However,
Theravadin is not prepared to give in,and follows his argument in a dif-

ferent way. He points out that if the material aggregate (rupa-dharma) does

—~
not give up its materiality (rﬁpabhﬁva), then the rﬁpa~d%arma becomes per-

- \
manent, eternally existing like nibhana - a conclusion not acceptable to

Sarvastivadins either, for they categorically deny that rupabh3va and nibphan-

bhdva are identified. Only nibbanabhdava can be eternal, not the riipa-bhava.

The debate is carried on in Katthavatu and Katthavatu-prakarma

Atthakatha further. One specific problem that Theravadin raises is that
g ———
vhether past (atita) gives up its pastness (atitabhiva)? The Sarvastivadins

answer is negative. They point out that in asserting the existence of atita-

bhava, they mean that anagatabliava (futurity) and paccupannabhava (present-

%ess) do not exist in the same way as the atitabhava. And similarly when

they predicate existence of andgatabhava, they mean atitabhava and paccu-

- - ) - -
pannabhava do not exist like anagatabhava. Thus Sarvastivadin specifically

deny that a dharma passes from an state into another. This Theravadin

11btd., p. sd.

21b1d., p. 55.

-
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construes to mean that atitabhava 'too (the being in the mode of past)

v

acquires a permanence or eternity, and therefore, is subject to the

" earlier question about its likeness with the nibbana or nibbanabhava.

P

Theravadins come up with another problem which they think that
Sarvéstiviﬁ?ﬁs asserting the existence of everything will have to face.
- " . ‘

They point out the Sarvastivadins will have to accept the existence of past
(atita) and of non-past (navatita) as well as future (anagata) and non-

.’

- o~ '
future (navanagata). Théy argue that: .
l. if the existence of past and non-past as also future and non-
future is denied then Sarvastivadins should not assert that past

and future exist; and, also

2. if'they do not accept the identity of atita,paccupana and anEgata,

they carnnot say that atlta and anagata exist.
The second argument is considered more elaborately, whereby applying the
dialectic of this being, that is, this ;ot-being,vthat is not (hutva hoti
hutva hoti; na hutva na hoti, na hutva na hoti), Theravadins show the un~
tenability of Sarvastivadins acceptance of temporal distinctions. The
Theravadins emphasise the inter-penetrability of past, present and future
and conclude that both past and future can be cognized only as that which
is presenf to the cognizer.l This being so only present exists; past and
future, if the; exist at all, *they can exist only as present,

s ~

\

"

lIbid'., p. 57. .
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. ~
AN
The following points emerge from this brief re-capitulation of

4Sarvastivadin and Theravadin debate on the question of temporal quali-

fications:

1.

)

According to Sarvistiyﬁdin, the past or future, as usually under-
stood, as the two slices of emply time ih which dharma reside,. do

not exist; what we discern is the reality of a dharma which has

L4

alieady past (atita) as welf as that which has not yet come

(anagata); ) ’

It is wrong to assume that dharmas or Khandhas persist in the’ past,

present and future. What pgrsists may be the bhava or the mode of
being of a dharma which is congtantly changing.

Howev;r,‘accoréing to Theravadins:

The mode of being of a thing is ;ot separable from the thing it-

self, and as such 1if the bhava of a dharma or skandha persists

through past, present and'fﬁture, then it is permanent or eternal
and possesses same status of reality as the nibbanbhava. This, of
course, would be an heresy unacceptable to Sarvistividiﬁs;
Secondly, for Theravadins the time discinctions‘aQe only conven-
tiongl’GTXhout any basi; in the reality itself. There is no onto-
logical basis for temporal qualifications, and that past and future
can exist only as given in the present. Therefore, pfesent alone

exists.
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In view of the above articulation of the Sarvastivada understand-
ing of temporality, it is surprisipg to note a tendency among some
modern scholars to suggest that Sarvastivada contributed to a view of
time which conceived time as an ontological reality containing change.
Drawing upon Pali sources, David J. Kalupahana maintains that "the Sar-
vastivada represented a_school of realism and.....they Qpheld the inde-

1 John M. Koller

.pendent reality not only of things, but also of time."
agrees‘with Kalupahana's interpretation of the Sarvastivada and maintains

'that Nagarjuna's critique of Time2 is "directed primarily at the Sarvas-
tivadin, who took time to be an oﬂtological container of change and divi-=
ded the container into tﬂree segments: past, pres;nt and futui‘e."3

In the first place, both Koller and Kalypahana are mistaken in

" assuming that NSgErjuha's critique of time is directed against the Sar-

vastivada. There is nothing in Nigarjuna's kala pariksa to substantiate
their contention that the view of time criticised by Nagarjuna is in fact

the one held by t%; SarVEstiv&dins.A Ag a matter of fact, it may be

gathered from the Candrakirtis Vrtti on Mulamadhyamakariki that the target

¢

of Nagarjuna's attack is a certain Kalavadin who does not subscribe to the

¢

N\

lKalupahana, David J., "The Buddhist Conception of Time and Tempo-
rality", Philosophy East and West, Vol. 24, No. 2, April 1974, p. 187,

2See Inada, Kenneth K., Nagarjuna: .é Translation of His Mulamad-
hyamakakarika, Tokyo: The Hokuseldo Press, 1970, pp. 117-119,

3Koller, Johr. M., "On The Buddhist Views of Devouring Time", Philos-
ophy East and West, Vol. 24, No. 2, April 1974, p. 205.

ASee Nagarjuna, op. cit., pp. 117-119.
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views of Buddha. The Kalavadin (the upholder of the reality of time)
under attack of Nagarjuna's relentless dialectic refers to Buddha as
.the teacher of his opponents.1 It is equally interesting to note that
while Nagarjuna specifically rejects the reality of time, his critique
never mentions the concept of dharma that is so central to‘Sarvistidﬁda
articulation of the problem.2

In arguing that the Sarvastivadin believed in the reality of time’
both Koller and Kalupahana seem to be victims of confusing between a view
vhi¢ﬁ takes the reality of things or dharmas as past, present and‘future
as the!ontological givens and a view which accords time a primary onto-

logical status as the container of things or dharmas. That the Sarvasti-

vada position is not the latter will be set forth.in the body of the

1See Kanakura, Y., ''"The Question of Time in Connection of Milinda-
panha, Abhidharma and Miadhyamikakarika', Osaki Gakaho, Vol. 115, 1962,
pp. 1-17. This is one of the most illuminating papers on the subject. Its
special merit consists in its ability to see the question of time as inte-
gral to the ontological question. .The relationship of Milindapannaha to the
Abhidharmika tradition has been well ‘brought out.

* 21t 1s conceivable that Nagar juna. would have opposed the Sarvasti-
vadin articulation of temporality in terms of the svabhava of a dharma.
(See infra, p. 208), But no explicit rejection of Sarvastivada can be
discerned in the Kalapariksa nor is there any claim that Sarvéstivédﬁns
believed in the independent reality status of time. We tend to agree
with Shoson Miyamoto when he observes: 'Nagarjuna agreed with the Sar-
vastivadins' denial of the existence of time, but opposed their concept
of entity-realism (svabhavavada). He drew the conclusion of the non-
existence of time from the Madhyamika standpoint of non-substantiality
(nihsvabhavavada), which was a restatement of the original Buddhist teach-~
ing of non-self." Shoson Miyamoto, "Time and Eternity in Buddhism",
Journal of Indian and Buddhist Studies, Tokyo: Vol. 7, No. 2, 1959, -

p. 824, ' ‘
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thesis. It may be noted here that there is no evidence from the Abhidhar-
mika sources to support the contention that the Sarvastivadins believed
in the reality of time. Timq'as a category is conspicuously absent from
the Sarvastivada scheme of th&ngs. Secondly, as we will show, they are
primarily concerned with the reality status of dharmas or elements of //
existence which are either relegatéd to a non-actual mode of existence or
which are still to achieve actuality. Accordingly, the doctrine is pri-
marily'concerned with postulating the reality of:dharmas as past, present

and future rather than the reality of dﬁarmaa in past, present and future

as three distinct slices of time which somehow contain these dharmas.

The Sarvastivada is an attempt to provide a, coherent picture of
reality in terms of-a whole conceived as a process, and at the same time
retaining the unidueneas of the irreducible events which go into the making
of the process. In asserting the reality of all (sarvam asti), Sarvastivada
insisted that dharma i1s the ultimate constituent of all phenomena, meaning
by dharma what is discerned to'be existent and real in all the three tem-
toral phases. The reality, as such, of the conglomeration of these dharmas
is épecificglly denied. ' The basis of this denial is our experience which
consists oniy of a succession of dharmas. There is no warrant from exper-
ience to believe that cognition reveals such a thing as a continuing
'being' or 'self', the ultimate reference point being only the discrete

dharmas which constitute as such the nature (svabhava) of rehlity. Our

cognition reveals only the being of dharmas (svabhava) in the three tem- /

poral phases. The existence of reality of dharmas as past, present and

Ll o
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" future is present to cognitional experience without any mutual contradic~'
tion, experience being itself structured in terms of succession; It 1is
significant that the Sarvastivida does nog recognize the existence of
dharmas in past, present.and future ﬁoments of time, but recogniies their

existence as past, present and future. There is no transcendenggl or em—
pirical time i; which real .events may be conceived to take placé or reside.
Time is not an empty mould in which dharmas are deposited as they arise,
stay and pass away. Time conceived as a transcendental background of our
cognition or as an over—-arching receptum of entities is totally unaccep-
table to any school of Buddhist thog&ht, Sarvastivada being no exception
in this regard. The ?arvastividin'q discussions aré conducted on the
level where the concern is with lived time. The dharmas are temporal in
the sense qf possessing reality by virtue of their own intrinsic'nature in

-

‘j%ﬁe three modes of temporal existence.
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Is There A Pre-Abhidharmika Notion of Time as Receptum?

Scholars have noted the opaqueness of the course of development
that the time conception in early Buddhism followed.1 But‘more often
than not the time conception in‘early Buddhism has been misunderstood.
Schayer is a’case in point. He suggests that the theories of time in
pre—Kbhidharmika Buddhism tend to look at Time as the great container
of all changes, a true reservoire of the changing entitigs or the
phenomena.2 According to Schayer, though we do not have a;y direct
evidence to the effect that the pre~Abhidharmika Buddhism contributed
t; the notion of Time as receptum of entities, a close study.of.some
Abhidharmika passages clearly indicates that this indeed was one of
the immediate contexts of the Abhidharmika enunciation of the notion
of three times.3 Iﬁ Mahavibhiasa, we come-across a passage which men-
tions the ideas contained in the following as an erroneous’ view to be
guarded against:

'The svabhava of Time is nitya, but the svbhava of
samskrtdharmas is anitya. The samskritdharma
wander-across the times just as a fruit from one
pot to another, or as a man from one house into
another. This is also the case with the

samskrtadharmas: going out of the future they
enter into the present, and they go out of the

1See Bareau, Andre, '"The Notion of Time in Early Buddhism',
East and West (Rome), 1943, pp. 353-364.
- /

2Schayer, Stainslaw, op. cit., pp. 15—17}**\\\\;

%Ibid.
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present and enter into the past.1
It is important t; remember here that Nahévibh5§5 mentions this posi-
tion as an erroneous view to be guarded against. However, Schayer
takes thié to be a representative position';f early Buddﬁzsm and draws
the untenable conclusion that this theory of time as reservoire is only
a later development of ''the more primitive conception of T;me as a uni-
qde; universal réservoir in which future; present and past entities are

placed in layers, one upon another".2

However we must not forget the fact that tlahavibhasa, tradi-

tionally, is assigned to the Buddhist Council held during the reign
of'Kagigka,3 and one of 'its spécific purposes was to record varilous
‘alternative Abhidharmika positions an&, finally, to evolve a standard
Abhidharmika formulation on the fundamental ontological and doctrinal
concerns of Abhidharma.4 What Schayer takes to be a reference to some
pre-Hinydnistic Buddhist Theory of Time was perhaps one of the curreét
Abhidharmika positions which Mahavibhasa, takes to be a wrong interpre~
tation of the true Abhidharmika understanding of temporal differentia-
tions,

Another evidence thgf Schayer adduces in éupport of his coﬁtention

that pre-Abhidharmika Buddhism proposed a spatial understanding of Time
g

ahavibhasad, 393a, cf. Ibid., p. 15. ' .

ZSchayer, op. cit., p. 15.

3See Warder, A.K., op. cit., p. 345-346.

4Ibid.
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)

as the reservoir of entities comes from the Abhidharhakos@. The

[

Abhidharmkosa mentions a certain version of the traikalyavada which

maintains that the actualization in the sense of bringing into present

(vartamanikarana) of a future effect consists in 'dislocation'

(des’éntarakarsana).l Reaffirming his contention that early Buddhism

contributgd to the reservoir ideal of Time conceived after a spatial
understanding of it, Schayer finds that in the pre-lbhi&harmika doc-
trine, "the theory of spatial dislocation totally fulfils its object,
thus corroborating 1its archaic'character”.2 |
Schayer has failed to see that the language of reservoir which

has been discredited in the Abhidharmakoé% is an unique version of

~ L8

the Sarvastivada underétanding of Time differentiations in terms of

Yavastha (states) whose spatial connotation should bg taken in(iis

metaphorical sense only. The idea of reservoir that Schhyer‘is so

willing to credit to some unknown pre-Abhidharmika sect is actually

&

a grossly misrepresented version Qf some Abhidharmika theories of
¢ :i o
1 Nave occassion to refer to these

time differentiations. We wil
variations. of Sarvastvadin conception of Time.3 But it must be noted

at this point that a resgrvoir ideal of Time is totaily alien to the

Tar

p—
i imidan varttamanikaranam nama? defintardkarsani ceti Abhidhar-
makoSam, op. cit., p. 817. v

2Schayer, op. cit., p. 16, « .

7

3infra., p. 231 ff,
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basic Buddhist ontological framework and it is very implausible to
attribute it even to the pre-Abhidharmika Buddhism.

1t i%>not our intention to deny the possibility of a spatial
understanding being the context against which the classical Sarvastivada
formulation of temporality, in terms of "efficiency" (kiaritra) as the
distinguishing mark of the present,took place.l However, it is our
contention that the receptum notion of Time, instead of being a
remnant of pre—Abhidharmika Buddhism‘forming the immediate background
of the classical Sarvésti§5da enunc%?tion of temporality was, in reality,

a misunderstood version of the Abhidharmika doctrine of temporal differen-

tiation in terms of the avasthas of dharmas. It is this mfsinterpreta—

tion of avastha theory in terms of reservoir that both the Mahéﬁibh5§3

and the Abhidharmakosa record as the immediate target of the sarvastivadin's

attack.

Refutation of such misinterpret;tion of avastha theory became all
the more imminent in the later stages of Sarvastivada developments. Cer-
tain opponents of Sarvastivada tended to take a spatial interpretation of
temboral differentiation as the most definitive statement of Sarvastyada.
Thus, Samghabhadra véhemently rejects the following argumentation of an
opponent who\deniés the reality of three temporal differentiation, by

+ alluding to their spatial characterdistics:
Past and future do not really exist becadse, if

they existed, they would resist one another. In-
deed, the elements of rupa must occupy a definite

lInfra. p. 239,
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place. 1If the already destroyed elements and the
elements not yet born existed really then they
would resist one another. All rupa-elements, if
they exist, possess impentrability (apratigbatvk)
and whatever does not possess impenetrability is
not a rupa.

This argument also presupposes that past and future are two receptacles

of finite volume. However the Abhldharma canons anticipating this prd—
blem attempted to resolve this by suggesting that spatialization is mnot
-

a necessary concomitant of dharmas. Thus Mahavibhaga makes the following
point of clarification:

If a dharma has the nature of x ga, is it

desas;hg {localized or spatialized)? 1If a

dhdrma is deééstha, it has necessarily the

nature of rupa; there exists, however, dharmas

which have the nature of rupa and which are not

desastha, viz, the past and the?future TUpPA&S. ..
This was a conscious effort on the part of the Mahavibhasa thinkers to
rectify the damage dome by those Abhidharmikas who tended to look,
at the temporal differentiations of past, present and future only
in terms of the differences of avastha, of spatial position in one of
the three Time-phases.

* .ﬁoreover, it is our contention that the Abhidharmikas of

Sarvastividda tradition, in their formulation of the theory of momentari-

ness, were closer to the legacy of early Buddhism than the Sautrantikas.

.Contrary to what Schayer suggests, Early Buddhism in point of fact seems

"

1Ny5y§nuséra§hstra of Samghabhadra, 636a, (trans.) Schayer, op. cit., p. 1

ZMahivibhésE, 395a, (trans.) Schayer, op. cit., p. 17,
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to suggest a relativistic and experiential interpretation of Time.l

Early Buddhism avoids the two extremes of considering absolute
time as the receptacle of entities and of reducing every form of exper-
ience into further indivisible moments. During the early period of
Buddhism, the most dominant view of time was the one that recognized
a finite segment of time as constituting the core of one's immediate
experience.2 Indeed the acceptance of)this finite segment of time as
a component of our teTporality implied a positing of a certain dura-
tion of temporal experience no matter how infinitesimal this duration
may be.3 This stands in glaring contrast with the later Sautrantikas
who looked at the moment as irreducible and durationless.4 _ Imperma-
nence in Early Buddhism revolved round this element of finitude of
existence and was not built upon an idea of durationless momentary

‘existence which indeed received a lilon's share in Sautrantikas. In

the Sarvastivadin's formulation of the problem, which served as the

1See Kahpahana, David J., The Buddhist Conception of Time and
Temporality, Philosophy East and West, 24, 2, April 1974, pp. 181~
190.

Ibid.

3Ibid., p. 185.

AThe Abhidharmikas classify dharma¢ as eternal and non-etermal,
and ascribe all samskrta dharmas to the later category. But they
do not make them strictly momentary. The Sautrantikas, however, reduce
all to a series of moments of coming to be. See Tattvasamgraha for
¢ Sautrantika~Sarvastivada debate on the endurance of a moment.
Tattva Samprahaof Santaraksita with the commentary of Kamalsila,
op. ._15 1822-1833, pp.5143; also see Keith, op. cit., p. 107; Kalupahana,
op. cit., p. 186,
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paradigm for all Kbhidharmika formulations.,, the momenf continued to
be conceived as a finite segment of time characterized by a certain
duration. This finite duration, according to the Sarvastivada con-
tains four stages of phegomenalization of a dharma, the production
or birth (jati), duration (sthiti), decaying or change (jara)., and
the cessation or disappearance (nirodha); Th%g conception of imper-
manence does not exclude the element of finitude of phenomenal exis-
tence and still somehow aims at retaining the element of continuity.
And it is precisely in this context that the enigma of Sarvﬁstivﬁda
becomes all the more acute. The paradox of Sarvészwéda congists in
its concern with an articulation of the process of temporality while
.
at the same time being also concerned with elements that go into the
making of this process. Though, methodologically speaking, the dis-
tincéion between the dynamic and static aspects of reality is always
admissible, in the final analysis (locking at in terms of concrete
actuality) the scemingly static elements are part of the dynamic na-

ture of things. Such is the predicament that the Sarviastivada faces

inescapably 1in its formulation of the problem of temporal existence.
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Reality of Past, Pregent and Future: Arguments From Cognition and Moral
Law

The grounds for the reality of dharmas in the past, present and
future mode of being are to be discerned within the frameﬁork of the em-
pirically and realistically slanted epistemology of Sarvastivada. A care-
ful review of the arguments offered by Sarvastivada in support” of their
assertion will serve to highlight the nature of their orientation to know-
ledge. The empir}cistic—realiétic apprqach to cognitional experience and
its compatibility with the soteriological.goal of realizing freedom (Nir-
vana) are reflected in their arguments. The roie of epistemology is con-
ceived here, in conformity with the general tenor of Indian Philosophy,
as ancillary pursuit in the service of soteriology, and a mutuaily rein-
forcing role is assigned to tbem.

