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Preface

To any historian studying philosophy as a phenomenon of
human civilization the views of old Indian thinkers on Time are
an exceptionally attractive as well as instructive subject. We learn,
not without surprise, that this notion, which seems so abstract,
already appears in the oldest pre-systematical records, not how-
ever as an empty Anschauungsform® but as a concrete mytho-
logical hypostasis. We meet it later on in a number of developed
scholastic systems, as an impersonal substance, as a subtle Time-
stuff. This very »physicalism« of the Indian Time-notion is its
most striking feature. | am devoting to it the first chapter of
the present study, without trying however to sketch the history
of its development as reflected in the oldest mythological specu-
lations. | shall confine myself to giving the main points and
arguments of the philosophy of Time-substance as represented
by Vaisesikas and Mimainsakas, the two classical representatives
of the kalavUda.

The second chapter is devoted to the problem of Time in
early Buddhism and in the system of the Vibhasa. The first sub-
ject to be discussed here is the reconstruction of the pre-cano-
nical Buddhist Time-theories. My observations concerning this
problem are evidently only provisional and hypothetical, never-
theless, the fact that the old Buddhism diverged, on this point
as well, from the constructions of the Abhidharma is beyond
doubt.

The next and the most important problem is the Vaibha-
sika doctrine of the three Time-epochs, the traikUIlyavada. JiVe
are now relatively well informed on this doctrine by the Abhi-
dharmakosa, and the work of interpretation carried on by Rosen-
berg, de La Vallee Poussin and Stcherbatsky helped us to under-
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stand its most substantial points. Nevertheless some questions
remained unexplained, as for instance the problem of the »activity«
(karitra) of an element and its relation to »essence« (svabhava).
I have tried to ascertain the standpoint of the Vaibhasikas in this
matter on the basis of some evidences from Mahévibhédsa and
Nyayanusarasastra.

The doctrine of the traikalya is an interesting and original
attempt at replacing the hypostasis of a substantial Time by
another hypostasis, viz. that of real future and past elements of
being. Each dharma exists through the three phases of the fu-
ture, present and past. The future has no beginning but it has
an end, the present has both a beginning and an end; the past
has a beginning but no end. In this sense it is said that a dharma
exists always (— sarvam asti — sadasti — sarvadUsti) and that it is
only its »mode of existence« (bhcLva* avasthU) which is changing.

This theory has been criticised by the Sautrantikas, a school
which has a long history not yet sufficiently explored. But the-
arguments against the traikalyavUda seem to have been stereo-
typed in all epochs, from the old Dérstantikas till the school of
Sautrantika-Yogacaras. | have refrained from giving an exposition
of these arguments, but | have given instead a complete trans-
lation of the traikalyapariksa in the Tattvasamgraha of Santara-
ksita and Kamalasila. Both these authors are Sautrantika-Yogéacaras.

The main idea of the Sautréntika doctrine is the negation
of the reality of the future and past elements: the only one o
be real is the dynamical moment of efficacious activity (artha-
kriya-kwritra) and this is essentially »present«. The distinction of
the three times is only a construction of the mind, a pure ima-
gination. In the place of the Time-substance and also in the
place of real future and past elements. Buddhism in its ripest
form puts the theory of moments, the ksanavada® thus closing
an important chapter in the history of the Time-problem on
Indian soil.

Between the Indian and Western speculations on Time many
parallelisms can be pointed out. The notion of Time existing
independently as a substance was not unknown to Grreek philo-
sophers (Epicurus?, lamblichus, Proclus), and it survives even in
Newton’s philosophy. His temptis absolutum, verum et mathema-
ticum which flows evenly and exists in se et natura sua absque



relatione ad externum quodvis® differs however from the Indian
Time-snbstance which is conceived principally as an immovable
stuff containing movable, contingent phenomena. It may conse-
quently be compared rather with the dharma of the Jainas, the
fine, ubiquitous substance which makes motion possible, like water
to a moving fish.