The following argiments are offered by Sarvastivada to support

their assertion of the ;eality~of dharmas in the three modes of exis-

tence. The arfuments are present in the Abhidharmakoéé, the Sphutartha

as well as in the Tattvasamgraha; and they claim to be valid both in terms
a o . .

1Thus Abhidharmika argued that past and future dharmas are real

"because Buddha had taught that an enlightened disciple (agya—sravaka)

becomes indifferent to the past and future material objects (ruE a) only
by concentrating on their rupas: UKtam hi Bhgavata atitam ched bhiksavo
rupam nabhavisyanna . .srutavanaryasravako'tite rupenapeksdbhavisyat. yas-
mattahryastyatltah rupamtasmaccutavanaryadravakotite rupenapekso bhavati.

anagatam cedriipam nabhavisyat na srutavanarya sravakaohagatam rupa nibhyana.

ndisyat yasmattahryastyanagatam rupam iti vistanah Abhidharmkosam,1972
op. cit., p. 804. Also, see bghutartha on the above.,
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of experience and by means of its appeal to scriptural basis.1

1. Dva ég%yam ca Vijﬁéna:z According to Abhidharmikas all cog-
ya: ca g

nitions are contingent on two factors:3 (a) the objective correlate

(vigaya, alambara) and the (b) cogniziné consciousness (citta,‘vijﬁéha).
While sense éxperience relates to the cognition or consciousness o% the
present the mental cognition refers to the past and future objects as
well. If past or future objects (vigaya) were denied reality, then on
this basis,argues the Kbhidharmika, there could arise no cognition
produced by the coming together of the ﬁisgza and the citta.

The Abhidharmika seeks support for this common sense theory from
the 'scripture' by referring to the unequivocal statement of Buddha to

such effect._4 The postulation of the existence of real in all the three

A

+

lSee supra, note 1, page 121 for reference to Buddha's words.
The argument offered seeks to establish the réality of the past, present
and future dharmas by taking recourse to the testimony of the Master.
Thus, appeal is made to the scriptural authority. This is an important

,element in the argument for it clearly brings out the ultimate soteriol-

ogical concern that is constantly present.
i

e 2The Tattvasamgrahaof Samtaraksita, op. cit., p. 504,

3dvayaﬁ pratitya vijﬁsnasyotpadah ityuktam. dvayam katamat?caksu
rupani yavat manodharma iti.asati vatitanaga&.tadalambanam vijnanam
dvayam pratitya na syat. evam tavadagamato%tyatitanagatam. Abhidharmakosam,
1972, op. cit., p. 804.

AThe vogue of appealing to Buddha vacana for justification of, the
Validity of statement is comparable to the Brhaminical use of sabda pram-
apa (testimony as a valid means of knowledge). Historically, which is
prior 1is very difficult to decide in this particular use, but there is a
striking consensus among scholars over the question of the "priority'" of
the discussion of the "pramana'. At the hands of the Buddhist logicians
like Vasubandhu, Dignaga and Dharmkirti. It was the latter that gave rise
to the pre-occupation with pramana in the different sGtra commentatorial
literature in brhaminical Hinduism.

2
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modes is8 implicit in this contention of the Master and a denial of it

will amount to the contradiction of the scripture (3gamaviruddha). The

upshot of the argument formulated above is the realistic conviction

that whatever causes mental cognition has an objective existence or be

objectively teal, 1 There is mental cognition of past and future dharmas.

The crucial datum, here, on which the Abhidharmika builds or constructs

S

his theory is the fact of the givenness of past and future dharmag to

'

mental cognition. If they (past and future dharmas) are not objectively

real how could there be mental cognition of them. Were they not real
"knowledge" of them will not be different from phantasy:. their cognition
will transpire to be non-cpgnition. A cognition by definition must have
a specific real as its object:.2
Arguing against }he position that cognition ig\possible without
the objective correlate, which is the point of view o% Sautrantika, the
i

Abhidharmika argues: “a consciousness (vijnana) can only be defined qua

'what cognizes' (vijanati vijnanam); if there is no object to be cognized

(vijﬁeza), then it necessarily follows that no consciousness as cognition

can‘exist.

1See Vasubandhu's Bhasya on Abhidharmkosa, Karika 24,
sati visaye vijnanam pravrtate, nasati. yadi catitanagatam na syiadasada-
lambanam vijnanam syat. tato vijnanameva na syad; alambanabhavat.
The Abhidharmkosam, op. cit., p. 805

zatftijétayor,jﬁénam anyatﬁE\visayaﬁ bhavet; Tattvasamgraha, 1788,
op. cit., p. 504, Also see Panjika on it: prativasquijnaptyatmakam
vijnanam asati ca jueye na kincidZanena jneyam: “ityCcavijrianam“eva syat,
Ibid,, p. 505.
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The Sautrdntika alternative is that a consciousness as cognition
may be defined just by the mere fact of its beihg the '1lluminating
accompaniment'’ (bodhinugamas of all cognitions.1 Thére is no warrant,
according to them, for envoking the object of cognition as part of the
definition. To this the Sarvisti?nda answers in the following way: the
'11lumination' itself constitutes the objective correlate of conscious-
ness as cognition. Cognition is defined as the coming together of con-

sciousness (vijﬁéha) and its objective correlate (ripa, vedana etc.).

But the two factors (the subjective vijnana and objective riupa, vedana

etc.), according to the Abhidharmikas, stand on the same ontological
footing in the.sense that they are dharmas. As dharmas they carry their
'‘own nature' (svabhava). 'illuminating' element in the cognition is the
- j
'own nature' (svabhava) consciousness (vijnana) which consists of the
dharmanbeing objectively real. Thus, illuminating accompaniment (Eﬂﬂhgf
nugama) in cognition too is an objective element which has an independent
reality as the svabhava of vijﬁéna in the three phases of its existence.
This is the thesis of the. Abhidharmika.

2. Karmﬁtitai.gé Nihsattvam Katham Phaladmiqya.te:2 The past

karmas, according to the authoficy of scripture, are assigned retributive

power. Accordingly, argueslthe Abh{dharmikas, past, present and future

lBodhEhugatiﬁEcrepa vijﬁ&nam:iti cocyate; The Tattvasamgrahg,
1849, op. cit., p. 518.

erereree.

21bid., 1789, p. S504.
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alike must possess reality. '"The past moral or immoral karmas, like the
present ones, are really existént in as much as they, like the latter;
become effective at the time of their fruition. If that were not the
case, the past moral or immoral (good or bad) karmas would bear fruit in
‘2he present."1 The "causal efficiency” (karitra) being the criterion
of reality, then the past too like the future posseséing as they do, as
much causal efficiency as the present (this is what is implied in the
assignment of retributive power to karmas must also therefore possess a
reality of their own. A non-existent past could not be the cause of an
effect which has yet to take place in the distant future. Admission of
this would imply the denial of the moral law; good or bad acts would not
produce their efficts. The non-terminable character of the moral and
immoral acts is the condition of the moral law bei;g effective. This
‘was the insight of Buddha.

The éautréntikas take strong exception to this proposition of Sar-

vastivada. Denying any reality to the past karma as possessing any causal

efficiency Santaraksita observes:
" We do not admit that a past moral cause (vipakahetu) gives
a retribution (phala): The retribution is granted only

as an effect of a whole series of conscious moments (vij-
nana-prabandha), so far as it became permeated (vagita)

by the (the moral character of) this (past cause).

lyadi‘cititah na syat subhasubhasya Rarmanah_phalamyatyaﬁ katham
syat. na hi phalotpattikale vartamano vipakaheturstiti; The Abhidharmz-
kosam, op. cit., p. 805.
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(the whole samtana) having been permeated or perfumed

(vasita) by the past karma becomes capable of producing

retribution.

The Sarvastivadins are not prepared to accept this. They refer
to the statement of the great teacher, Buddha: "A karma which is anni-
hil#ted, reduced to naught and destroyed does not, nevertheless, cease
to exist".z

Sarvastivadins refuse to take the Sautrantika proposition of
'permeation' (vasita) seriously on the ground that the samtana (continuum)
which seems to be perfumed (vasita) by the vasanda, cannot be the cause N
of the production of an effect (phala), because santana by its definition
does not have a causal efficiency (karitra) of its own. Arguing against
~ the Sarvastivadin postulation of the reality of past, present and future
dharmas, the Sautrantikas point out that the phala (effegt) does originate
directly from moral or immoral karma (act). According to the Sautrantikas
the karma leaves its impression on the consciousness~continuum (santana).

_Thus permeated or perfumed (vasita), the phala (effect) takes place in the

continuum in its due course.

1vipikahetuh phalado nEtitdbhyupag§myate,sadvﬁsitattu vijnanapra-
bandhatphalamigyate; The Tattvasamgraha, 1850, 22, cit., p. 518.

2yattarhi lagudasikhiyakan parivrajakan:adhikrtyoktam bhagavata-

yat karma_bhyatitam ksinam niruddham vigatam viparinatam tadZastiti kim
te tasya karmano bhutapurvatvam necchantisma; Abhidharmakosam, op. cit., 1972,
p. 812,

3.....tatpurvakat samtanvisesadityatmava#apratisedhe sampravedayis-
yamah....., Ibid., p. 817

A180' vasitam pramparaya phalotpadanas#garthamutpaditam, Panjika
by Kamalsila on Tattvasamgrahq op. cit., p. 518.
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Against the Sarvastivadin's position.the argument that is urged is
as follows: 1if both past and present exist or ar; real, then effect too
co-exists with the cause (vipaka). What then is the relationship between
the two and which of the two should be held responsible for the production
(utg’édas).1 The Sarvastivadin seeks to resolve the problem by asserting
that it is the causal efficiency (samarthya) of the act of production
wvhich is responsible for the actu;lig?tion of a pre-existent‘effecz (phala).

This indeed is what is implied in the assertion that the production takes

place in the present. ''Causal efficiency" is thus defined in the present

context as the "actualization through.making present"” (vartamEn?.karana).2

Actualization through making present (vartaméd&karana) consists in a mere

modification of the temporal mode of past into the pregent mode of existence.

3, Atitanagate Jndnam Vibhaktam Yoginié:B A final argument for the

reality of the dharmas as past, present and future comes from the recog-
nition of the possibility of yogins having the vision of past, present and

future. The argument takes for granted the validity of the scriptural

1

Abhidharmkodam, op. cit., p. 817; also Sphutartha on above,

2V'artamanikarane tarhi samarthyam. Vasubandhu's Bhasya in Abhidhar-
makosam, op. cit., p. 817; also vartamanikaranasamarthyam iti cet;

Tattvasamgrah Panjika, op. cit., p. 516.

3Tattvasgugraha 1789, op. cit., p. 504. The view is assigned to
Vasumitra by Kamalsila in the TattvasamgrahaPanjika. "How can such ideas
as one Mandhan Brahmdatta d1ived, the Chakravartti King Sankha will be the -
Maitreya Tathdagata etc. (cognized) distinctly by Yogins. (such Fognitions)
of the past and the future could not be possible (for) there is no distinc-
tion among things that are non-—existent." TattvasamgrahiPanjiKa, op. cit.,
p. 505. -
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gtatement that Buddha was omniscient in the sense that he had an intui-
tive access to the reality in its past, present and future modes. This /
claim for the intuitive cognitive awareness of the past, present and
future implies their intrinsicSZeality and to question that would amount
to the transgression of the truth of the agama (scriptu{/g containing
the true words of Buddhdx ‘

While the position of the Sarvastivada regérding the question of
time and temporality thus seems clear enough, it does not of course fol-
low that the arguments adduced to vindicate the position are conclusive.
Iﬁ fact, indeed in the way that it is outlined above, it has a circular
character, and the opponent, who in this case happens-to be the Sautran-
tika, does not hesitate to criticise it., What, however, stands under-
scofed in this enterprise, significant from the point of view of what it
gmplies‘in terms of our understanding of temporality, is the theory of
'causal efficiency’ (kéftira), a concept of ov;rwhelming importance to
be taken up for discussion in the next chapter.

Both the Sarvastivada and Samkhya-Yoga argue for the reality of
the‘present as well as the past and the future. Not only is the éast as
real as the present, but the future also is real awaiting to become the

actualized existence, The two traditions seek to support their argument

in terms of different ontological bases. The Samkhya-Yoga, as it has

lFor a Sautrantika critique of the scriﬁtural basis for the
reality of past, present and future dharmas, see Tattvasamgyahq11847—
1850, op. cit., pp. 517-518. }
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”

been shown, posits a dynamic continuant (parinami nitya) which admits

of being spokem of as the subject which has change as its predicate.
This material continuant, also significantly called the material cause

(upadana karana) provides the scope for one mode to supersede another

mode. It is the matrix for the criss-cross and supersession of quali-
ties (gggg). Thus 18 established an ontoloéical ground which makes
possible for reality to exist in all times without being unchangingly
eternal. The Sarvastivadin likewise rests hi; argument for the exis-
tence of the future elements which are constitutive of reality in terms
of an ontology of a dynamic continuum of reals which may be described
as elements existent in their very essence in all times, There is no
unitary material cause into which the dharﬁas merge or from'which to
emerge., And yet they are in a state of continuum whereby their exis-
tence in all times is derived from the continuance of their essence in
time.

The two traditions show, despite the differences in language and
also the concéptualization of their respeétive ontological base, profound
con%erggnce over the question of the consideration whiéh seem to have
welghed in favour of ;ccording‘réality to the future, Both seem to say,
in effect, through their varied and similar formulations of the issue,
that the essence of the present consistsﬁof its being preceded by the
past, its essence likewise includes in turn its relation of precedence
to the future awaiting actualization. Why do they say this? For both
thought systems moral law is a fundamental requirement. Good and bad

acts produce the results. Moral and immoral acts {(karma) are continuous.
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Accordingly, a doctrine of the reality that is in full accord with this
requirement must view the present as implying at once the reality of
the,future as weil as the past. If the future is simply nothing, i.é.
if the future effects of acts were simply non-existent, it is not con-
celvable that good acts be done with a view to perpetuation in good re-
sults. What is equally inconceivable, the absolute non-existence will
come into being’ Should it be the case that the future effect lies
latently in the material cause so that when it becomes actualized it
will not be a case of novel production out of mothing. The good or bad

act (karma) is the efficient cause (nimitta karana) of the appearance

of the future effects (satasca phalasyanimittam vartamanikarane samar-
tham na purva janane).

In strikingly similar manner the Sarvastivadin also argues: the
past acts, moral or immoral like the present ones are really existent
and likewise the future acts too exist in their fruition. Instead of
employing the language of materig% cause or efficient cause the Sarvas-
tivadin employs the “"logical" criteriop_éf the real as causal efficiency.
We can speak of something as real diffe;;ntly from what is not real only

in terms of a difference that it makes (arthakriya karitra). To exist

can be distinguished from non-existence only in terms of the difference

that the former makes. In the Sarvastivadin's language the difference is
the production of effect: Employing this criterion he argues that if

future dharmas were denied reality status on the mere ground that futurl

~

does not yét exist, then it would\ﬁean the denial of the moral law.

According to the principle of moral law (Law of Kérma), present acts,
f

| N
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good or bad, produce their future effects. It may thus be seen that in
Sarvastivada as well as in Samkhya-Yoga traditions, what serves as the
primary concern for a doctrine of reality and a consequent theory of

time and temporality is the principle of karma.



CHAPTER IX

ABIIDHARMIKA CONCEPTION OF KARITRA AND TEMPORAL DISTINCTION

The most significant conceptual contribution of SarvAstivada to

Buddhism is the notion of Karitra. Karitra is the mark of actuality

(vanxtamdna). It is that element in the Real which accounts for its
/

"efficiency'. The existent in order to be actual must be efficient.

Efficiency of the real consists 1in its capacity to project an effect

(phala, kirya). That which is not capable of or does nd&t possess the

potency for'tﬁe projection of kdrya is not efficient, and by the same
token lacks actuality. This wanting of actuality does not reduce the
rcgl to nothingness, or inexistence, Rather actuality is only one

- 'd
element of real, the other being the non-actuality. This non-actuality
is the mark of existents or dharmas which are past or future. Dharmas
as past and future are real but they are not actual because they are

wanbting in karitra (efficiency). This in brief is the upshot of Sar-

vastivada doctrine of Karitra.

Three Stages in the Development of Karitra Doctrine

Concept of Karitra in Mabavibhasa: The earliest formulation of

Karitra as the determinant of temporal distinctions can be discerned in

s 203 '
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the Mahavibhasa. In this formulation an equation is made between the

svalakgsana or svabhadva (the specific mark) of a dharma and its special

function (svakriza, vrtti, karitra,svabhiga). This equation is further

exemplified in the definitions of the Abhidharma: ''the essence of a

dharma, its svabhava as definiendum (= laksya) 1is defined by its karitra

= gvakriya or svalakgapa) as definiens."1 However, the relationship

betweéen the svabhiva and karitra of a dharma remains enigmatic for the

authors of Mahivibhasa, and although, accepting the equation of svabhava

and kd3ritra of a dharma, Mahdvibhdsa prefers to be non-committal as to
the specific nature of the relationship between the two. Further pressed
with the question whether karitra and svabhava are the same or different,
the Mahavibhasa makes the following point:

It cannot be said categorically whether they are the

ame or different. Just as the svabhava of each

sasrava dharma possesses many laksanas as anitya

etc., and it cannot be saild categorically whether
. .