A thorough analysis of the Indian and Western coinciden-
ces in Time speculation is however not possible as long as the
history of Time notion in Western thought is not sufficiently
examined. In this regard—in spite of a recent study by Z Za-
wirski, L *evolution de la notion dii temps® Cracovie 1936 — much
remains to be done by historians of ancient as well as of modern
philosophy.

Another problem which can also only be pointed out is the
influence of Indian Time-theories on the philosophy of Islam.
Unfortunately, it is a subject as important as it is obscure. The
informations of Horten, Die philosophischen Probleme der spekula-
tiven Theologie im Islam® Bonn 1910, p. 72, taken from the trea-
tise »The roaring Sea« (al-Bahr az-zajihar) of ’Ahmad ibn Jahja
ibn al-Murtada show an unquestionable influence of the Buddhist
traikUlyavada® but the details as to whence and by which routes
these influences travelled remain to be examined.

In a word: more is left to be done than what has already
been achieved in this line and so this study is reaUy only a mo-
dest contribution to a vast and complicated question.

I can only cherish the hope that | shall be able to continue
my researches in a further series of similar contributions.



L The philosophy of Time-Substance

Indian philosophy arose out of mythology not in a round-
about way through protest and scepticism, as Deussen imagined,
but directly through a rationalization of mythological hypostases.
It is often said that mythology is a symbolical philosophy. This
formulation is not wrong, provided that the term »symbol« is
taken in its proper meaning. »Myth« is a »sjonbol« in the sense
that it describes a real, primeval miracle which happened once
upon a time and created a holy precedent, a holy paradigm which
is since repeated and reconstructed in rituals, acts of cult and
ceremonies  When told in words it is a holy story, when con-
sidered as a precedent it is a norm for the explanation of life
and the world, hence a »doctrine«. The transition from mythology
to philosophy is imperceptible: wherever philosophy was created,
it sprang from the same faith which formed myths.

The starting point of the evolution of Indian philosophy is
the sacred story about the creation of the world by the Cosmical
Anthropos, an asexual or rather bisexual supreme god who, through
a series of hypostases, emanates the empirical plurality out of
himself. The lranian variant of this divine androgyne is Zurvan,
the parent of the inimical twins, Ahuramazda and Angramanyu.
In Vedic lore he appears as Purusa, as Prajapati, as Brahman
and Atman; in Buddhism he can be easily discovered in the per-
son of the Grreat Male, the Mahapurusa Tath&gata; in Hinduism
his attributes are inherited by Visum and Siva

~For this definition of the myth cf. B. Malinowski, The
Foundations of Faith and Morals® Biddel Memorial Lectures,
London 1986.

~We are indebted -for the detailed reconstruction of the
old-Indian myth about Anthropos to the remarkable work of
Dr Maryla Falk, Il mito psicologico nelV India antica® Memorie



Unfortunately, we can build only suppositions about the
genesis of this conception. According to a well known and
undoubtedly ancient version, the differentiation of the Anthropos
consists in its »disintegration«: the divine androgyne was dis-
membered in sacrifice and out of his parts arose the Sun, the
Moon, the Earth, etc. It is easy to suppose some relation between
this version and the myths about the dismemberment of Osiris,
Attis, Tiamat, etc., but it is very difficult to prove that relation in
detail. We can only quote as an hypothesis the supposition of
Professor Przyluski, La Grande Deesse® Museon XLIX p. 303®
that the god-androgyne is as a rule a substitute for the Great
Mother Goddess, and that the Indo-lranian Anthropos is the re-
sult of an amalgamation between the old Asiatic Great Goddess
and the Indo-European masculine Father-God of the type of
Dyaus-Zeus. At any rate, the non-Indo-European and also non-
Aryan origin both of Zurvan and of Purusa is beyond all reasonable
doubts. The bisexual androgyne is somehow or other connected
with the pre-Aryan substratum of lIranian and Indian civiliza-
tions. In the Brahmanical literary tradition it appears, in spite
of all retouching, as an adaptation of a ready-made doctrine,
developed outside Brahminism.