1This double logical and ontological meaning has been discussed
by Schayer in Ausgewahlte Kapital aus der Prasannapada (Krakowie, 1431,
P. 2) in a remark on Chapter V of the Madhyamakakdrika where the problem
of the laksya and laksana is taken up by N.E__ana with reference to
akasa, and its svalaksana, the anavarapatva (quality of non-veiling).
Stcherbatsky has differed with Schayer on this matter and maintains that -
these discussions do not have anything to do with the problem of dharm-
svabhava and Karitra. He accuses Schayer of failing to distinguish be-
tween laksana = svalaksana and laksana = samskrtalg§§ang, (See Stecher-
batsky, S., "Die drei Richtungen in der philosophie des Buddhismus"
Rocznik Orientalistyczny, 10, 1924, p.35). However, it is important to
note that from the point of view of Abhidharmikas of Vaibhasika orienta-
tion even asamskrtadharmis, e.g. dkdsa also hqve their svakaritra. See
de La Valée Poussin, Documents d'Abhidharma, Bulletin d 1'Ecole Francaise
d'Extreme Orjent, Paris, 1, 1931, p. 43.
Also, Schayer, Stanislaw, op. cit., p. 21.
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they are identical with or different from (these lak-
sapas), such is the case here. Therefore, (the rela-
tion between karitra and svabhava is not predicable.l

However, this unpredicability of the relationship between the two refers
only to the conceptual articulation of an ontological fact. While effi-
clency must be grounded in the real {(dharma), and it belongs only to
the real, it does not exhaust all the possibilities of the real. Pro-
ceeding from this assumption the Mahavibhdsa makes causal efficiency (ka-
ritra) the criterion of temporal distinctions:

On what 1is based the distinction of Time~epochs? On the

karitra. The samskrtadharmas which do not yet possess

the karitra are called 'future', the samskrta dharmas

which just now possess the kidritra are called 'present',

the.saiskrta dharma whose kdritra is already destroyed,

are called past. Or: the ripa, when it does not offer

resistance just now, 1s called present, when it has al-
ready ceased to offer resistance, is called past, etc.?

Difficulties inherent in this formulation of karitra as the basis of tem-
poral distinctlons are multifareous, and the Sarvastivada thinking had to
wrestle with the issues of great variety in order to propose a coherent
and comprehensive theory of temporal determination. Equation of kiritra
with the svabhava of the dharma and the subsequent description of the re-
lationship as unpredicable involved difficulties that were to be overcome

by the later Sarvastivadins. If the karitra and the svabhava of a dharma

were 1ldentical then, in what sense a dharma 1s said to come to possess {ts
'

1Mahévibh5§a:J op. cit., 394c, «cf. Schayer, op. cit., p. 25.

2Mah5vibh535, op. cit., 393c, cf. Schayer, op. cit., p. 22.
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- . 1 )
karitra in the present mode of existence, Further, in what sense can a

-

dharma's k3ritra may be said to be destroyed (in the past)2 for the des-

truction of the dharma's karitra would amount to annihilation of the

dharmasvabhava and consequently to admitting of the unreality of the
dharma (in the past mode of existence). Moreover, if a dharma is con-
>

sidered present only on account of the performance of the special (unc—

tion (karitra) then we may have difficulty in discerning the status of the

being of eye (caksu dharma) which does not perform its special func-
tion of seeing during slumber or when obstructed by darkness. We cannot

deny that caksu dharma‘is present in either of the cases, but then ob-

viously it is not performing its special function. Difficulties inherent

in the simple formulation of the karitra theory in Mahavibhisa prompted

the Sarvastivadins to pursue the analysis of karitra as the determinant

of témporal distinctions further in this direction.

Vasumitra's Conception of Karitra: Before we turn our attention to

the efforts of\ Sarvastivadins like Sanghbhadra to offer a more comprehen-

sive analysis karitra, we may consider another attempt to define the

N

notfon in the context of original Mahavibhasa position. Such an attempt

was made by Vasumitra. qpxding Eg\fhis positton manifestation of the
specific function of dh A 1s the activity not of this very dharma, but

of other preceding dharmas, say P, Q, R, etc. by which the function of the

¥

g»m/
lsupra, p. 229. .

2Supra, p. 229.
. -~
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dharma A is causally determined. The true activity of a dharma conse-
2 5 et
quently is, its facility of determining other dharmas, i.e. of compelling
‘
future dharmas to .manifest their special functions. This interpretation

of karitra seems to draw its strength from the well-acknowledged fact

that the Abhidharmikas accepted six different kinds of such determina-

tions: (1) sahabhukd@rana (simultaneous cause), (2) samdndntarakarana
(an immediate cause), (3) sarvatragakarapa (an omnipresent cause), (4)

vipakakarana (a specific cause), (5) sabhégakﬁraqa (homogeneous cause),

(6) adhipatikarana (a general negative cause).l Thus, according to this

way of looking at the Karitra of a dharma, 1in the appearance of one spe-

cific dharma of, say, sight (caksurindriya), the said dharma is (a) the

simultaneous determinant of the samskrtalaksanas, (b) the homogeneous de-

terminant of all the future dharmas of sight which form the continuity
. (samtatati) of an eye, and, (c) the general negative determination of
all other dharmas whose origination it does not hinder. Given this un-

derstanding of the operation of causal efficiency of a dharma, the karitra

of a dharma is no more its (svakaritra, svabhaga, etc.) but its hetubha-

vasthana, its Ehalotpadangharthya: its causal function and its facility

of producing effect:s.2

This interpretation of karitra as conceived by Vasumitra anticipates

lKiraé sahabhUscaiva sabhagah samprayuktakah sarvatrago vipakakhyah
sadvidho heturigyate. Abhidharmkosanm, (1970), op. cit., p. 279. For
further discussion of this, see Vasubandhu's Bhiagya on above as well as
Yadomitra's vyakhya.

2yadhyevam, prgtyﬁtpannasya tatsabhd@gasya caksuh  kim kéritrmg?
phaladanapratigrah atitanamapi tarhi sabhagahetvadinam. Abhidharmakosam,
op. cit., 1974, p. 808.
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sbme of the elements of Samghabhadra, but 1s unable to resolve the diffi-
culties pointed out earlier in our discussion. Indeed, by accepting this
interpretation of karitra, we can explain the present character of eye

(caksurindrivya) even in the state of slumber or under obstruction from

darkness. For, in these cases, it performs the function of being the

determinant of other dharmas. Here the karitra of the caksu dharma does

not consist of 1its capacity of sight.1 However, Abhidharma specifically

defines kdritra in terms of the svabh@va or svakiritra of dharma, its
nature which is sufficient unto itself; any attempt to interpret it re-
latively to the operations of some causal factors goes against its true
import. Moreover, even if we accept that th; karitra of a dharma is
defined by its relgtionship to other dharmas, as indeed the view under
consideration does, then we will have to enforce some other restrictions
on it, before it can serve the general purpose of defining the temporal
distinctions of dharmas. For example, accepting this definition of
karitra in terms of a dharma's relationship to other dharmas, we may

face a situat%on wvhere a past dharma will have to be regarded as present.2
The *karmic ret;ibution becomes ripe only some time after the act has been
committed. The karmic cause having ceased-in the moment of its appear-

ance, stay and disappearance (utpada, sthiti and vyaya), the effect

1tatsabhggasya caksusah kim karitram. yadvi k3ritralaksanafm svakarma
na karoti, tat tatsabhdgall. tasya ca wastikaritram daré%nalakgaqam. katham
tat pratyutpannamityabhiprﬁyab. phaladampratigrahaiti. Sphutdrthd with _—
Abhidharmakosam, op. cit., 1972, p. 808. :

zafitinémapi tarhi sabhaghetvadinam phaladanat karitraprasango®rdha-
karitrasya veti laksana samkarah. Abhidharmakoéﬁm, op. cit. p, 808.
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(Rhfli) has not arisen yet. Thus the determination of a dharma by another
dharma in this case lasts beyond the moment of the appearance, stay and
disappearance of the first. Should we therefore accept that a past con-
tinues to be present as long as it haé not produced its effect?1
Apparently these considerations led to a re-formulation of the Sar-
vastivadin position. They accepted the possibility of tﬁe realization of
the effect of a cause in the same moment in which the cause had previously
arisen, stayed and passed aw#y, or in the immediately subsequent moment or
in some distant moment in continuum (samtdna) when the original causal de-

terminant may not be present. Under this scheme the sahabhukarana and

samandntarakarana belong to the first category of causal operation, sabhi-

gakarapa and sarvatragakarapa operate in the second or third mamner and

the effect of a vipakakarana is realized in the third manner,

Samghabhadra on the Concept of Karitra: A revised version of karitra

theory is proposed by Bhadanta Samghbhadra which is in accord with the con-
ception of causal operation just outlined. According to this theory, the
karitra of a dharma does not consist in a real production of an effect nor
is it contingent upon its relationship ;o another dharma. Samghabhadra
zealously defends the original position asserting the constancy of the

svabhava of a dharma, and still accounting for its temporal determination

with reference to the operation of karitra of dharma.3 But karitra is

1
|

lsee Sphutdrtha, op. cit., p. 808.

. 2pbhidharmkosam, (1970), op. cit., p. 288 ff.

¢

3Supra, p. 230.
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. . f
conceived not as a capacity to produce an effect nor as a causal determi-

nant but as the potency to project an effect (phalaksepasakti). It is

the presence or ;bsence of this potency of a dharma that determines the
presentness, pastness or futurity:

The karitra of a dharma is projecting a kirya, not pro-
ducing it. The past (dharmas) do not possess this po-
tency of projection and therefore cannot possess a kari-
tra.....kdritra here means vyapara, activity or operation,
as seeing; (in another words) it is (the special potency)
by which the eye is seeing, the ear is hearing, the nose
is smelling, the tongue is tasting, etc; it is (further
the special potency) by which consciousness (vijndna) is
active as cognizing; (and finalljit is special potency)

by which visual forms (rupa) etc. are made objects of

the corresponding sense-organs (svendriya gocaratva).

The kdaritra of the dharmas means potency (Sakti) only of
projecting results (phalaksepa = grahana), not the actual
generation (jnana = dina). Past causes, (sabhaga) etc. do
not possess the potency of projecting results because the
projecting takes place only in the state of presence. An
(already) projected result is not, on its part, connected
with (new potency of) projection, because otherwise a
regresus ‘ad infinitum would result. Therefore, no past
dharmas can possess a _karitra and hence there is no con-
fusion of time-marks.

In this formulation of the karitra theory Simghabhadra attempts to

1yatah sampraptakaritro vantamana uccyate, uparatakaJitro’titah
apraptkaritro’nagata ityadhvanah karitrena vyavasthitah kim punaratra
karitramabhipretam ..... darsanadilaksano vyaparah, yatha pancanam caksura-
dinam darsanadikam - yatascaksuh pas‘yati s_rotram §:Inoti ghranam jighrati
jihva svadayatityadivijnanasyapi v1jnatrtvam vijanatiti krtva rupadinamin-
driyagocaratvam..- -

dharmdnam karitramucyate phalaksepasaktih, natu phalajanam, naca-
titanam sabhigahetvadinam phalaksepa’sti, vantamanayasthayamevﬁksiptatvat.
nacaksiptasyaksepo yukto’navasthaprasangat tasmadtitanam na karitrasam—
bhava iti nasti laksanasamkara iti. TattvasamgrabaPanjika, op. cit.,
p. 506.
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meet three specific objections raised by Sautrantikas against Sarvastivada

conception of karitra. In order to present the Sautrantikas objections

against kérités being the basis of temporal differentiation we may refer to

its formulation in Tattvasamgraha:

1!

dharma.'2

If karitra means vydpara, activity or operation of seeing, etc.,

-

then how can we account for the eye-fascimile (tatsabhaga-caksu)

being called present when it is not exercising its function of
’ 1
seeing (darsana).

Acceptance .of the function of phaladana as the definiedum of karitra

would entail confusion or co-mingling of the determining character-

istics (laksapasamkara) of the past and the present in the same

N

If karitra is conceived as including both phaladana and phalagrahanp

then this would imply the semi-presence- (ardha-varttamanatva) of the

past dharmas as sabhagahetu or vipakahetu. In the case of sabhdga-

hetu or vipakahetu at least one of the constituent factors of karitra

(phaladana and phalégrahana) is present. Consequently, it is past-

cum-present — a contingency which is not free from the confusion or

co-mingling of the characteristics (laksanasarhkara).3

1See Abhidharmkodam, op. cit., 1974, p. 808; Sphutartha, op. cit.,

1972, p. 808 ; and, Tattvasamgrah Panjika, op. cit., p. 506.

2Ibid.

N

3ardhak5ritrasya va (prasangah) laksanasamkarah. Abhidharmkoéém,

op. cit., p. 808. Also see, Sphutartha, op. cit., 1972, p. 808.
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However, in the reformulation of the karitra theory by Samghabhadra

’

these difficulties are cleverly and adroitly avoided. By defining karitra

as the potency (Sakti) only of projecting results (phaldksepa = grahana)1

and not the actual generation of the result, Samghabhadra tends to overcome

the objections of laksanasamkara against the karitra theory. Samghabhadra
avoids the difficulties that plagued Vasumitra's formulation by insisting

that Karitra must be defined only as the potency for phalagrahapa (also

called phaléksepa, acquisition of effectivity) and that this alone must be
regarded as the sole criterion of a dharma being called present. The past
dharmas have no such capacity, and therefore they are not even semi-present

- 2 '
(ardhavartamana) . To be present is to be vested with the potency for

effectivity. The occasional coincidence of the actual generation of

effects (phaladina) with the acquisition of effectivity (phalapratigraha)

does not imply a necessary concomitance of the two. The actual generation
or production of effect is not the distinctive feature of presentness for
it i; also discerned in the past dharmas. But the projection of an effect
(the act of throwing out) and the potency for{this projection can be dis-

cerﬁed only in the present.3 The presence oflkﬁritra and its operation is

thus possible only in the present dharmas. This possibility being excluded

L

1See Supra, p. 234.

2See Samghbhadva cited in Tattvasamgrah Panjika, op. cit., p. 506.

31bid.
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from the past, the contingency of the confusion of the temporal character-
istic 1is thus avoided.

Samghabhadra further makes a distinction between samarthya and
karitra of a dharma. In his response to the Sautrantika critique that
kartira cannot be the basis of time-disfinctions in dharmas because it

involves a confusion or co-mingling of the time-marks (adhvalaksapanam sam-

karo bahvet), Samghabhadra points out the failure of Sautrantikas to
appreciate the significance of the Sarvastavadin's understanding of the

dharmasvabhava. There is a distinction between the samarthya and karitra

of a dharma. wgéle both of them are daktis of a dharma they are not iden-
tical. While samrthya may be obstructed by extraneous circumstances and
its operation may be subject to external hinderances karitra is intrinsi-

cally constitutive of the dharmasvabhiva and accordingly it is immune from

the obstructions which may hinder the operation of the samarthya of a
dharma. All the difficulties that the Sautrantika sees as diminishing the
explanatory value of karitra theory emanate from their failure to appre-—

ciate the distinction between the two. As Samghabhadra puts it;
The saktis of a dharma are of two kinds: omne is called 4
karitra, the other is called samarthya. Karitra has been
defined as a phaldksepasamarthya, but kiaritra is not al-
ways identical with samarthya. There exists also a samar-
thya which is different from.kEritra. If for example, in
darkness the eye sees the ripas, its samarthya is obstructed
by an avarapa, but not its kAritra. The dargsanasamarthya
is obstructed by the tamas and it is why, in darkness, the
eye is not able to perceive the ripas. But its karitra
(vhich is identical with) 'projecting an effect' (phaldk-
gepa) 1is not obstructed by darkness. The eye is able to /
project an effect also in darkness.




Apart from the present condition (avastha), karitra is
absent, because it arises only in dependence with the
present. (A dharma) the karitra of which is destroyed,
is not absolutely inactive (niskriza) when an other
svabhava originates, it may become its determipant.
But this (determination) is not karitra, it is only
samarthya. Because (a dharma) can project an effect
only when it is present. What is (absolutely) inac-
tive cannot project its special effect (na svaphalam
aksipati) and only the projection of a special effect
is called karitra.

lNyEyEnusEragistra, ?f. Schayer, op. cit., pp. 38-39.
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Karitra And The Svabhava Of Dharma
'.“

The relationship of karitra to the svabhava of dharma has been

problematic within the framework of Sarvastivada ontology. Sautrantika

have capitalized upon the ambiguity and mystification that infests the
Sarvastivada explication of this relationship. Sarvasitvada postulates
karitra t; be the mark of existent only in the mode of actuality and
thereby tries to account for the temporal distinctions of dharma as real
in terms of the actual Opgréfion cf the potency of projection of effec-

tivity (phalaksepa or phalagrahana) in the present. Sautrdntika, while

»

accepting the proposition that causal efficiency or the capacity for

effectivity is the mark of real as present, (arthakriyakaritra), further
assert that there is no other way th;t real can exist. Effectivity or
efficiency is the mark of the present and as such real can only be pre-
sent; past and future lacking such efficiency are devoid of reality.
Sautrantikas reache at this conclusion through a comprehensive critique

/
of the nature of karjitra and 1its relationship to dharmasvabhava. Probably

SarYESﬁvédins too realized the difficulties involved in their formulation
of the relationship and consequently settled for the unpredicability of
this relationship.l

The Sautrintika raised objections against Sarvdstivada conception
of Karitra on the ground that it is neither different from nor identical

with the dharmasvabhava and as such it can not be the basis of temporal

1See infra, pp. 246-248.
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distinctions. Refusing to accept any other possibility of the relationship

between the karitra and the dharmasvabhava the Sautrantika proposes that

the acceptance of any of the two alternative by the Vaibhasikas would imply
consequences that are irreconcilable with the basic tenets of Vaibhasika
thought. If we accept the substantial difference between the kAritra and
the svabhidva of a dharma then we will have to accept the antecedeﬁt and
subsequent unreality of dharmas because of the fact that karitra has been

accepted to be operative only in the present on account of which alone a
9

dharma is held to be a hetu and samskfta (that which conditions and is con-
ditioned). If on the other hand, karitra is identical with the svabhdva

of a dharma then kdritra too will be permanent and eternal like the dharma
and as such it cannot be the basis of temporal distinctions in dharmas.

Santaraksita maintains: i
These (sarvastivadins) will have to admit that l:aritra
is elther different from, or the same as, the dharma.
There is no other way in which they can exist. If it
is something different from the object, then the past
and future states of present dharmas would have to be
regarded without any reality, for they are causes and
are embellished, and so forth like the karitra. Other-
wise (if they are not different) permanence will follow
on account of the ever-presence of the svabhava of a

2 dharma. Indeed, besides substantial identity there 1is

no other essential mark of permanence'.

The Sautrantika formulates the following critique of kiritra theory:

e Considering that the karitra in question is different from the

ltaih karitramidam dharmddanyattadripameva va,abhyupeyan yadanyi’séi
gatih kdcinna vastavl; Tattvasamgraha, op. cit., p. 506.

anyatve vantamananam pragurdhvam va’svabhavata hetutvasamskrtatvadeh
karitrasyeva gamyatam; Ibid., p. 507.

anyatha nityatapattih svabhavavasthiteh sada naitadripatiriktam hi
vidyate nityalaksanam; Ibid.




/\
217

dharma the unreality (nihsvabhavati) of the present dharma in 1its

antecedent and subsequent states will have to be accepted. Reason
for the subsequent and antecedent unreality of the dharmas as pre-
sent consist in the fact that being different from the karitra, 1t
must contain in itself the groukd for its phenomenal existence

i.e. being a cauée and being contingent or imbellished. 1In either
respect the dharma is like karitra which also functions as cause and
is the ground of centingency and thch is non-existent in the sub-
sequent and precedent states.1 ‘

5. If, on the other hand, the present dharma were not unreal (nihsvab~-

hava) in the past and future states, then all the samskrta dharmas

which are defined as contingent and embellished will have to be
regarded as eternal. In o'ther words '"if there were no antecedent
and no subsequent unreality, then the permanence (nitzaté) of all
which 1s contingent (samskrta) would arise, because the svabhava of

~

a dharma would continue to be always ( sarvada vyavasthitatvat ).

!

Indeed, apart from the constant reality (sadasattva) there is mo
other essential mark of permanence or eternality."2 But according

to Sarvastivada only asamskrta dharmas are eternal or permanent.

The thrust of the Sautrantika's argument is that the postulation of

~
5

1Tattvasamgrahn, op. cit., p. 507. .-

We

2a.nyath'é yadi pragurdhva ca nihsvabhavata na syattada sarvasya
samgkrtasya nityata prapnoti, svabhdvasya sarvadd vyavasthitatvit, na ea
sadasattvavyatirekena nityatvalaksanamasti; Ibid. ’
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karitra as different from the dharma implies consequences which are
not compatible with the basic tenets ;f Sarvastivada. Moreover, thé
admission of karitra as something different from the dharmas will
amount to the contradiction of the fundamental thesis of the Budd-
hist doctrine contained in the declaration of the Buddha: All things

(sarvam), Brahmanas, are included in the five skandhas, twelve aya-

tanas and eighteen dhatus. Thus the reality of a karitra is obviously
rejected by the great teacher.1
Sautrantika then analysesthe second alternative that the karitra is
identical with the dharma. HHere too the primary concern is to show the in-
compatibility of the position with the basic tenets of Sarvastivadins. The
strategy employed is to propose two mutually exclusive alternative posi-
tions none of which can be accep%able to the opponent. Any other alterna-
tive having been excluded the opponents positionjis rendered redundant.2 .
Santaraksita offers the following arguments against the proposition
that karitra is identical with the dharma:
If, on the other hand, the karitra is not different from
the dharma, then, being inseparable from the dharma it
will be there at all times, just like the nature of the
dharma. And therefore the distinctions of Time could not
be made on the basis of this (karitra), for there would

be no possibility of distinction between the cessation,
attainment or non—attainment of that (kSritra).3

1Ibid.

aThis method of argument is called prasanga and has been extensively
employed in the later Buddhist circles, speclally by the Madhyamikas. v

!

3a.nanyatve‘pi karitram dharmédQ&atirekatah svarupamiva dharmasya
prasktam s3rvakidlikam, Tattvasamgraha, op. cit., p. 507.

tatscddhvavibhago’yam tadvasannaprakalpyate na hi tasva cyutih prap-
tirapraptirva vibhagatah, 1bid.
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Accepting the non-difference of the karitra from the dharma im-
plies its inseparability from the dharma just like the svarupa of the
dharma. And in that case karitra would be something existing at all
times. Accordingly there cannot be any distinction of times based on
karitra: that which has ceased its karitra is 'past', that which has
attained its karitra is 'present' and that which has not attained its
karitra is the unarrived 'future'. It is only when the distinction of
the attalninment and non-attainment of the karitra is made that we can
make any distinction of the past, present and future dharmas. But how-
ever) if karitra is identical with the dharma then such distinctions are
not possible. Conversely, if kdritra is non-different from the dharm®,
the dharma too, like the karitra, will have only a reality of the middle
point, i.e. of the present only. The dhatma, being like the kﬁéitrn} will
be devold of the previous and later states, and as such its total reality
will be condensed in the p;esent only.l The unreality of the past and
future will result.

The Sarvastivadins areunpurturbed‘by these praéangas proposed by
the "Sautrantikas. They maintain that the two prasangas which accept only
the possibilities of identity or difference of the karitra and dharma do

not exhaust all the possibilities. The Sarvastivadins propose’ another

alternative according to which karitra and dharma are and are not identical:

the two prasangas do not exhaust all possibilities of the
problem. Indeed, besides difference and i{dentity of

1bid., p. 508. -
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karitra and dharma a third theory is possible according
to which karitra and dharma are and are not identical.
This is just our stand-point. We teach that karitra
does not exist independently as-something different

from the dharma, but we deny that the karitra is simply
identical with the dharma and that it lasts permanently.

. .
The Sarvastivadins are wary of the prasanga argument on two counts:

First, they expliéitly maintain that samskrta dharmas are not eternallz

Eternality or permanence as opposed t0 the momentary existence is assigned

only to asangkrta dharmas, Samskyta dharmas are subject to the four

marks of impermanence or conditionedness and consequently they are not
eternal. Thus the element of eternality presupposed in the aforesaid
Sautrantika argument is misplaced, for they admit all dharmas (gxqeﬂﬁfthe
asamskrtas) as subject to the four characteristics of the\conditioned, viz,

origination, decay, continuity and impermanence (asaﬁskrtaﬁlakshna—yogan

na sasvavaprasangah). Thus the prasanga thaf the Aoﬁ—dif erence of ka-
ritra with the dharma in the middle moment of preseﬁt implies eternality

of the karitra is redundant. When dharma itself is not conceived as
eternal hoﬁ can karitra be eteraal? The prasanga in question is miscon-
celved in as much-as it is based on the possibility of the eternality of
karitra being intrinsic to the Sarvastivadin postulation of the identity

oé karitra with the dharma. This tacit supposition is necessary for deduc-
ing the prasanga formulated by the Sautrantika. This very starting poin

’ -
is, however, erroneous. The Vaibhdsikasdo not teach that kdAritra possesses

v

the three times.

1Schayer', op. cit., p. 42,
\

2Supra, p. 175-176.
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The other prasanga, as we saw, points out that the karitra and
dharma cannot be different because their difference would imply

the unreality (nihsvabhﬁi}é) of the dharma in its precedent and subse-

quent states. Other wise, if the unreality of the present dharma in pre-
cedent and subsequent states is not accepted then the permanence or eter-

nality of~samskrta dharma will have to be accepted. Moreover, the ac-

ceptance of karitra as different from the dharma will amount to the
acceptance of the existence of something other than the five skandhas,
twelve ayatanas and eighteen dhatus.

The whole prasange is misconceived in as much as it ten@s to look
at karitra as an entity which is different from the dharma. Differentia-
tion of the karitra from the dharma past, present and future is based on
the functional differentiation of the dharmas as past, present and future.
Present dharma is distinguished from the past and future precisely in
terms of the operation or actualization of the potency for effectivity.

Karitra in operation and kdritra as a mere potency having-been-realized

and to-be~-realized are basically functional terms which define the temporal

distinctions of dharmas or karitra. Moreover, Sautrantikas can bring in

the prasanga arguments against the karitra only because they tend to con-
fuse reality with existent. This becomes all the more apparent when they
tend to define permanence in terms of constancy of reality (naca sadas-

attvavyatireken nityatvalaksanamasti). Eternality or permanence can only

be defined in terms of constant existence (sarvadastitva) and not in terms

of the constancy of reality (sadasattva). Moreover, the objection that

.
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postulation of karitra contradicts the fundamental Buddhist doctrine that

'all'. means skandhas, dyatanas and dhatus 1is also off the mark. For ac-

cording to Sarvastivadins karitra is not an entity over and against the

reality of the dharma.1

Impredicability (anirvacaniyatva) of Karitra

The Sarvastivadins are aware of the difficulties involved in their
characterization of karitra as the ground or basis of all temporal differ-
entiations. It is the difficulties involved in providing a more intelli-
gible uﬁderstanding of the relationship between the dharma and the karitra
that led them to describe the relatiomnship as esséntially ineffable. The
four theories mentioned in the preceding chapters were partial attempts to
account for the temporal variations in terms of the identity and differ-

ence of the dharmasvabhava and are only partially able to resolve the

issues. However, Sarvdstivadins had already realised the futility of
verQal explication of the extremely evasive nature of the relationship of
kAritra and svabhava as early as the Mahavibhé§§ wh?re the relationship
;as described as one of identit§ and difference and consequently beyond

the grasp of categories of logical thinking operating in terms of either-

or relationship. In Mahavibhdsa we come across the following discussion:

1We are not here.coﬁzérned with the realtive logical adequacy of
either of the positions concerned by themselves. What has been attempted
here is to vindicate the plausibility of the Sarvdstivada position. / '
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Are karitra and svabhava the same or are they different:
it cannot be said categorically whether they are identi-
cal or different. Just as the svabhava of each sasrva-
dharma possesses many laksanas as anitya etc., and it
cannot be said categorically whether theyare identical
with or different from (these laksanaé3, sdch as the
case here. Therefore (the relationship) between karitra
and svabhdva is not predicable.1

Samghabhadra in Nydyanus&rsastra accepts the Mahdvibhasa definitions
of the relationship and describes them as one of identity and difference
and considers them essentially ineffable. Thus he writes:

the relation between karitra and svabhava is, just in the

same manner, not accessible to determination as in the .

case with the relation between the dharmas and the sam-

tana. In one word: karitra and svabhava are and are not

identical.?

Samghabhadra has taken strong exceptions to Sautrantika's ridicule

of the theory of asserting the identity and difference of the karitra and

the dharmasvabhéva.3 The Sautrantika's have rejected the doctrine of

identity‘and difference of karitra and the Svabhava as not deserving
serious consideration. However, Samghabhadra, maintaining that the iden-
tity and difference of karitra is not an instance of arbitrariness which
can‘become the caprice of divine beings, not meriting consideration from
the point of view qf serious reflection.

Quoting from the earlier Pitakas Samghbhadra points out that Buddha

Bhagvana himself has made statements like: Tathagata 1is and is not

1

lMahivibhésé, 394c, ' cf. Schayer, op. cit., p. 25.

2Ny5y5nus§f§§stra, 633a, cf. Schayer, Ibid.; also see Tattvasamgraha
Panfjika, op. cit., p. 509.

Bkiritram sarvada nasti, sada dharmag-ca varnyate dharmdn-nanyac ca
karitram vyaktam devavicestitam. Tattvasamgrah, op. cit., p. 508; svabhdvah
sarvadad casti bhdvo nityasca nesyate na ca svabhavad bhavo’nyo vyaktamis™
varacestitam. Abhidharmkosam, op. cit., p. 8ll.
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lokkottara'; 'the dharmatd of the pratityasamutpada is and is not nitya'.1
He asks whether Buddha Bhagvana too be made subject to ridicule for these

utterances.

We accept that dharmas are real always, and at the same
time we teach that dharmas are not eternal.....the terms
'eternal’ and 'not-eternal' are used here in two differ-
ent senses.....The dharma lasts eternally but the dharma-
bhava changes. When the samskrtadharmas wander across the
Times, ‘they do not lose their svabhava and the karitra
which arises depends on pratyayas. Immediately after its -
origination, karitra disappears. Therefore, we teach:

the dharma is eternal but the dharmabhava is not eternal.

Some Concluding Observations

1. Three distinct phases in the development of the Sarvastiavadin con-

ception of karitra can be discerned. Earliest version recorded in the
Mahavibhasa tends to identify the svabh3va and karitra of a dharma.
Svabhava of a dharma is ‘defined in terms of its svakdritra. Seeing

defines the caksu dharma for it is the special function of the eye, the

performance of which constitutes the very essence of the being of the

caksu—dharma. In the second phase the karitra came to be understood in

terms of phaléksepa-éakti which included both the moments of phala-grahana

and phala-dana. This formulation of karitra by Vasumitra was a definite

advancement upon the simplicity of the Mahavibhasa which tends to look

1Ny5y5nusaf§éstra, 633c, cf. Scheyer, op. cit., p. 26.

21b1d.
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SR -
at karitra only in terms of the specificity of the svabhava of dharma.

In Vasumitra's formulation of the karitra theory -the twin moment of pha-

ladana and phalagrahana are conceived as constituting a continuum through

-

which the phalotpadansimarthya of a dharma operates. Phalotpadansamarthya

as the specific moment which acts as the causal determinant of an other
svabhava of a .dharma,as the concomitant factor in the emergence of it,
tends to define kdritra not in terms of svakiritra or svabhaga of a dharma.
Karitra here acquires a new meaning when it comes to be understood in terms
of its function of concomitant determination of an other svabhava. Sam-
ghbhadra however,goes beyond Vasumitra when he restricts the karitra within
the limits of a dharma's potency or capacity for the projectioﬁ or concep-

tion (phalaksepa or phalagrahana) of a phala.

2. ! In his definition of kdritra Samghbhadra excludes the moment of

!

phaladana (actual production of the effect) and thereby overcomes the ob-

jection of laksanasamkaratva brought by Sautrantikas against the Sarvast#
vadin conception of karitra. His theory also tends to retain the original

- - - - a -
Mahavibhasa concern with the svabhava or savkaritra of a dharma and thereby

does away with the ontological dispersion that tends to split up internal

unity of a dharma by distinguishing between the svabhava and svakaritra of

a dharma. It is the karitra of a dharma that defines the svabhava of a
dharma in the three modes of its being. The difference between the past,
present and future dharma does not consist in the absence or presence of

its karitra which also constitutes its svabhava. However, the temporal
{

distinctions reflect the state (avastha) of a karitra (potency for
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effectivity). This potency may either be latent or patent; accordingly
it will determine the presentness, pastness or futurity of a dharma.
Thus:

All samskrtadharmas in the state (avastha) of phalaksepa
are called present. This state of phaldksepa is 'pre-
viously" and "subsequently" inexistent. In accordance
(with this previgus and subsequent inexistence) the dis-
tinction of the three Times is established. Past and
Future are real just as the Present. 1In brief: although
the svabhava of all samskrta-dharmas remains always.the
same, vet the 'potencies' are different. In this manner
although the svabhava of (the dharmas) as constituting
the three temporal moments is the same, yet, thelr karitra
is not without differgntiation.l

it seems to us that the relationship between the dharmasvabhava and

karitra can only be udnerstood and defined as exemplifying the duality of
aspects of the dharmas. Profes;or Stcherbatsky has tried to define Sar-
vastivadin ontoiogy as asserting—the duality "of two different planes

?f two sets of elementé".2 However,‘jf tend to see at Sarvastivadin onto-
iogy as implying'only a duality of aspects. To our way of understanding
karitra cannot be considered as supplementing the svabh3va of a dharma;
neither can it be considered as the second element or the second nature of
the ‘element. It is equally wrong to maintain that kéritra'is the dharma

itself or the gvalaksana of the dharma. Indeed, Samghabhadra takes great

pains to reject this theory. "~ Both Tattvasamgralmand Nyayanusarasastra:-

record Sarvastivadins denial of this alternative. The duality of aspects

libid.

—a————

2Stcherbatsky, Central Conception of Buddhism, op. cit., p. 42.
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implied in the Sarvastivadin bntology of dharmasvabhava comes out very

clearly if we remember that the difference between karitra of a dharma

as the phaléksepéakti (power of projecting effects) and the svakaritra
of dharma, equivalent to the svalaksapa of a dharma consisting both of

Rhaladﬁna (projecting effect) and phalagrahana (receiving effect),ié fun-

damental. Undermining this fundamental difference will lead to the pos-

tulation of total identity or total independence of the dharma and karitra;

either of the two alternatives being unacceptable to the Sarvastivadins.
The only alternative that seems to be admissible within the framework of
Sarvastivadin ontology is the one which looks at the relationship be-

tween the essential nature of being and its phenomenal manifestation as

one of identity in difference. Indeed phaléksepaéﬁkti is an accidental

characteristic of a dharma, it is only kadicikta (adventitous). But even
as kadacikta when it is operative it defines the total being and cannot be
conceived in isolation from the being of dharma. It is only when it is

not operative, i.e, when it is only a potency, that a conceptual distinc-
tion between the two is possible. However, as a potency’it &oe7 nét have
an independent status and actuality. Though it is distinctly discernible
it is not cognized as different from the dharma. This relationship we
prefer to describe one of bhedabheda or identity in difference. Instead

of characterizing it as a logically different position,different alike from
identity and difference,we prefer to understand this ''identity in difference"
as implying the inherent character of the dual aspecté intrinsic to reality.

Thus, the characterization of #he reiationship as 1neffable simply expresses

the logical difficulty in expressing the relationship of karitra and

|
i
{
1
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svabhava on lines of mere identity and difference.

While Santraksita and Kamaldila seem to have realized certain dif-
ficulties involved in the Sarvastivada doctrine of karitra,their critique
fails to see the real significance of the Sarvastivada formulations of

the dharmasvabhava. Dharma for Sarvastivada is not an eternal entity as

Samtraksita seemsto suggest. As a matter of fact, dharma 1is neither an
entity nor eternal in the usual sense of the term. Sarvastivada is an

assertion of the reality of all dharmas (sarvam asti), but it is'not the

assertion of the existence of all dharmas in all times (sarvada asti) as

the Sautrantikas would like us to believe. Given this understanding of the
j
essential nature of dharma it would be wroung to postulate that dharma or

dharmasvabhava is conceived by Sarvastivadin to be eternal or permanent.
Permanence or substantial identity of dharma in all the three periods kf
time‘is not what Sarvastivada proposes. A dharma whether past, present or
future is essentially momentary (ksanika). IMomentary existence of dharmas
as real specific events that go into the making of phenomenal existence at
one specific moment of its life history is indubitible. The reality of
dharmas as past, present and future cannot be gainsaid. A dharma having
lost its existence and actuality as present surely does not lose

its reality. Lts ongoing influe;ce on the phenomenal existence through
vasanas atteststo the continued reality of dharmas as past. An essential
overlooking of what may be described as distinction between the existence
and reality, or actuality and being of "the dharma lies at the basis of the

Sautrantika critique of Sarvastivdda. The difficulties which,according

to Sautrantika's,beset its conception of dharmaé,as formulated by the
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Sarvastiviadin,do not seem to be intractable once the significance of the
above distinction is grasped. The explanatory value of a similar dis-
tinction was seen in an earlier,context when we sought to interpret ‘the

Samkhya-Yoga distinction of the: real and the existent.



PART III

SAMKHYA-YUGA AND ABHIDHARMA BUDDHISM

IN COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE




CBAPTER X

TEMPORAL BECOMING AND THE REAL:

THE ABHIDHARMIKA AND SAMKHYA-YOGA PERSPECTIVE

In this chapter we will attempt to look at the question of temporal
becoming in the context of its relationship to the thing which undergoes
change. We will try to show that for both, the Samkhya-Yoga and Abhidharma
Bﬁddhism,thc question of temporal becoming is integral to the question of
the reality status of that which undergoes change. However, there are
important differences between the two systems' understanding of the dy-
namism of the temporal process. According to Kbhidharmika, real does not
have a mode of being other than the mode of becoming. A dharma is self-
subsistent; it carries its own nature (svabhava). That which 'becomes'
changes in its totalit&. There is no residuum or constancy of a self-
identical substance. On the other hand, according to SEhkhya-Yoga, the
temporal process lnvolves only one aspect of the reality. This, the chang-
ing aspect of reality is called dharma in Samkhya-Yoga terminology. But
this does not exhaust the real in its completeness. Therg is an aspect
of real which 1s constant and sélf-identical. This is the dharmin, the
common referrential content which remains constant through the changing
phases of the real, While for Abhidharma Buddhism temporal becoming exempli-

fies the constancy of the 'continuum' (samtina), the SE@khya—Yoga speaks of

the constancy of the continuant (samtani).