Among the substances emanated by the Anthropos out of
himself in the creative process there appears, already in the
oldest records. Time, or rather »Year« (samvatsara) as the texts
say, at an epoch when the word kala® originally a pastoral term
denoting the driving of the cattle, ~ had not yet acquired its la-
ter, abstract meaning. According to BY X 190, 2 the »Year«
originated as the first product out of Cosmic Waters. According
to Brh. Ar. Up. | 2, 4 the Anthropos at first emanates the female
hypostasis Speech (Vac), and subsequently he himself, through his
mind (manasa)” unites with her in the sexual act as Death (Mrtyu)
and Hunger. The sperm then poured out, was the Year. For —
as the text adds — before there was no Year.

dell’ Accademia dei Lincei, Rome 1938. In this study the connec-
tion between the anthropological myth and yoga has been for
the first time fully elucidated and the whole complicated evolution
from the X Mandala of the Rg-Yeda till the beginnings of Bud-
dhism subtly disentangled.

1 Of. W. Wast, ZIl Bd. Y p. 165 ff.



Time created as a child of Death is itself Death. Therefore
that part of the Cosmos which is permeated by it is mortal and
impermanent. All mythological personifications of Kala as a god
of destruction and of inexorable fate, the identification of Time
with Yama, as well as his connection with the later belief in the
power of daiva and viddhi® the Indian Heimarmene, have their
source in this conception. Hellenistic astrology, when introduced
into India, might have made use of, but did not give birth to it.

Beyond the created Time lies the infinite, unlimited and
indivisible substance of immortality, the amrta. It permeates the
upper part of the Cosmos, but apart from that, being homoge-
neous and without limits, it reaches beyond the cupola of the
world into the sphere of the acosmic Absolute. It is identical
with the true essence of the Supreme Being, with that condition
which existed before the act of srati. And this very substance of
eternity is also identified with Time in some later texts. The
paradox is only apparent: the divisible changeable and flowing
Time can be onlj* an accident of the eternal Time; change, im-
permanence and death can be but a disturbance in the womb of
Eternity. The same god who as Hunger and Death impregnates
Speech is, at the same time, beyond death by his true nature.
He is Eternity, Unlimited Life without dying. In one word: he
is the Absolute Time. In this sense, according to a stereotyped
formula of the Brahmaeas, the god Prajapati is the Year™
The Buddhist hypostasis of Unlimited Life is Amitayus, in

~If we take into account the fact that Prajapati just as
Zurvan is androgyne and that, just as Zurvan, he is the father
of devas and asuras® the Indo-lranian parallelism should be con-
sidered as complete in this matter. Between Zurvanism and the
Indian identifications of the Supreme Being with Time there is,
undoubtedly, a very ancient connection. In opposition to Schefte-
lowitz. Die Zeit als Schicksalsgottheit in der indischen und irani-
schen Religion® Stuttgart 1929, who finds here later influences
of Hellenistic astrology, | accept, along with Professor J. Przy-
luski, rather the unity of Indian and Iranian civilizations based,
not only on the common pre-Aryan substratum, but also on histo-
rical interactions. About the date of ZurvSnism cf. now A. Chri-
stensen, L ’Iran sous les Sassanides® Copenhague 1936, p. 143 ff,,
430 ff. and of the same author Etudes sur le Zoroastrisme de la
Perse antique® Copenhague 1928.



Hinduism it is Kala as identified with Siva (= Mahdakala) or with
Yiseu. This torpe of divinity is quite different from Kala= Mrtyu
in the same degree as Absolute Time is different from Created
Time. As behoves a being who is the ultimate source of all anti-
theses, itself remaining far beyond and high above them, this
universal God-Time is absolutely »impartial«. It is He who speaks
through the mouth of Kreua in Bhagavad-Gita IX 29: samo
‘ham sarvabhitesu® na me dvesyo 'sti na priyah.

This identification of the Absolute with Time has played
no great part as a philosophical motive; it has however shown
great vitality, beginning from the well known hymns of Atharva-
Veda up to the latest scholastic treatises which do not omit the
kalavada when enumerating the possible metaphysical views

As | have already pointed out, the characteristic trait of
these oldest conceptions of Time is their »physicalism« or
better »somatism«: Time, empirical as well as absolute, is con-
ceived of as a kind of body, a subtle stuff filling space. The
principal difference between the created and the eternal Time
lies only in the fact that the former is divisible and limited
while the latter is one, homogeneous, indivisible and unlimited.
The empirical Time fills the lower part of the Cosmos which is
built up of coarse-matter and which lies under the Sun; the eter-
nal Time occupies the spiritual spheres on the other side. The
three folloAving passages may be quoted as an illustration. 1) Jai-
minlya-Br. 1 11: »All that is on the other side of the Sun is
immortal, but what is on this side is perpetually destroyed by
Day and by Night (="by the empirical Time, by Mrtyu) just as
a storm uprooting [trees etc.]. There are many worlds on the
other side of the Sun«. —2) Brh.Ar.Up.1V 4,16: »Below which the
Year with its day rotates, upon that immortal Light of Lights
the gods meditate ~ as longevity«.— 3) Maitr. Up. VI 15: »There

> On halavada cf. F. 0. Schrader, Uber den Stand der indi-
schen Philosophie zur Zeit Mahdvlras und Buddhas® Leipzig 1902.—
It) may be noted that in later treatises (as e. g. in Tattvasamgraha)
the term kalavada means not only the doctrine which identifies
the Absolute with Time, but also the opinions of all philosophers
who hold Time to be a real substance.

N upasate. On the meaning of the term upas cf. the article of
Dr Maryla Falk in Rocznik Orientalistyczny X111 1938.



are two forms of Brahman: Time and Not-Time. What is before
the Sun”™ is the indivisible Not-Time faA#/0 Tzaloy® and what be-
gins with the Sun is the divisible Time (halah sakalah)<i. In other
words: the limit between the eternal, spiritual and the imper-
manent, material worlds is the cupola of the heavens on whick
the Sun wanders

The conception of Time as a subtle substance clearly sur-
vives in the majority of later scholastical systems. According
to the Vaisesikas, Lia is one of the nine padarthas side by side
with four coarse-material elements, the ether, space, the mind and
the soul. Time appears also in the list of substances accepted by
Mimamsakas. The stand-point of the Jainas is semi-realistic: Time
is not an astikaya® because it is without spatial localization (pra-
desa)] nevertheless it is a dravya® a real substance®. According
to Edménuja it belongs together with the mulaprakrti to the
categories of insentient substances”.

The foundation of all these realistic Time-theories is nearly
the same in all the schools and can be reduced principally to two
arguments.

1) Language possesses a number of expressions denoting
Time-relations: simultaneity, subsequence, precedence etc. More-
over, with the help of suffixes, it can express times and time-
aspects of action: kriyate® krtam” karisyati®. We make efficacious
use of all these terms in our every day experience, there exists
consequently an empirical applicability of these terms
which would not be possible were it based only on fiction, i. e if
to all expressions denoting Time-relations and to all concepts
connected with them no separate reality, nor special element would
correspond. In other words: real Time must be postulated as

~prag ciditya,d= %&iorB the Sun’ is meant here spatially
not temporally i. e before the creation of the Sun.

~ The obscure stanza of AV X 8, 12 is probably concerned
with this very limit: »Bar extends what is unlimited; mutually
separating the Unlimited and the Limited, which touch each other,
the Gruard of the Heavens (= the Sun), the Knower of the future
and of the past, wanders.