230
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The Abhidharmika Doctrine of the "Mutual Otherness" (Anyathitva) of
Temporal Distinctions

Abhidharmika sources record as many as four theories of temporality
proposed by the Sarvastivadins. These four variations of Sarvastivadin's
account of temporal differentiation are confirmed by different sources
and the possibility of their having been proposed by different Sarvasti-
vadin thinkers at d;fferent times cannot be conf;rmed by any direct evi-
dence drawn from the period. These four teachers progably belong to the
period of the Buddhist Council at the time of Kanishka. The Vibhasa or
Mahévibh5§5 which is assigned to this period seem to mention these four
versions of Sarvdstivada. It seems recasonable to believe that the name

. of various teachers came to be associated with‘the different Sarvastivada
position about the same time. While the historical question is not our
primary concern,it may be of some interest to note that similarity be-

.tween some of these positions and certain facets of some Buddhist posi-

tions mentioned as erroneous views on time by Vibhasa is quite striking.

1These four variations of Sarvastivada is mentioned in Mahavibhdsa,
where the other three are rejected in favour of Vasumitra (infra, p.240 ),
See Warder, A. K., op.cit., pp. 346-347. Later we find Vasubandhu echoing
this tradition and accepting the Vasumitra's formulation as the best.
Thus, trtiyah (Vasumitra's) sobhanah, Agbigbarmakogég, op. cit., p. 808.
The theories are also mentioned by Yoégmitra, the celebrated commentator
on Abhidharmakosa as well as by Samtaraksita and Kamalsila in Tattva-
samgralm and Tattvasamgrahi Panjika respectively. But it is important to
note that while the later tradition followinpg Vasabandhu has invariably
regarded them as four representative positions within Sarvdstivada,
Mahavibhaga which was composed to settle the controversial issues within
Sarvdstivada tradition explicitly rejected the three in favour of Vasu-
mitra's as the representative doctrine of Sarvastivada. See Warder, A. K.,
op. cit., pp. 346-347.
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It seems to us that the congruity between later records reflecting Sarvas-—
tivadin's understanding of temporal differentiation and the earlier records
in Mahﬁvibh5§5 1s extremely important. It is on the basis of these passages
in Mahavibhasa that Schayer argued that pre—xbhidharmika Buddhism had a con-
ception of Time as the reservoir or receptum of entities. It is our con-
tentlon that not only the passages referred to do not belong to pre-
Abhidharmika Buddhism, but also that the con¢eption enunciated there does
not involve a reservoir ideal of Time.

The whole confusion specially with reference to Vasumitra, seems to
have arisen from the ambiguity of the term avastha which has both spatial
and temporal connotations. Avastha can be translated both as '"a state of
affair" or "a time span in the personal history" of an entity. A spatial
reading or interpretation of the term avasthd in the passages of Mahavibhasa
as well as in the context of the theories of the Abhidharmikas to be con-
sidered, seem to have obscured a proper appraisal of Abhidharmic conception
of temporal determinations. It is an uncritical acceptance of the spatial
rendering of the term avastha that prompted Schayer, McDermott and others
to éuggest that temporal determinations in tﬁese four versions of temporality
involves a conFeption of dharma as a free floating entity wandering through
the three periods of time. However, a careful reading of the text does not
substantiate thelr conclusion and it becomes clear that such spatial inter—'
pretations of avastha theory seems quite off the mark.

The four theories proposed by these teachers may be looked 'upon as
different ways to account for the fact of continuity (samtana) in the bhe—

" nomenal world despite it being the case that change is the characteristic
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mark. It is a commonplace doctrineishared by the generality of all Budd-
his; Schools that the phemomenon of change characteristic of existence
musg Se understood as total change. At the ;;me time thex also emphasise,
in the ﬁame breath, the phenomena of continuity in keeping with the foun-
dationai insight of Buddha about the causal interconnectedness. To advert
to the four theories propounded by the teachers of Sarvastivada. The up-
shot of the theories is: the dharmas, in the process of becoming, main-
tain their own nature (svabhava), and changes which characterises exis-

tence relates to modes (bhava) or character (laksana) or aspects (avastha)
bhava L avastna

or relational oriéntation (anyath3nyathika) of the dharmas. The fact of

chénge is acknowledged, but it is not supposed to affect the integrity of

the nature of the dharmas. The differences within these theories refer to

the specific understanding of change, but the persistence of '"own nature"
»

(svabhava) through the entire spectrum of change is allowed. Change belongs
to the very nature ;f dharmas and yet does not corrode them.

This basic inéight is important for a proper appraisal of the Sarvas-
tivada understanding of temporal becoming. .What follows in the ensuing
paragraﬁhé is purported to be a descriptive account of the views of the
four Sarvastivadin thinkers, The exposition of the different theories is
followed by a review of the parallelisﬁ of ideas in this connection that
exlsts between them and the Samkhya-Yoga thesis,which also,formall§ stat;d,

-

accords reality to the suagtantial permanence of things whose’ integrity re-

?
mains unaffected by the modal changes.

Bhavanyathatva of Dharmatr3td: According to Dharmatrata, temporal

becoming is nothing but transmutation of modes. A dharma acquires the

b
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character of "ptherness'" (anyathatva) by a change in its modes. It is the
differences in modes that constitute the distinguishing mark of a dharma's

pastness, presentness and futurity.l A. dharma remains identical in its own
4

nature (dravyatah). Thus, acccrding to Yasomitra Dharmatrata prescribes
only the otherness OE‘EDEXE through the past, future and present mode of
coming into existence; there is no otherness of the essence qua substance
(dravyatag).2 While Yadomitra defines bhava includ;ng both the form (3krti)
and quality (gggg),3 Kamalé?ia mentions only quality (gyna) being included
under the definition of Qhéxg.4 Kamléila offers following rendering of

Dharmtrata's argument for bhavanyathatva:

'
i

When a dharma has entered into its course of actuality
(dharmasyadhvasu) there is the 6therness only of bhava,
not of dravya. For example, the substance Ckﬁd under-
goes several changes in its qualities by virtue of which
it comes to be called the 'armlet', 'necklet', 'ear-ring',
etc., but there is no change of gold itself. Similarly,
the dharma is differentiated in respect of the bhavas of
future etc. (like 80ld) the dharma, by abandoning its
'future' bhava it attains the 'present' bhava, and by
discarding its present bhava it acquires the past bhava.
And yet there is no .otherness of the dravya (of dharma),
for there is no absence of the (dharma's) dravya (sarvatra
dravyasyavyabhicarat).

{bhﬁvanyathiko bhadanﬁadharmtritab. sa kilahadharmasyadhvasu ptavar-
tamanasya bhavanyathatvam.bhavati,.....dharmo’pyandgatadadhvanah pratyut-
pagpamadhvina:migacchannanégatabhEvaﬁ jahati, na drayabhavam.....Abhidharme-

kosam, op. cit., pp. 805-806.

zatItSnEgata—prétyutpannasya bhivasyaTnyathdtvam bhavati, na dravyan-
yathatvam; The Sphutarthi, op. cit., p. 805.

33atﬁ§kramam§kgtigupanyathétvajEépanirtham; Ibid.
4kal_x punarbhavaste ncstab?guqayi§é§ab, yato?titadyabhidhanajnina-
pravrttih; Tattvasamgrah Panjika, op. cit., p. 504.

1bid.
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Kamalgzla equates dravya with the svabhava of dharma and its trans-

lation as substance is only literal and misses the true import of the fi-
gurative use.1 In Yaébmitra's formulation of the argument the true import

- - - .
of bhavanyathatva is well articulated. Thus, milk, when transformed into

curds, changes its qualitiel of taste, digestibility, etc., but its rupa
dharma (material nature) remains unchanged.2 Yasomitra's formulation of

the argument clearly recognizes the continuity of the gvabhava or svalak-

sana of dharma, not without, but through the changes in its bhava. Thus,

though bhavas of dharma unée;g6€: change "there is no otherness (temporal
distinction) of the svalaksana of EEBé etc. (dharmas) on accohnt of this
(na eridi-svalaksanasyanyathEtvam)."3 The bhava which consists of form
(akrti) and quality (guna) passes away, but the rupa dharma (tﬁe material
nature), in which the bhavas find thgir gFound, does not cease to be.

"Thus, the examples of gold and milk given above refer to the transmutation

of form and quality respectively and show the continuity of the rupa dharma.

, Thus Dharmtrata reduces becoming to bhava-anvathatva or reciprocal

tha seems, to have missed this and has made preciesly this mistake.
However, the substance language as such is inappropriate to Sarvastivadins.
See Tattvasangraha, (tr.) Jha, Ganganath, Baroda: Oriental Institute, 1939,
Vol. 2, p. 862.

2

Sphutartha in the Abhidharmakosam, 1972, op. cif., p. 806.
. < ;\‘

3Ibid., p. 805.

Asuvarpaﬁ ksiram ceti drstantadvayam yathdkramamakrti gunanyathatva-
jnapandrtham; Ibid., p. 806.
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otherness in the bhava (manner of being, manifestation or appearance) of a
dharma which itself stands spanning the reciprocal distinctions.1 The
changes wrought on dharma are mere epistemological precipitaté;, its mode
of manifgstation to consciousness. The problem of tempogal evolution is
solved by assigning to it a modal status of reality inscéad of making it
intrinsic to 1it. Accordingly, temporal becoming does not touch the essen-

tial core of being.

Laksana-anyathatva of Ghosaka: Ghosaka accounts for temporal differ-

entiation in Eerms of the laksapas (character) of the dharma., There is
simultaneity of the laksanas of past, present and future in each dharma
and that a dharma is called past, present or future respectively when one

of these laksanas are patent and other two are latent.2 According to
e e et it

Ghosaka's laksana anyathatva:

when the dharma has entered into its course of existence
it is said to be 'past' when it has emerged as vested

with the laksana of past without however being, at the :
same time deprived of the lakgana of the future and the
present. The futurity and the presentness (of a dharma)
are to be explained the same way (as one may explain a -
man's not being disinterested in other women even though
he is attached to his own. The empirical applicability

1For a modern attempt to look at this doctrine in the light of
contemporary logic of de-tensers see McDermott, A, Charles, The Satttran-—
tika Arpgument Against the Traikalyavada, Philosophy East & West, 24.2,
April 1974, pp. 193-200.

. 2Iaksananyathiko bhadantaghosakah sa kildhadharmo’dhvasu pravartt-

amano’tito’titalaksanayuktah anagatapratyutpannabhyamaviyuktah. evam
pratyutpanno’ pyatitanaga;abhyamaviyuktah The Abhidharmkosam, op. cit.,
1972, p. 806.
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(vyvahara) (of temporal distinctions) rest on the fact of

the acqu%sition of the character (vrtti) of the specific

lakgaga.

Thus the dharma as essence remains intact while its temporal phases
_ vary on account of the pre-eminence of the specific laksana of past, pre-
sent and future.2 A dharma, in the course of its existence, is vested with
the character of 'past' on account of its pre-eminence; but the temporal
phase of past does not totally exclude the phases of present and future.

If the future were exclusive of the present and past, it would never be~-

come present or past, because what was not can never be (na bhutva bhavah).3

Significantly, 1t is not that the dharmas belong to the three time phases
of past, present and future, but the laksanas of past, present and!future
belong to dharma itself. Tﬁe future, the present and the past phases are
thus found to co-exist together. The specific nature of the character of

past, present and future remain unexplored in the explications of Ghosaka's

view in the Abhidharma Koda and the Tattva Samgraha. However, we have

occasion to dwell upon this in our exposition of the Abhidharmika notion of

Karitra and its bearing on their understanding of the temporal becoming.

. !
. !
|

)

liharmo dhvasu vartamano’tito’ titalaksanayukto® nagataprtyutpannabhyamn
lakganébhyémaviyuktéb, yatha purusa ekasyam striyam raktah s’esdsvavirakta
evamanagatapratyutpannavapi vacye. hyatitadilaksanavrttilabhapekso vyavahara
iti purvakadbhedah. Tattva SamgrahePanjika, op. cit., p. 504.

21ak_sagé'nyathikasya laksanavrttilabhapekso vyavaharah. Sphutirfhi,
5.26, op. cit., p. 806.

3 B o

vartamanam atitanagatabhyam viyuktam andgatameva vartamanam, vart-
amanamevatitam syat. Ibid.

-
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Suffice it to note here that the alternation in the temporal phases is not
‘attached to the dharma's essence (svabh@ava) itself. Rather, change is ex-
plained in terms of a dharma's adjuncts.

Anyatha-anyathika of Buddhdeva: The specific purpose of Buddhdeva

is to explain the temporal becoming by distinguishing and defining the past,
present and future existence of dh;rma precisely in the context of a dharma
and its relationship to other dharmas. Temporal &éterminations are nothing
but the expression of the relationship of one dharma to others. Thus a
dharma is called differently as future or present or past with reference to
the prior or the posterior dharma.1 A dharma:
is called future in relation to the past and the present
which are prior to it; it is called present in relation
to the past which 1is prior to it and in relation to the

future 'which is posterior to it; it is called past in re-
lat 50 the present and the future which are posterior

The case of t same woman being designated as mother in relation to her

daughter, and daughter in relation to her mother is an instance in point.
As Kamaldila points out:
Having entered the course of acthality a dharma is called

one or the other in accordance with its relation to what
has gone before and what is ahead. For example, the same

1anyathanyathiko bhadantabuddhadevah sa kiladdharmo‘dhvasu pravrta-
manah purvaparampeksayanyo’nya ucyate avasthantaratah na dravyantaratah
Abhidharmakosam, op. cit., p. 807.

- - - « - - -
purvam“EVatitam vartamanam va_peksyandgata iti. purvam vatitam,

aparam va’'n3gatam apeksya vartmana iti, aparamZeva vartamanamigﬁagatam
Avaapeksyatita iti.,, Sphutartha 5.26, op. cit., p. 807.
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women is called 'mother' and 'daughter'. Similarly the
usage (of temporal distinctions) is also dependent upon
the past and the future (dharmas). A dharma related to

an antecednet but without any subsequent is called future;
that which has its antecedent as well as its subsequent

s called present; that which has only its subsequent

but no antecedent moments is called 'past'.1

Thus, according to the theory of ananyathatatva temporal determination

is explained in terms of the diverse orientational features or relation-
ship of an invariant dharma.

Avastha-anyathatva of Vasumitra: Most celebrated of the four varia-

tions of Sar;éstvéda theories of temporality is attributed to Bhadanta
Vasumitra. Vasumitra equates karitra (causal efficiency) with the avastha
of a dharma and accoxrdingly proposes that dharmas are continuants, the
applicability of the temporal phases (avasthd) of 'past',’'present’ and
'future' being due to each dharma's karitra.f Vasumitra maintains:

A dharma, having entered the course of actuality, it is
designated variously according to the variations in avastha
(conditions of states) and not on account of the dravya

(oxr svabhava). The dravya remains the same in the three
time variations. Just as the clay counting piece in an
abacus, when placed in the place of units is designated

as one, in the place of hundreds is called "hundred" and

in the place of thousands is called "thousand", similarly

dharmo’dhvasu vartamanah purvaparamapeksyanyonya ucyate iti.
yathaika stri matd cocyate duhitd cetd. asya purvaparapekso vyavaharah,
yasya purvamevasti naparah so’n3dgatah, yasya purvamasti aparam ca sa
vartamanah," yasydparameva na purvam so'tita. The TattvasamgrahoPanjika,
op. cit., p. 504,

2a.vastha‘nyathiko bhadantavasumitrah.....advanah karitren vyavas—
thitdh. yadd sa dharmah karitram na karoti tada anagatah. yada karoti
tada pratyupannah yada krtva niruddhastada 1iti. Abhidha:gakoséﬁ, op.
cit., pp. 806-808. T~
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a dharma (bhava), when it is in the state of karitra,
is called present, having ceased its karitra is called
past, and while it has not acquired its kdritra, is
called future. Thus the applicability of (time desig-
nations) depends on the avastha (of karitra) just as
in the case of abacus.

Thus a dharma is designated as future when it does not exercise its karitra

. (causal efficieﬁcy); it gets the designation of present when it does exer-

cise the karitra; and it is designated past when it has already exercised

its karitra. The temporal designation of a dharma then is a derivative of

the var1ations in the states (avastha) of causal efficlency (karitra). Va-

xiation is only of state not of essence. The dharma acquires differept

3

temporal significations only on account of the variations in its karitra

while the gvabhava of dharma does not undergo any change.2

A more elaborate treatment of the notion of kdritra and its relation-
ship.to the svabaava (own nature) of the dﬁarma nust remain in abeyance at
this point. But to anticipate the difficulties that it enaounters in the
Vasumitra's formulation of it and its further elaboration in a later thinker,

Samghabhadra, the following may be ovserved: whether the karitra is defined

as the capacity of giving or grasping a result (phala-dana-grahana) or %s

the potency to project a result (phalékgepaéakti), in either way, one can see

lpharmo®dhvasu varttamano’ vasthamavastham prapyanyo’nyo mirdidyate’
vasthantarato, na dravyatah, dravsya trisvapl kalesvabhinnatvat. yatha
mrdgudika ekanke praksipta ekamityucyate, satanke satam, sahastranke
sahastram, tatha karitre’vasthito bhavo varttamanastatah prachyuto®tita-
stadaprapto’nagata iti. Tattva Samgrah Panjika, op. cit., p. 504,

2See SEhutartha 5.26, op. t., p. 808. ;
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it faces some unsourmountable difficulties. TIf the dharma's functionality

(Karitra) is regarded as an aspect of the dharmasvabhava, distinguishable

from, dharma, the difficulty,in'explaining it adequately seems obvious.
What is there in the structu;e of becoming that accounts for the holding
of karitra in abeyance at one time and becoming productive at another?
There is again the important question of the relationship between the
svabhava and karitra of a dharma. Indeed these are the very issues raised

in the scathing critique of the thesis of three times (traikalyavada) by

the SautrEntikas:.l

1A. Charles McDermott, in his recent article on the question, has
offered an excellent summary statement of the Sautrantika critique of the
Karitra doctrine. He writes: '"whether Karitra be defined as, for exam-
ple, the capacity of giving or grasping a result (phala-dana-grahana) or,
again, as the potency to project a result (phaldkgepas@akti) insofar as a
dharma's functionality is thereby regarded as (1) am aspect of the dhar-
masvabhava, distinguishable from.the dharma, cogent reasons for that
functionality's being held in abeyance at one time, and becoming produc-
. tive at another, cannot be given. (2) Neither is a halfway house, namely,
the theory that the dharmasvibhava and its ka&rditra or functionality both
are and aren't identical, a congenial resting place.. (3) Nor is there
much solace to be derived from the evasive stance that the relationship
between svabhava and karitra is ineffable. (4) If, finally, a dharma's
karitra is alleged to have a merely nominal existence (prajnaptisat), he
will ipso facto,have conceded the Sautrantika's point. McDermott, A.
Charles, op. cit., p. 197. While the grasp of the Sautrantika position
reflected in the above passage 1s beyond dou Q, what seems to have been
overlooked is the import of Sarvastivada ontology and its implications
for understanding the Karitra doctrine. Moreover, by bracketing the so-
teriological question and its bearing on the problem of time, he tends to
'ignore the true import of the Sarvastivada formulations. As we shall see,
the soteriological questions which are integral to the Abhidharmika for-
mulations have weighed heavily in accepting the reality of dharma ~ past,
present and future.
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The Parallelism of Sarvastivada and Samkhya-Yoga Doctrine of Change

The similarity of the Abhidharmika views of change recorded by Vasu-
bandhu, Yadomitra and Kamaléila to the Samkhya-Yoga understanding of the
problem is too striking to be ignored or éven éreated casually. In fact,
Vasubandhu himself, while expounding the first of the four theories,
namely Dharmatrata's thesis of change as transmutation of modes, labels

this view as the Samkhya thesis (Samkhya Paksa).1 Likewise, the second

theory, namely that of Ghosaka, which conceives change as the transforma-
tion of one temporal phase into another (lakgapyatﬁﬁ) ‘bears close affi-
nity with the laksanaparinama of the Yogabhasya both in respect of termi-
nology and conception - and also in the manner in which the two notions
are illustrated. In the same manner, the theory of change as variation

AY

of states (avasthanyathatva) finds its close analogue in the avastha

parinama of Yogabhasya, by which, is meant changes of states assumed by

the underlying substratum and the consequent differences in the values
acquired at different moments of existence. Finally, the view of change
as Eemporal relativity associated with the name of Buddhadeva is corrobo-
rated in the Yoga thesis and illustration of different dharmas being dif-
ferently designated with regard to their mutual relative positions while

the substratum itself remains non-relative, i.e. constant.

1Abhidharmakoéam, op. cit., 1972, p. 807.
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It is useful to go into this question of parallelism in some detail
and see if it is merely terminological or also conceptual. If latter, we
have to face the problem of explaining how the SE&khya—Yoga solution which
partakes of the general 3dtman doctrine of Brahmanical orthodoxy (astika-
vada) could find its place in the heart of Sarvastivada school of Budd-
hism. It is by no means suggested that this problem will admit of satis-
factory resolution merely by virtue of the fact that it is. encountered in
the present context. In the light of the unmistakable affinities which
exists side by side with the obvious differ{ncés the 1ssue may even serve
the purpose of)re-opening the quesgion of the radical opposition between
the two philosophical traditions, at least in the geneticél ;tate of their
respective development. Maybe, there has been a history of interaction be-
tween the two scho&ls that one can discern here, even though from the very
nature of the case and the general paucity of historical data one is not
able to substantiate it through independent sources.

Let us briefly examine the parallel ideas with respect to each of the

four theories. Dharmatrata's doctrine of bhavanyathatva indeed looks iden-

\tical with the dharmaparinama of Yoga phiIOSOphy.1 What is described as

modal transmutation (bhavanyathdtva) by Dharmatrata is described as formal

transmutation (samsthana parinama) by Vacaspati Miéra.z Each dharma gives

place to the next dharma disappearing meanvhile in the common substratum.

ldharmasya dharmini vartaméhsyaividhvasvatft&hégatavartaméhegu‘
bhavanyathitvam bhavati, na tu dravyanyathatvam. Yogabhasya, op. cit.,
3.13, p. 112, r

2Tattvavais‘gradi of Vacaspati Mis?a, on the above, op. cit., p. 113.
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While noting the obvious and commonplace similarity one cannot also
fail to note the dissimilarity. The Sarvastivada speaks of dharmas indeed
as discrete elements (dravyas), but which are conditioned (samskrta), sub-
ject as they are to origination, decay, continuity and impermanence. The
only thing the dharmas seem exempt from passing into non-being; the future
is replete.with the possibility of all conditioned dharmas,which become
present given the assemblage of conditions in its fullness,and in the very
next moment passes into the past mode of existence to remain forever as
potential of the origination of future dharmas in course of time, Even
though, the dharma as discrete element functlons, as it were, as its own
substratum throughout the three moments of existence in which its modes
(bhava) changes. This distinction in respect of function is intrinsic to
the structure of dharmas and in this respect it may be conceptually dis-
tinguishable from the Samkhya-Yoga. We, therefore, do not agree with the
criticism that there is, here, a distinction "between' the "'dharma qua
continuant'" and the "dharma qua transitory" which is "done explicitly by
different names, dharmin and dharma".! The Sarvistivada terminology of

dhafma seeks to steer clear of the distinctions of dharmin and dharma and

imports in its place the notion of continuum. The Sarvastivada strives to
verbalize an ontology of particulars that steérs clear of a rigid logic of

exclusion, dialectic of which leads to the Saufrantika critique of the

lTatia, Nathmal, Savastivada: The Nava Nalanda Mahavihara Research
Publication, Vol. II, Patna: Nava Nalanda Mahavihara, 1960.

Y
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theory and also of a logic of inclusion of the kind adVvocated by the

Jainas.1

The second theory of laksanamyathatva shifts the burden of change
from the modes (bhavas) to the phases (laksanas) which are temporal and
becasue of which the modes may be conceived as changing. It is well-
known that the ¥3§2_§h§§1§_speaks of the temporal characteristic of a

dharma as laksana which accounts for the ontological sequence of change

between two different dharmas occurring in succession. The example of
the sequence of clay lump and clay jar vis a vis the constant of clay
given in Yoga Bh5§xa is a case in poiqt. Whileiclay lump is present,
i.e. actual , the clay jar 1s future, i.e. that which shall arise wheﬁ
the clay lump passes off. This temporal sequence of change 1s what 1is
described as the sequence of the transmutation of the temporal character-

istic (laksana parinama kramd).z

The objection Pf the confusion of times implicit in the thesis of
laksana parinama is faced by the author of XSEE’Bgisya in a manner which
is similar to the account given by Vasubandhu of Buddhadeva's thesis. The
Yogd Bhasya resolution of the problem in terms of a constant dharmin which
serves as the substratum of varying dharmas also serves to bring out the
difference between the two theories of temporal becoming.3 The Buddhist

answer to the problem of co-mingling of times (adhvasamkara) is simple.

lThe Jaina logic of the manifoldness of the real (anekantavada) as-
gserts, contra the laws of excluded middle and contradiction, that A can be
also AB, meaning by B, not -A. For an illuminating account of the Jaina
logic of inclusion in its distinct form from the genre of Buddhist schools
see Padmarajiah, Y. J., A Comparative Study of Jaina Theories of Reality and
Knowledge, Bombay: Jaina Sahitya Vihara Maudala, 1963, pp. 247 ff.

2p1nda§ pracyavate, ghata upajdyata iti dharma parinamakramah, Yoga
Bhasya, op. cit., 3.15, p. 119. ,

31bid.

Pty
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There 1s no scope for a simultaneous activation of the three temporal
phases in one self-identical state. The temporal phases (laksanas) of
prior, present and posterior occur successively subject to the fulfil-
ment of the conditions of their appearance. The Sarvastivadin, in terms
of his ontology of particulars, does not have to race the problem of the
three temporal phases existing'together. In sum, we witness again to the
same situation of the two theories of temporal becoming appearing termi-
nologically similar and yet standing apart in terms of their ontolegical
implications.

The doctrine of change as temporal relativity (anyathanyathikatva)

defines the temporal distinctions in terms of each other. The example of
the same woman designated mother in relation to the daughter, and d;ughter
in relation to the mother or sister with reference to the brother and vice
versa, illustrates the theory according to which the past, present and
future distinctions are purely relational.l A possible way of distinguish-
ing between the Sarvastivadin's version and the version of the Yoga Bhasya
would be with reference to thg admission or the .non-admission of a common
non-relative substratum. What seems to be implied by the example of.the
same woman éeing designated dJdifferently because of relational differences

seem to differ in the two points of view. According to the Yoga Bhasya it

15 the identity of the self-same person which makes 1t not contradictory

1yathé caiktvepl stri mata cocyate duhita ca svasa cetil, Yoga-
bhﬁsza2 op. cit., 3.13, p. 114,
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to speak of the same person in different terms. Likewilse, in the case of;
the temporal distinctions the coincidence of the three times in cne time
could be explained. But according to the Sarv?stivada ?t is not the self
identity of a common person but the very matrix of relativity that permits
~designation of the persons in different terms. Likewise the successive
momenté of past, present and future are not found all at oncé and yet
gheir distinction obtains with reference to the very relationality of the

prior$or the postericr dharma (purvaparamapeksyénngymucyate).1

The basic difference between the orientation shared by the schools of
Buddhism and refilected in the Sarvastivada theories considered earlier and
the orientation of Hind&’thought typified in Samkhya-Yoga is obvious. The

.

latter emphasizes substantial continuity to the point of undereséimating
chgnge as qualified. ©Nothing can come into being afresh or pass away finally.
fhis islthe famous doctrine of identity of the effects with tﬁéir cause (gsat-
karyavada). In sharp contrast to this stands the Buddhist thesis of the non-

identity of the effect with cause. What is often overlooked in this way of

understanding the difference between the two philosophical traditions, and

[

this misudderstanding is prompted by the form of the contrast under which

it is contemplated in the Hindu philosophical writings, the emphasis that

M
hd

Buddhism lays on the factor of continuity in causal relation. It is the
causally dependent nature of things that constitutes the mark of the real.
Keeping in mind this extreme significance of continuity that characterizes

—_
change accoridng to the Buddhist understanding we may restate the point at

AY .
lAbhidharmakoéam,.gg. cit., 1972, p. 807.

LN
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issue between the two‘traditions, i.e. the Samkhya-Yoga and the Sarvas-
tivada in the following terms. The former advocates a theory of the
identity of the continuant (samtdni) whereas employing the language of
identity the position of Sarvastivada may be described as a theory of
the identity of conéinuum (samt3na).

From the foregoing account the ontological outlooks of the Sarvas-
tivada and Samkhya~Yoga doctr;nes emerge with clarity in terms both of
their similarities and dissimilariCiqg. There is no gainsaying of their

3 | -
convergence in their understanding of the problem of temporality despite

[
-

their radical opposition as metaphysical systems. The convergence, even
after making due allowance to the differences in their respective oﬁto—

logies of particulars, is so striking that one may expect a_similar con-

.

vergence between the respective soteriologies. To this question we will

address qursel;es in the final chapter.

— |

e



+

249

\

A Sautrantika Critique of Vasumitra's Avastha Theory

A detailed examination of the Sautrantikascritique of Sarvastivada
conception of Karitra will be undertaken in a separate section. Currently,
ve will engaée ourselves with the Sautrantika's critique of Sarvistivadin's
conception of states (avasth3) of a dharma and its implications for tempo-
ral determination. It is our contention that the Sautrantika's critique
emahates—from a rejection of the basic ontological slant of the Sarvasti-
vada. There are, surely, difficulties inherent to Sarvastivadin formula-
tions of the problem and they cannot be gainsaid. But the difficulties
involved in the understanding of temporal becoming must be viewed in the
context of the wider ontological framework, so that they may appear in the
light of their positive significance. The Sarvastivadin's formulation of
temporal distinctions are questioned by the Sautrantikas. The Sautran-
tikas maiétain that differentiations of temporal determination on account
of avasthas (states or conditions) or 'activity', 'inactivity' 'cessation
of activity',_étc: implies the continued existence of the self-same dharma
in the three states. This self-same dharma in the three states must be
undifferentiated (abheda). However, the possibility*of the presence of
activity', 'inaétivity', etc. as cge characteristic mark of the dharmas
in the th?ee states will not be without its difficulty. It amounts to
asserting the co-existence of three mutually exclusive qualities in the
undifferentiated dharma by whiéh the distinction of successive states of

future, past and present is thought to be established.1 The Sautrantika

1.....kiﬁ tadeVEEIténsgatﬁvasthaméhosvidanyat. yadi tadeva, katha-

mekasminnirviéis;e'smianpEdike vastunyakriyadayah parasparaviruddha dharma
yujyanfe. TattvasmgpramPanjika, op. cit., p. 511.
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argues: 1f, despite the presence of contradictory properties a real be

considered to be identical, then all differentiation would disappear and
Déﬁbg;enﬁire{world will collapse into oneness.1 The Sautrantika's critique
.;s based on the assumption that the self-same dharma passes from one state

into another. If what i1s assumed were the case then surely the critique

is valid. The three properties, which account for the temporal differ-

entiations, cannot belong to the same undifferentiated dharma without

disputing its unity.

It therefore remains to be seen whether this assumption is legiti-

mate. The Sarvastivada certainly denies that the dharma or the vastu

is undifferentiated. But what should not be overlooked here is that it
also denies that the dharmas are identical (nirvié&stg). In reality the

| .
dharma or vastu in the paét,.present and future stand differentiated by the
difference of abandoning and grasp ng of causal efficiency (karitra); it

is, therefore, not the case that it 1s strictly undifferentiated.2 To

the question if states are different or non-different from the svabhava

(being, reality) of the dharma, the answer is that they are not different
(abﬁedé). If the dharma were hifferent from its state

(avastha), then, it is inconceivable how even 1n the present state (avastha)
the activity of the being can set in. The dharma as such, different from
the avastha or state, will not be able to act as aﬁ active agent; effecient

activity (causal efficiency) as it is argued by the Sarvastivadins, belongs

lYadi hi viruddhadharmadhyase’pyekatvam syat, utsanna tarhi bhed-
avyavastha, tatasca sarvameva jagadekameva syat. Ibid. .

2Ibid.
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only to the present avastha of the dharma:

By virtue of the variations undergone in the process
of abandoning one state and taking up another, the
vastu in the three states is not entirely undifferen-
tiated. 1If it is so, it is asked: are these states
different or non-different (abheda) - why - because,

= in that case the inactivity of the being would be the
consequence. Through positive and negative concomitance
(anvaya-vyatirekabhyam), it has been ascertained that
causal efficiency belongs only to the states. (Hence,
by being different from fhe states, the vastu could
not be an agtive agent).

Some important qbservations can be made at this point., It is true
that Sarvastivadins are not quite unequivocal about the exaxt nature of
the diffe;entiakion of the vastu as reflected in the three states of
past, present and future. They do not state clearly whether the differ-
entiation of activity, inactivity, etc. belong to the same vastu which
exists ;s past, present and éuture, or that the properties of activity,
inactivity, eté:, are the properties of different .vastus ex-
isting as past, present and.futuréi Two implicationg can be drawn from
the statement that "by virtue of the variaciops undergone in the process
of abandoning and grasping of the states, the vastu 1is not conceived to
be éntirely undifferentiated".:2
1. The differentiation is caused in the same vastu on account of aban-

. !
doning one state and taking up another state, '

I&thﬁpyavasthipavity5gaparigrahabhedeﬁa bhinmatvadadhvasu vastu
na nirvidistamiti kalpate, evamapi kim t3 avasthd bhivadbhinna ahosvi-
dabhinna iti vaktavyam..bhidyante bhavaditi sambandhah. kasmat, bhava-
syakarttrZtaptitah ~ akarttrtvaprasangit. anvayavyatirekabhyam tasa-
mevavasthanam karyam prati simarthyasiddheg. Ibid. p. 511.

2See Supra, note, 2, p. 250.

i
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2, The differentiation in different phascs of the real consists in
the diéferent dharma's state of abandoning the state of karitra
(causal efficiency) and of taking up of karitra in different mo-
ments of time.

The second interpretation .of the statement in ﬁpestion seems to be
more in conformity with the overall picture of reality assumed in Sar-

A Y

vastivadin ontology. Accoridng to this picture the state and vastu or
L o

dharma are one (abheda). From this it will follow that the vastu in the
state of activity is different from the vastu in the state of inactivity.
If state and vastu are identical and not different, then definitely the
vastu in the state of activity is different from the vastu in the state of
inactivity. ‘It is not the same vastu that is-both active and inactive

in two different moments. Rather in the samtana or the life continuum,
one vastu with activity (kdritra) is preceded or succeded by -another vastu
with activity, or secession of activity. Vastu which is active is both

1

real and existent, but the vastu in the state of 'inactivity' or 'cessa-

O~

tion of acgivity' is real but not existent. The vastu can be existent

and ‘non-existent. But it cannot be unreal. Reayity (satva) and existence

v
¥

(astitva) are not one and the same thing.1 Sautrantika's critique of
Sarvastivada rests on the confusion of the two which probably has its
origin in the Vasubandhu's rendering of Sarvastivada (a theory of sarvam

asti) as sarvadastivada (a theory of sarvada astitva).

1When we make this statement, it has to be xecognized that though
the distinction is crucual, it is only implicit in the Sarvastivada
which does not speak the language of real (sattd.) as a constant element
which is more concretely applicable to the Brahmnical tradition.
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Some Concluding, Observations

It is instructive to be reminded that the 'sarvam' has a specific
connotation in the Buddhist canonical literature. Sarvam does not in-
clude the multiplicity of the phenomental world as such. Rather, sarvam

connotes only the dharmas classified as skandhas, dhatus, and Eyatana; It

is thelr conglomeration that constitutes the specific pluralities. '"The
people are saying 'all'; O Brahman! by all are meant the‘five skandhas,

— ey S l
the twelve ayatanas, the eighteen dhatus'. Sarvam connotes the 'dharmas'
ayatanas g dharmas

vhich alone are real, specific combinations of them constitute the life

continuum (samt3na). Samtdna itself is conceived to be only prajﬁaptisata

or conceptually real. Momentary dharmas carrying their own svabhava (being)
alone are real. These dharmas come and go. Arising into existence they
pass away. There is no continued existence of the dharma, and hence the
question of the existence or cgntinuity of same dhatma in the past, pre-
sent and future does not arise. Sarvastivada is the assertion of the
reality of dharmas as p;st, present and future. It is not a doctrine
maiﬁtaining the reality of the past, present and the future. Time,apart
from the thing or the dharma,does not have any r%ality. From the SarVéé—
tivadin point of view "experiential events do not také place or flsw in
time.’ Rather, it would be more appropriate to say that events flow as

time".2 Seen from this point of view our awareness of time acquires

]sarvam sarvamiti brihmaqa yaduta pancaskandha dvidaé?étanéhi, as-
quaéEE bhava. cf. The TattvasamgrahaPanjika, op. cit., p. 507.

2Inada, Kenneth K., "Time and Temporality: A Buddhist Approach",
Philosophy East & West, 24.2, April 1974, pp. 173,
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altogether a new dimension. The emphasis shifts from the static element
of existence to the very dynamism of the process. Dynamism itself, how-
ever, instead of being only a by—préduct of the relational thought seeing
static elements in a series, is built in the very structure of the becom-
ingness of being.1 It is in the Abhidharmika Buddhism that a breakthrough
is reached in the Indian speculation of time. It is here that the static
concern with the time and its constituents give way éo the dynamic con-
cern with the temporality of being, the very structure of the becoming-
‘nessfof rea%ity (dharmadhvasau). ’ Thus what 1is generélly true of Buddhism

rd

according is more specifically true of Sarvéétivida:

(Here) we are able to appreciate the deeper dimensions of
being because now we must focus on the process itself, the
becomingness of being. Here the sister concept of tempo-
rality seems to appear almost naturally. Temporality at
least moves us 1in the right direction and seems to permit
us to have glimpses of what Buddhistscall reality. It has
a profound meaning in that it runs across but retains or
contains the multiple set _of conditions and factors at play
in the empirical process.