®Cf. G-lasenapp, Der Jainismus® p. 154.

N Cf. the classification of substances in Venkanatha’s Tattva-
muktékaldpa, quoted in Sarva-darsana-samgraha, p. 112.

®Cf. TSP p. 206.
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a necessary objective correlate of Time-terms and Time-notions.
This is the meaning of the definition in Vaisesika-Sutra Il 2, 6:
»[concepts such as] ‘earlier’, ‘later’, 'simultaneous’, 'not simulta-
neous’, 'slow’ and 'quick’ are symptoms (linga) of Time’. The same
argument is formulated concisely and clearly by Baladeva Vidya-
bhusana, the author of theGrOvindabhasya; kalas ca bhiita-bhavisyad-
vartlwmUna-yugapac-cira-Icaipradi-vyavalm/ra-Tietiih K

2) The second argument refers to the fact of the change-
ability and impermanence of all that belongs to empirical existence.
There are specific causes (asadharanakUrana) which decide that
in the given blc et nunc there arises a determiged effect p and
not g or r or s. But, side by side with this specific determination
there exists another, general determination owing to which all
effects originate, endure and disappear. The passage through these
three phases of existence is a universal feature characterising
everything that is »contingent«. Specific causes are not sufficient
for its explanation. On the other hand, it can be explained by
Time as a general cause (sUdkUranakarana)® hence the defini-
tion of Prasastapada: Time is »the cause of the origination, du-
ration and disappearance of all effects«

The Time-substance is, by its very nature, inaccessible to
sensuous perception. Its existence can be inferred only indirectly
(scimarthycLd) just as we infer the existence of manas® LLTaw, or
akllla. The school of Prabhakara which holds that Time, con-
trarily to akllla and manas" is sad-indriya-grahya and must not
be inferred from conceptions such as simultaneity etc. ® is the
only one to differ from this siddhanta generally accepted by all
kalavadins.

Independently from this difference of opinion concerning
the origin of our knowledge of the reality of Time, the Mimam-
sakas, as well as Vaisesikas and partly also the Yedantins una-
nimously ascribe to the Time-substance the four following cha-
racteristic marks: 1) subtlety (suksmatva)] 2) omnipenetrability or

~ Quoted in Bedunta DarsJianer Itihas by Swami Prajné-
nanda Sarasvati, vol. 11l p. 844 (Calcutta, Bangabda 1934).

~ According to Vaisesikas such »general causes« are, apart
from Time, the will of Isvara, space (dig) and karman.

~ Manameyodaya ed. Kunhan Raja and Suryanarayana Sastri,
Madras 1933, p. 189 gives a formal demonstration of this theory.
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omnipresence (vibhutva)\ 3) eternity (nityatva) and 4) unity and
indivisibility (ekatva, anavayatva). The same qualities are cbarac-
teristic of akcLsa as well. Thus, in Indian philosophy, Time and Space
stand in the middle of the scale between spiritual and coarsely
material substances, having in common with the former subtlety,
unity and eternity, and, with the latter, lack of consciousness
(acetanatva) and insensibility (jadatva). Consequently, between
Time and Space there is, from the Indian stand-point, also some
analogy and some parallelism, though in a quite different sense
than in Kantian philosophy: they are not two Anschauungsformen
but two objective, substantial fluids in which are merged all con-
tingent beings. They are moreover two »elements« differing from
earth, water, air and light ~only by a higher degree of subtlety
This is why they can permeate coarse bodies without offering
resistance.