It may not be out of place here to refer to the Sapkya-Yoga under-
standing of process and time and its close similarity with Buddhism. Ac-
coréing to Séhkhya-Yogé system also dynamism is rooted in the order of
being built into it. The concept of Prakrti - connbtes allness (sarvam)‘ .

and, as the dynamic matrix of reality, provides the basis for the tempo—~

rality of existence. There is however, a difference, and this difference

y

1See Coomaraswamy, Anada K., Time and Eternity, Switzerlaﬁd: Ar-
tibus Asiae Publishers Ascona, 1941, pp. 58-59.

2Inada, Kenneth, op. cit., p. 174.

T
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“is by no means viewed an inconsequential Zand is in fact the basis on
which the two differ in respect of their generic essente). The-differ-
ence is: what would b&iconsidered as beloaging to the order of existence
and reality alike in Saéﬁistivéda would be assigned\q\reality status dif-
ferent from pure consciousness which in itself is a-temporal. The
Samkhya-Yoga however, will concede that it is through the means of

focusing on the temporal structure, the becomingness of being,

that one can recover or re-gain the separation of pure consciousness.



CHAPTER XI

TRANSCENDENCE AND TEMPORALITY: IMPLICATIONS FOR A SOTERIOLOGY OF THE PRESENT

In this concluding chapter we shall attempt to grasp the
significance of reflection as a special mode of being and the central
role that it plays in the transcendence of temporality., Herein it will
be argued that for both S3mkhya-YogZa and the Abhidharma Buddhism, re-
flection as a function of consciousness is the structure of the
transcendence of temporality. Reflection itself is a temporal act and
operates within the confines of the temporal process. But as a function
of consciousness, which itself is always given as 'consciousness of',
reflection has a built in structure of transcendence whereby it steps
out of itself and relates itself to the object of reflection. The
transcendence of temporality lies within the compass of reflection in
terms precisely of its inherent capacity of stepping outside of itself.
Objectification is the primary mode of being of the reflective con-
scfousness. While this seems to be true of the structure of conscious-
ness as part and parcel of temporal mode of being for both Samkhya-
Yoga and Abhidharma Buddhism there is one important difference between
the two systems' articulation of\the problem. For SEﬁkhya—YogE, the
tran?cendence of temporality by Esi}ective consciousness (Buddhi-
Ahamkara structure) means recovery of the pure or transcendental
‘consciousness conceived as a mode of béing - furusa. For Abhidharma

b

Buddhism, on the other hand, it implies a total extinction or dissolution

256
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of consciousness conceived on the model of a drying-up of a stream or .
flow. This basic differencé emanates from a difference of ontological
orientation. However, despite-this dissimilarity in their ontological
perspectives they share a common trait of Indian soteriologies in
emphasizing the possibility of transcendence of the temporal

process in and through the moment of "present'.This aspect of their

soteriology we prefer to call *non- eschatological."

Consciousness And Transcendence of Temporality: The Samkhya-Yoga Perspective

We have argued that for the Samkhya-Yoga, 'to be present' is the

2
primary mode of existence of the empiric being. But the empiric being,
as the self-constituting synthesis, is also the locus of the ontological

relation of the temporal modes of past, present and future. The empiric

subject (Buddhi—-Ahamkara structure) comprehends past, present and future

as distinct and yet not disjoined. By means of such comprehension is

b

provided the order for these moments. It sees them as different but
not as disparate. Seeing it thus it also constitutes its orderliness
which comes to be grasped as objéctive time. Thus:

The continuous flow of these moments, is a sequence (krama).
However, there is no real (basis) for the combination of the
moments and their sequence . . . (thus), time has no real
(objective) existence, it is only creation of buddhi, and
follows on account of knowledge by words . . . (However),
the moment 1is objective (it has a basis in the real)

and is the basis (a ground) of sequence; the sequence (krama)
consists in the continuous (uninterrupted) succession of
moments, and it is this that is called time (kala) by

yogins who know time (its real nature).

1.,.. tatpravahav1ccgedastu kramah. ksanatkramayornasti vastusamahara...
sa khavalyam vastusSinyo buddhinlrmanah éabdajnananupatl...ksanastu
vastupatitah kramavalambi. kramasca ksananantar yatma. Vyasd Bhasya on
the Yoga Sttra, op.cit., 3.52.
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Temporal order on the phenomenal level is a conscious creation of the

empiric subject (Buddhi-Ahamkara structure). But the temporal flux or the

the flow of moments or events is ontologically pre-given in the objective
being or the sphere of objectivity (Qrakrtiz.l Time-order as the prin-

ciple of continuity is constituted by the empiric subject (Buddhi parikal-

pita). '"As a matter of fact, there is no real aggregation between the
moments and their succession. tlence all such divisions of time ..... are

~

purely subjective".2 Time is nothing but the relational mode of being

- -~ =, 3 :
(sambandhamatropakari). But in the constitution of the temporal struc-

ture, the empiric subject doe§ not act as a principle independent of the
objective flow or the flux of moments or events. The empiric subject it-
self is, out and out, temporal..

How then a;e we to look at the temporal flow and its relationship
‘to subjectivity as ecmbodiment and the principle of T-ness? 1t is precisely
in'the structure of the constitution of subjectivity, i.e. subject as lived
and embodied, subject as the centre of I-ness and agent of all activity

and willing that the essential structure of temporality, as the unity in

difference or the suffusion of fissuration, is manifested. What we see in

IWe see therefore that time, space, etc., are the limitations which
regulate, modify and determine to a certain extent the varying transforma-
tions and changes and the seeming differences of things, though in reality
they are all ultimately reducible to the three gunas (the constituents of
pcakrel) ..... Dasgupta, S. N., Yoga as Philosophy and Religion, op. cit.,
p. 79.

2The Tattva Kaumudi by Vacaspati Misra, op. cit., p. 213; also see
Dasgupta, S. N., History of Indian Philosophy, op. cit., p. 256.

3Yuktideik5, op. cit., p. 74.
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subjectivity is an essential drive, a lived tension and a continucus tura-
ing to new events and activities. This 1s.thc mode of belng of EELEEE'I
the element of activity and energy, {ﬁé life impetus which 1s continually
operating in calling forth to existence that which lies dormant in the
future. The constant tension of triguna in the manifestation and non-
manifestation of existence mediated by the element of activity 1s most
vividly operative in the structure of subjectivity as temporality. It is
in the present that the subject acts and reacts and calls forth what is
not present within in the purview of its own field (ksetra). It is not
that subjectivity is located in the present through which events pass from
the future to the past. Rather, the future becomes the present by the
subject's act of making it present (i.e. through the preponderance of
(Eéli_)- The gsubject does not observe the flow of temporal events, (this,
of course, is what lies under the pQrview of Purusa as the tra?scehdental
subject, the pure subject of witnessing) it performs it; it is not carried
through time, it acts it; it does not have time, it exists temporally.

The form, the order and the course of time are the universal and necessary

"pure or empty

structures of subjectivity (subject as activity). Thus
time as such is nothing or is non-existent. It is nothing apart from ac-
tions or events that are revealed in experience. 1If it is anything it is

2
one with them."

For the Samkhya-Yoga the significance of the present is that it is

lSEmkhya Pravacana Sutra, op. cit., 6.50.

ZSen, S. K., op. cit., p. 412,

~7
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the moment of mutation. And as such {t is also the moment of the suffusion
of the temporal fissuration.

In the present there is a single moment and there are no
earlier or latter moments, There is no combination of
them. But those moments which are past and future are

to be explained as inherent in the mutations. Accordingly,
the whole world passes through a mutation in a single mo-
ment.

The moment of mutation, the present is also the moment of activity
for the subject. The subjectivity, as activity, in the present, could not
call forth that which is disjunct or independent of it. The suffusion of
fissuration is possible only because the subjectivity as present is onto-
logically related to its past and future mode of being. The subjectivity
(Buddhi) then exists as already-having been, presence-to, and being—
possible. Over against the past, the subject exlsts in the present and
acts in order to actualize the future.

Had there been no past (existence of being in its unmanifest

form) the existence of the present (existence of being in

‘its manifest form) wou'd have been impossible. And the pre-

sent contains the future mode of beinpg in its potential form

(existence of being in its unmanifest form). Had it not been

the case, the future never could come into existence as mani-
fest being.

lThus, then, the present is but a single moment, there are no 'pre-
ceding' or 'suceeeding' moments (in it), for there is no combination of -
these. The past and the future moments are, then, to be explained as in-

herent in 'the change (mutation). In that one moment (the present) the
whole world experiences change (undergoes mutation).Vyasa Bhasya, op. cit.,
p. 151.

2

yadi tu vartamanatvabhdvit atitdnagatyah sa&tvaﬁ hantobhovartamang-
syd+pyaphavo’ titdndagatatvabhivat. adhvadharmyavisitatayd tu sattvan
trayanamapyavisistamityabhiprayena.....Tattva Vaiéf}nd{ by Vacaspati Misra,
op. cit., 4.12.
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The %pnﬁamental mode of thg experience of subjectivity (subject as activity
is temporal. In the présent the subject shoves back the former moments
‘and makes présent the fyture ones. This dfsengagement from one moment

. : \
(Eggggjyand a tu}ning toward another is what is given as the primitive

.
phenomenon of successiont(krama). A succession of events, however, is not
the same thing as a conception or awareness of that succes§don. It is_%
pre-thematic mode of subjective being. Due to the process of making pre-
sent over against 'having already been' (bhuta) and toward 'that which is

to come' (bhavisya) life of the subject is lived as temporal flow. Ve live

in a flyx because the subjective experience is structured temporally. But

" * the temporal subject is not aware of its temporality; to be aware of its

3

temporality is to be self-aware, i.e. to objectify itself, to step aside

and be ahble to look at itselflas a totality, as an ordered whole. 1In

4 !
2g}ng this the subject does not act but reflects. This is that mode of
beding in which the sattva gets preponde;énce over rajas. Conscious ref-
lection takes the place of purposive activity. Time-awareness cmerges
throuéh ;elf—conscious reflection upon our presence to and engagement in
the’ world, as‘having already bcenngghgzg) toward 'that which is to come'

¢
(bhavisya).

Through the complex interrelation of existential and conscigus fac-

_/

tors, each of the temporal dimensions appear as ordered despite their dif-
i N

ferences. At the same time, we become aware of the iﬂterdepéndence of each

of the dimensions in so far as the conscious acts through which we have

access to the past, present and future point beyond themselves to real

asﬁects of a single subjective being. ,

P
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Self-reflection being the mode of 'objectification' of the self-
reflecting self is also the mode of the recovery of the transcendental

subject or transcendental consciousness as the formal ontological ground

t
of the self-reflecting self. It is in the mode of reflection that the

*
N

true dialectical character of the being of the empiric subjecf (Buddhi)
can be grasped. We have already noted this point. However, before
‘bringing out the full implications of the transcendental consciousness

let us attempt to grasp the significance for the sﬁbject which is essen- ‘
tially temporal.

In and through, reflection the essential structure of temporality
as the mam{fold of subjective experiences discloses itself to the self-
reflecting self. The sélf—reflecting self grasps the essential 'other-
ness' of the whole world of our ordinary experience. Reflection discovers
our eﬁpiric existence in ghe self-reflecting act of subjectivity (being
of Buddhl) as the mode of its world-involvement, of its entanglement in

everyday situations and projects (adhyavas3ya or vyavasE’ya).'1 As a struc-

ture of this.everydayness.the self-reflecting self comes to discover the
structure of temporality, i.e. the order of time, the form of time, etc.
Furﬁhermore, in the reflective mode of Being the subject discovers
that as Sub3ectivity it is present to various kinds of objects in 1its phe-
nomenal mode of exist®nce. It discovers that.in being present to the

world it is out there in the world of its own past and future. Past and

future constitute the existential background over .and égainst which :

s

1 .
See Supra, p. 113.

.
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subjectivity as adhyavasaya operates as being present to tbe world of
things whigh it is actively concerned with and which it uses for its own
purpose. Thus, in reflection the subject comes to see that it is ab-
sorbed in the objects to which it is present, and thereby it grasps that
an aspect of its existence is to be present-to and present alongside of
a multitude of objects:

The subject then through reflection discovers the essential mode of
being of subjectivity - it discovers as a unity which exists as already-
having-been, present to objects of various kinds and as a possibility
towards its own future. Through reflection, then, the subject becomes
conscious of its own existence as tri-dimensional. Thus in the mode of

—
self-reflection the subject gains access to the structure of temporality
vis-a-vis to subjectivity. It becomes aware of its own temporal exper-
:;nce as a lived unity of its own strivings and dispositions. Thus the
subject relates to itself as temporal. 1In the process, the subject sees
itself as the prirn:iple of I-ness, as the temporal becoming which tends h
to appropriate the world as its own (Ahamkara).

* However, the dialectic of reflection also demands that by the same
act that the subject objectifies itself it also comes to grasp its formal
grounding in the pu;; subject or the transcendental consciohsness. The

dispersion and fissuration of subjectivity also consists in the very

ontological structuring of it.l While it has its existential ontological

[}

lIt 1s important to remember that subjectivity (Buddhi-Ahamkara
structure) has a peculiar ontological character. On the one hand being
the realm of embodiment it is related to Prakrti. On the other,

(continued on bottom of next paée)
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ground in the world (@rakrti) its formal ontological érounding is in
the realm of transcendental consciousness itself. It is precisaly this
formal ontological grounding in the pure consciousness that constitutes
the possibility of transcendence in the mode of self-reflection. The
moment of reflection for the empiric subject is alsc the moment of dis-
criminative awareness (viveka). 1In the discriminative awareness, the
subject discovers not only the essential otherness of 1ts existence as
subjectivity, but it also comes to recover its own original mode of
being, its own formal ontological grounding in pure consciousness. 1In
this single instance of the being of consdiousness the subject-object
distinction is totally obliterqted.l Here, in the mode of discriminative
awareness, the subject is precisely that which is subjectively identical
with itself and, therefore, is not an independent object to itself. The
SEﬁkhya—Yoga "is not concerned at all with the world in itself except so
far as it is instru?ental in the discrimination of the isolated or pure

Purusa.”2 And we may add, here, that the Samkhya-Yogd is typical of the

entirety of Indian Philosophy in the attitude to the world.

(continued from bottom of previous page)

reflecting the consciousness of Purusa, 1t seems to take the form of Purusa.
Thus empiric subject has a built-in Structure of fissuration. Purusa is
its formal ontological basis because Buddhi tends to take the form 6f con-
sciousness that belongs to Purusa. Prakrti, on the other hand, is the ex-
istential ontological basis, for subject (Buddhi) is essentially embodiment
and operates through Indriyas. See Jayamangala: ..... buddhyadi dvardi
bhavati.....éégépi tu buddhiZndriyakarmendriyani dvarani.....trailokyagatam
purusasyartha siksamasthufavisayalaksanam prakadyibhivyaktim.....The Jaya-

mangala, op. cit., p. 42.

1Dasgupta, S. N., Yoga as Philosophy and Religion, op. cit., p. 154.

2Larson, op. cit., p. 222,
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Thus, in the act of reflection we can discern two specific moments;
the moment of discovery and the moment of recovery. The first mode of
reflection is operative within the framework of otherness, i.e. where
consciousness sees itself as something out of itself, as something in and
aldng with the world of objectivities. This is the mode of discovery of

.

the being of the self as not-self. 1In this discovery of the essential

being of the self, as not-self (Buddhi-Ahafmkara structure), the self comes

to constitute itself as of the world. Reflection as discovery (the being
of Buddhi) is essentially the mode of the constitution of the self as not-
self. Reflection as discovery is the realm of actuality and activity, and
as such it belongs to the present for present alone is the moment of activity
and actuality. Activity is the mark of otherness of the subject and the
object; i£ 1s the mode of subjects acting on the object. It is precisely
for this reaéon that reflection as acitivity of discovery 1s also the mode
of the self-transcendence of the reflective self. In reflection as dis-
covery the reéflective self turns to itself as an object of reflection.
However, contrasted with this is the mode of reflection as recévery.
Reflection as recovery 'isolates itself from the contents of consciousness.
It is the mode of the dispossession of the objective contents of reflection

founded on-er individuality (Ahamkara). Viveka (discrimination) is con-

comitant with vairagya (dispossession). While reflection as discovery is
the structure of the withdrawal of the self.into the original mode of 1its
being as pure consciousness. Reflectlion as recovery is pure contemplation
and makes possible the being of consciousness in its pure form. The being

of consciousness in its pure form, when seen from the perspective of

{o
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temporality, manifest the very characteristics of eternity precisely in
the sense of 'non-temporality' (timelessness).1 It is the dissolution
of the inner structure of reflection as activity2 (an act of the subjec-
tivity) in the present which comprises the past and future as an onto-
logical relation within the structure of subjectivity. Reflection as
contemplation is deliverance from activity of the present; the present
itself undergoes a metamorphosis in that it comes to be a pure present
or a now which is essentially eternity. While the now of the subjectiv-
ity as temporality is alwa&s fragm;ntary and incomplete the now of the. 3
‘franscendental subcht is essentially limitless in the sense that it is
complete. It is infinite presence.

It must, here, be noted thét this transcendence of the t;mporal
now is itself a function of the present. The dialectical character of
the relationship of the world and consciousness ié nowvhere more concretely
discernible than in the structure of the present. The present which is
eminently the moment of world-involvement and subject's activity is also
at once the moment of the transcendence of the world of subjectivity. It

18 in the present that the self-reflecting self undergoes a complete

1VyEsa Bhasya on the Yoga Sutra 4,33, op. cit.

2Th¢ Samkhya-Yogd looks at reflection as an action and thus extrinsic
to the essential being of Purusa as pure consciousness. For the modifica-
tion of thought called "meditation' is the noblest of all modifications
(incident to Soul, or pure Thought, whose blessedness, or state of emanci-
pation, it 1is to have no modification at all).....meditation cannot belong
to Soul essentially, because of the immobility of Soul (Purusa); whereas
"meditation' is an effort.....The Siamkhya Aphorisms, (trans.) . Ballantyne,
J. R., op. cit., pp. 218-219.
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metamorphosis - it emerges essentially as what it is - as the ﬁure con-
sciousness, bereft of all vicissitudes, dispersions and contradictions
of the realm of the objectiveybeing (REEEEELl- It is in this sense,
Samkhya-Yoga is a soteri?logy of the present. Salvation is attained in

f
the present, and thus' a soteriology which is non-eschatological. It

is not withodt reas;; that the system speaks of the contemplation on the
"Moment' as the mode of the being of eternity. In this Momept, the mo-
ment of the present on which the refleetive self reflects, is also when
the whole universe seems to undefgo a radical change. This is also the
moment of the dawn of di;criminative awareness which coincides with the
transcending of the realm of temporality (the realﬁ of limited now) into
the realm of eternity (the realm of eternal now). The realm of Purusa)

in isolation from the world of activities is the realm of eternity - it

is the mode of the being of Infinitude.
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Consciousness and Transcendence of Temporality: The Abhidharmika Perspective

‘We will now examine the structure of consciousness (vijnana) -
" and the pivotal rolg assigned to it in thé\zbhidharmika scheme of

things. Contrasted with the Sﬁhkhya-Yoga understanding of pure-
consciousness in substantive terms the Ebhidharmikas propose a pureiy .
functional understanding offconsciousness. Emphasis here shifks from
the givenness of consciousness as a transcendental condition of all
reflection and cognition to the very process of the opératién of
consciousness, conceived as immanent in the functions of cognition and
reflection. Consciousness is‘not the mode gf being of a self-identical
self which, essentially, is a~temporai and without differentiétibn and
fissuration. Rather, consciousness (Vijﬁéﬁa) as a dharma is continqi}ly
on the go, is never self-identical; and as Ehe structure of becoming and
c;uéal conditioning it ié‘essentially temporal.1 Change, differentiation
"and fissuration are built into the mode of being of consciousness as a

.2 ) . .
dharma. Temporality, therefore cannot be overcome by consciousness
——— i T e ; :

1V1jﬁ5na is a samskrta dharma. By difinition samskrta dharmas are
temporal (adhva) and impermanent ta eva safiskrta gatagacchadgamls—
yadbhava~ﬂadhvanah, adyante nityatayeti va; Abhidharmakosam, (1970),
.cit. p. 26, adyanCe nityataya bhaksyanta ityadhvana iti samskrtd
evadhvaéébdena bhagvata desitah Sphutartha Abhidharmakosﬁ Yxakbyﬁ,

1949, op.cit., p. 23.

-

‘samskrta dharmas are called temporal (dhva) precisely because change
or impermanence (anityata)eats them up.' .Ibid

3y . . . R
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as long as it is consciousness. Overcoming of temporality, 1.e.
transcendence of the realm of temporal existence would imply the
overcoming of the fissuration, change anﬂ becomingness of consciousness.
But since these are structural to conscioﬁﬁness it follows that its
transcendence would mean its dissolution. iNirvina or freedom is not
the recovery of an original mode of being &f’consciousness; it is the
dissolution ofﬂany mode of being of consciousness., It Es extinction of
the very structure of the conséiousness as flow. Contrast with the
Sankhya-Yoga ontology is obvious here.

Phenomenologically speaking, the distinction between the
overcoming of temporality in the recovery of comnsciousness -and the
dissoclution of consciousness 1s an extremely important distinction.
Loosing sight of this distinction will lead to an underestimation of
the differences between the basic orientation of the two systems, For
both the systems temporality ‘is essentially an imperfectionI character-—
ibtic of the finitude and ought(to be overcome in the mode of being
of Ehe non-temporal. ﬁowéver; the mode of being of the non-temporal
has drastically ‘different implications for the subject as the structure
of world-invoivement. While for Samkhya-Yoga, Subject as pure coh;

sclousness retains its individuated identity and is a case of recovering

of 1ts original mode of being, for Abhidharmikas the subject must give

-
- .

1 This is the connotation of the term vikrti characteristic of the
phenomena as modification of Prakrti in’ Sdmkhya-Yoga. A similar
understanding of phenoména constituted of samskrta dharma is present
in the Abhidharma literature,
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up its original mode of being and its individuality in order to attain
nirvana, Nirvana, though eternally existent and constantly present,

is not an original mode of being that the subject somehow lost and regains.
World (samsara) as the structure of temporal becoming does not share

the ontological character of Nirdéqa which for the Abhidharmikas is
eternally existent and beyond the operation\of the forces of
conditionedness (sarhskrtatva).1 v

It is important to be reminded that for Abhidharmika Buddhism,

Nirvéya is not a negative concept; it is not an emptiness either in

the form of an ontological nothingness without any substance or a state

___4-1\__’__..
of being which is rendered non—existant on conceptual analysis.

1 The question of the existence of Nirvana as a separate dharma which is
not subject to the forces of conditionedness has been a matter of
controversy between the Sarvastivadins and the sautrantikas., While
the Sautrantikas deny that Nirvdpa exists or is real, Sarvashivada
affirms it's reality as a separate d¢harra. For the details of the
argument and counterargument, see AbhidharmakoSam, 1970, op.cit.,
pp 318-328. Also see Sphutartha Abhidharmakoga Vyakhy3, 1959,
op.cit., pp. 145-152.

2

The negativism as a philosophical doctrine (é‘unyavada),if at all the
u}t{mate philosophical positicn, is the one that is associated with
Nagarjupa. This is at least the historical truth even though it is
increasingly questioned in modern times. Samkara criticised it as
expressly a negative doctrine (See Samkara's Bhdsya on Brahma Sitra
2.2.31). The other exponent of negativism as a viable philosophical

doctrine is Prajnakaramati, the author of the~Ranjika on the
Bodhicaryavatara of Santidéva.

As a paradigm of a negativism implying dissolution through conceptual
analysis may be cited the Advaita Vedanta, according to which the
state of being 1is rendered in retrospection non-existent by means of
conceptual separation of the ground and the superimposed. See
Mangggabf Brahmasiddhi, Madras: Madras Law Journal Press, 1932,

P. , ff.
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Rather,Nirviga is a mode of positive being, an eternal existence which
is‘écquired or reached and possessed (Eripti).l Nirvana is eternally
existent and as a reality it is posited over and against tﬁe'realicy
of temporally determined dharmas. Within the Abhidharmika context it
is possible to discern distinction renmiscient of the Samkhya-Yoga

categories of permanence (parindmi nityatda) and eternity (kutastha

nityata). Samtana or the continuum which, theoretically, is never-

ending and is in that sense 'permanent' is not, however, a case of
overéoming of temporality.2 Endlessness is not conquexring of
temporality at all, but rather it is a prolongation or perpetuation of
temporality's defect. Samtd@na (continuum) may be described as having
a temporal mode of permanence in the sense that its coming to an end
18 not part of its meaning as becoming. But this 'permanence' of thg
continuum can not be ascribed the value of eternity because it is )

only continuity of imperfection (conditionedness), prolongation of

non-perfection. Nirvdna, on the other hand, is described by Abhidharmika

L

N

as gternal (pitya) in a non-temporal sense. As dharma or reality
Nirvana is eternity precisely in the sense that it transcends the

mode of imperfection or conditionedness (gamskrtattva). Nirvana is

unconditioned and eternal because it is not subject to the operation

. . . 3
of the forces of conditionedness, namely jafd, jara, sthiti etc.

1 Abhidharmkosfam, 1970, op.cit., pp. 23, 211-212, 319.

2 npityam kudalam casti dravyantaram. tadvisamyogascocyate pratisamkhyd
(=nirvana) nirodhasceti sarvamevasamskrtamadﬁ@yamiti, Ibid., p. 321.

3

etani hi samskrtasya catvari lak§apsni.yatrait3ni bhavanti sa dharmah
samskrto laksyate viparyddasamskrtah. Ibid., p. 253.
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v

As the realm of eternity Nirvana is fullness of spiritual beilng,
a completedness which constitutes the horizon into which the individual
as subject dissolves. Overcoming of temporality in the present case

S
also 1s a function of reflection as a mode of the being &f the subject-

ivity as consciousness. As reflection subjectivity is eéifntially in
fellowship with what is contemplated. Reflection’as an act con-
sciousness consists of a fellowship of what is contemplated and wkat
contemplates.l Contrasted with Samkhya Yoga, which admits the
possibility of consciousness without content, Abhidharma proposes

an essential reciprocity of“the consciousness and its content.

In this reciprocity of consciousness and content consists the
essential imperfection of consciousness (samskrtatva), for conscious-
ness itself 1is both conditioning and conditioned byﬁ;ther dharma§.2
Reciprocity and mutual conditioning also implies reciprocal otherness

between the two. While the Samkhya-Yoga makes the recognition of this

otherness as the very condition for freedom, for the Abhidharmika the

1 Accprding to Abhidharmkos®a citta, manas and vijnana are inter-

changeable terms used for consciousness. Consciousness is always
dependent upon what 1t cognizes: cittam mano’tha vijnanamekartha

=4

p?ﬁcadha,Abhidharmakosﬂam, 1970, op,cit., p. 208-209, samprayuktakahetustu

cit'tachaittah, Ibid., p. 306; also saman asfrayo yesam te cittacaitta
anyonyam samprayuktakahetuh, Ibid., p. 307. ]
2 Cittécaitah sAhgvasfyaﬁ sarva samskrtalaksanaih praptya, Iﬁid.,

p. 185-186.
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otherness must be dissolved. However, the disgolution of the other-
/
ness does not consist in the discerning of an identity overreaching

the different i.e., the consciousness claiming the object or the
content of it as its own (such would be a case of invetrate tendency

: 1 <
to conceptualize in terms being, the satkEyadgéti, which Abhidharmika

rejects.). It consists in the disclaiming of consciousness as well as

2
its content (visamyo_ga).

Thus the overcoming of temporality, the process of becomingness

of the conditioned dharmas (samskrtattva) is essentially the dissolution
of the subjectivity in the mode of otherness. Subjectivity or con-

sciousness which loses the other through which alone could it express

.

itself, loses its subjecthood. Just as the objJect which become the

possession of the consciousness are not mere objects and must be

- 3
described as that which belongs to the consciousness (caitesika),
—— e e

so the consciousness which is bereft of its content must completely
lose 1its existing character as consciousness. o
Thus, within Abhidhdrmika scheme, at least two moments in

consclousness can be discerned. Cognition is the mode of claiming of

object as other by the subject. Reflection is the mode of disclaiming

See Supra, p. 155.

Visamyogah ksayo dhiya _ _
ksayah = nirodhah dhi = prajna . tena pratisamkhyanirodho visamyoga-
phalamityuktam bhavati,Abhidharmkosfam, 1970, op.cit., p. 332.

3 Sce Abhidharmkosfam, 1970, kdrika 23-33 and bhdsya on them, Ibid,pp. 186-211.

-

®
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of this otherness. It is the realization that all dharmas as conditioned
are essentially on the same ontological footing. It is the realization
that consciousness, as much as its content, is essentially impermanent
and conditioned., Reflection as an act of consciousness, then, inevitably
brings about as it were a perfect unity of the subject and object, Sut
this unity is nothing other than the abrogation of the subject by its
complete annulment. Temporality surely is overcome through the

negation of the distinction of the subject and object. But it must not
be forgotten that this in turn entails an overcoming‘af the subjecthood.

I
The eternity of Nirvana as the stillness of consciousneéss (sthita )

povercomes the flow of  temporality through complete extinctio; of con-
sciousness as the cognitional basis of all temporality. In this lies
the dialectical character of consclousness.

Thete is another implication of this dialectic of consciousness.
Consciousness, according ;o the Abhidharmikas, takes the form of the

. . 1 . . . .
object that it cognizes. Accordingly the consciousness which cognizes

Nirvana must also become of the nature of Nirvana. Consciousness

itself is temporal because it is both conditioning and conditioned.
It retains this character of temporality in its encounter with the

objects which themselves are temporal and conditioned (samskrta dharma).

But in its encounter with that which is unconditioned and beyond the
pall of temporality and becomingness, consclousness must of necessity
lose its own conditionedness and temporality. In other words it must

lose its character of consciousness.

Ibid., p. 208.



-

%ternity of Nirvana in tﬁe sense of constant presence or 'eternal
now', within the gféép of conéciousnéss as reflection, brings out the
trge séteriologich im;ort of Abhidharmiké speculation about the
structure of temporal becominé. Here too structural similarity and

themafic> congruity with the Samkhya-Yoga soteriology are quite

14

prominent. For both the systems salvation iswnot in future, but it is
in the présent. It is not.to be realized at some distané moment, wien -
the temporal process shall come to an end. fhe protess of temporal
becoming as the structure of world participation is a given fact, and
as a fact it cannot be annihilated or terminated. It will never come
to an end. The process as fact is permanent (iﬁ the kemporal sénéey.
Its termination,is not conceivable. Salvation therefore, of necessity,

.o ~ ‘ .
lies in the present. It is in the temporal present that the Nirvana

can be attained. It is the present that constitutes the!stepping
9

»

stone to the 'eternal now.'

The realizatioA of Nirvana as eternity is possible precisely
because it is-an existent fact. It is;not sometﬁing previoq§ly non-
existent which becomes existentlin the;present. It is eternally
present and as such is the very opposite of the temporal now which is
constantly moving. But the act of transcendence as an act of con-
sciousness is performed within the coﬁpass of this temporal present.
It is not without significance that the Buddhist canons exhort the
aspirant: ''Get ye across this/sticky mire, let not the‘Moment pdss

~

(khano ve ma upaccaga), for they shall mourn whose.moments past
_____'_-—--—-o
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1 -
(khannatita hi socanti)". Those whose ''moment has been caught"

(khano vo R_piladdho) are the fortunate ones,: ‘while those whose

- 2
moment has past' (Khandtita) are the unfortunate ones. The moment
of release is sudden and "coA%rasts with the length of the Way, the

aeonic time that is now and once for all escaped'.

Concluding Observations

In this final chapter we offered Qur interpretation of two
systems' articulation of temporality and its'implications for con-

4 ’
sclousness. The thrust of the argument was to bring out the structure

of metaphysical transcendentalism as represented in thei{ cqpception
of efernity’that the two s&stems imply. _Of pivot;lgimportance both
to SEﬁ%hya—Yoga and the Abhidarma B%ddhism, was the analysis of the
experienée of_temporélityndefined as finitude, and to determine
whecher-or not gxp;riencing of temporality necessarily implieé
positing a transcendentai time as the receptum of entities. In
other‘words, is temporality an éxperience of the flow of entities and
eVéhCS-;S they are present to consci#ugness in>the original mo&e of
their famitation i.e. finitude,or it is an experience of the flow of

entities and events as mediated through a transcéndental principle of

time! It was our attempt to show that in both the systems temporality

Cited in Coomaraswamy, op.cit., p. 44 (Sn. 333, cf. Dh. 315, Tha.
403, 653, 1005, The. 5,. 459 )

2 Ibid., (S. &, 126).

3 1Ibid., p. 45.
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is explained in. terms of our experiencq'which is radically and essentially

~~
—~

a revelation of our immediatg contact with the world of dynamic change
= ]

and flow exemplyfying finitude.

\In pursuit of this insight we analyzed the Samkhya-Yoga attempt
to ground temporal%ty in subjec%ivity. Our analysis was primarily an
attempt to show tha; the Samkhya-Yoga does not tend to reduce.the
expergénce of temporality to the cénsciousness of temporality for an
atemporal tf;nscendental.conséiousness. The two were placed in two

~reé}ms:of being, though with a possibiligy of the dialectical contact
be;ween the two. However, the dialectic of contact (saﬁzoga) also
iqpliés the loss of the original mode of being of fhe transcendeﬁtal
consciousness, which can be reg;ined or recovered thfough éh%f?galectic

of reflection, which itself, in the ultimate analysis,is part and parcel

of the temporal mode of being. Thus from our point of view, the

Sy - .

Samkhya-Yoga's analysis, of temporality can be regarded as an argument
both directly for ibe possibility of temporal experience independent® ,

of time as a transcendentdl condition of this experiencé, and indirectly

for the transcendence of temporality in the realm of eternity, which we'
saw to be the mode of‘being of Purusa. The important aspect of this
argument is the implicit agsertion that temporality as the experience.

of the becomingness of the world as a dynaﬁic flow cannot be 'reduced to

a mere appearance for a transcendental consciousness.

&

RN
The temporal differentiation is not appearance to the pure

subject, ‘but enters inEo awareness as a specific fact in the life -
* 3 .

history of subjectivi;y as the structure of world-involvement. On

[
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this specific issue we found the basic positions of both the Samkhya-

Yoga and the Abhidharma concurrent. In either case it can be said
that any atteﬁpt to reduce temporality to appearance in and for
atemporal éonsciousness would be an exercise'in futility, For bqth the
systems, experience of temporality for an atemporal consciousness must
be.ruled out. Both ?f them seem to agree in mZ@ntaining that ex-
gerience of temporality entails subjectiQity immanent to the structure
" of world-involvement (Buddhi-Ahahmkarsistructure in the case of Samkhya-
Yoga and the structure of Skandhas in the case of Abhidharma Buddh;sm).
Supjectivity as immanent in this structure is always losing its
autonomy precisely in the sense that éubjectivity as empiric conscious-—
ness is inconceivable without the content of cénsciousness. In the
mode of being éf subjectivitx,the mutual otherness of the subject and
object or consciousness and its content is constantly and stéadily
overcome. It is subject to s&stemaxic disappearance. This is what is

implied by becoq}ng aware of something. Awareness or experience, then,

.

in a sense, is this very structure of the 'disappearance’' of conscious-

ness as consciouéne;s i.e. as entailing Qhe otherness of subject and
object. This is the mode of being of empiric codsciou;ness thch always
is "consciousness of" (citta, Buddhi). Phenomenologically speaking,
thls structure of 'disappearance' of consciousness discernible in the

: exﬁerien;e of temporal becoming or temporality also privides the clue
for the transgendgnce of temporality. If empirjic consciousness loses

itself partially 2n the experience of temporality, it loses itself

completely in the experience of eternity. This is accomplished through
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.

self-reflection or critical reflection as a mode of transcendence

which thus seems intrinsic.to the very structure of consciousness as
A4

)

reflection,
- |

Thus, above is a generalized picture of this common structure

between the two points of view outlined in the course of this study.

. The constant concern with the analysis of moments in both the systems

under investigation may be understood as the exemplification of a

. ) a , '
soteriology of the present, or what we have termed as the non—eschatologlcal'

soteriology. Samkhya-Yoga, while not accepting the ksanikavida of

‘Buddhism (the momentary arising and disappearance) accepts the

»

doctrine of the moment (ksana) over against the more popuiar Brahmanical
doctrine of time (Eélgl. Whether the doctrine\is originally a Buddhist
doctrine or a Brahmnical one is a question that gvades any easy solution,
We are not quite certain if Stecherbatsky's observation éhat "the origin
of the theory of Instantaneous Being is probably pre—Buddhist"l has

any positive historical evidence to support it. . Nor is there any in-
.controvemtible evidengre to substantiate the claim that the.Yoga—BhEsya
in‘its articulation of the pjﬁblem of temporality agreed verbatim and
accepted the doctrine of the Abhidhgrmikas.2 The historical question

-

of the exact nature and extent of interaction between Sdmkhya-Yoga

R
1 Stcherbatsky, Th., Buddhist Logié, Vol I, The Hague: Mouton
& Co., 1932, p. 108,
2

Takagi, S., "A Comparative Study of Time in Yogabh3sya and Abhidharma
Buddhism", Mikkyo Bunka, Koyosan, 1963, pp. 68-83.

C
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and Abhidharmika Buddhism is an important issue demanding further and

fuller investigation by the historians of religions. This however,
)

is beyond the scope of the prééent work.. What we have attempted in

these pages is to show a significant structural similaiity in the

articulation of 'the specific problem. This raises important questions

4
about the philosophical postulates of the two soteriologies. Are thg
two systems really/ two distinct and opposed expressions of the
philosophical spirit characteristic of the religious philosophies of

India, or is it not perhaps the case that despite their differences
: ~

they also profoundly share some important ontological nuances and

. M
stand together in contradistinction only to the"eschatological

A
soteriologies of Judaeo ~Christian traditions?

-

)
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