As subtle and eternal substance Time is, for the majority
of schools, an indivisible, homogeneous, never-ending mass. JVe
can express it in other terms by stating that Time exists in only
one, unique example just as the moon, ether and similar »descrip-
tions« which do not form a »class«. In a word: there is no jUti
of Time to which could be subordinated several, individual »Times«.
Nevertheless we speak of moments, hours etc. How are they to
be understood? — The difficulty is solved by the theory of upadhis'.
just as the unique Space is divided in appearance by pots etc. into
several compartments, so also is Time, one and the same, diffe-
rentiated only in appearance into greater and smaller »Time-por-
tions«, beginning with moments up to astronomical periods fparr-
dha)* by a projection on the background of empirical plurality.
Thus all measures of Time have only a metaphorical significance
because, in reality, we do not measure Time itself but only coarse

~ On account of its subtlety light, more than other material
elements, is akin to Time, Space and Consciousness. Hence the
repeated attempts of a mystical adaequatio (— ttpcLsana) of the spi-
ritual Absolute not only with Time, Space and Consciousness, but
also with Light. We must not forget, however, that Indian optics
are based on the stand-point of the »corpuscular theory«: light
is composed of atomic »photons« (kirana™ marlci) send is not a unique
continuous substance.
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bodies existing in Time. — kalasyapi vibhutve Py upadhivasad
uupadhiko bhedavyavahUro ‘sti

The Mimamsakas refer also to the following analogy: just
as the one, uncreated Word manifests itself in empirical sounds
with a definite articulation, accent, length etc., so also Time,
though one, eternal and omnipresent, manifests itself as divided
in coordination with the motion of the Sun: yatlia hi varno nityah
sarvagato "pi dlrghadirupena mbhakto bhasate dhvmiyupadhivasUt®
tathcb halo pi svayam abhinno ™py adityasya gatikriyopadhivasad
bhimio bhasate®. To sum up: the factor which differentiates the
omnipresent, subtle Time is coarse matter, its movements and its
accidents.

The problem of the divisibility of Time has, however, another,
more complicated aspect in connection with the problem of im-
permanence. Whatever is merged in the fluid of Time is imper-
manent and changeable. Time as a mythological hypostasis of
Life and Death gives birth to beings, makes them »ripen« (pa-
cayati) just as the G-reek Ohronos, devours its own offspring.
In the philosophical, rationalised version, this myth is reduced
to the already mentioned conception of Time as the »general
cause« determining the origination, duration and disappearance
of all empirical beings. To the distinction of these three phases
of existence corresponds the differentiation of Time into three
»portions«, acting consecutively, the first by »originating«, the'
second by »stabilizing« and »making ripen«, the third by »anni-
hilating«. These three »portions« are identical with the »three
Times«, the Future, the Present and the Past: kalas tutpatti-
sthiti-vinasa-laksanas trividhah ~ And this division is also only

~ Manameyodaya, p. 191, — The real divisibility of Time-
substance is taught by Madhva. Cf. Glasenapp, Madhva’s Philo-
sophie des Vishnu-Glaubens® Bonn 1923, p. 53: »Die Zeit besitzt
in sich selbst Unterschiede und erhdlt diese nicht erst durch die
Vorfalle, die sich zuféllig in ihr abspielen«.

~ Parthasarathi ad Slokavarttika, Sabdanityatéadhikaraija,
301—2= TS 2299. Cf. TSP p. 633: yathaiko “pi nityo gakdra-
divarno yada kenacid dhvanivisesena kvacitpradese va vyajate” tadd
desUdivibhagena pravibhakto gamyate, tatha kdlo bi yady api cdsazi
sarvapaddrthavyapi® tathdpi yada kvacit kriycLviiesena kvacitpadar-
the vyajyate.

~ Saptapadarthl, § 14. Mitabhéasini (ed. Amarendra Mohan
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an »imposition« of accidental upadhis on the unique, indivisible
Time-substance. In other words: Time is itself motionless, but the
empirical things which it permeates arise and disappear, and this
change is reflected on the screen of Time as its apparent tri-
partition.

Bhattacharya, Calcutta 1934, p. 21) explains: hatasyau baiiblkauy
vibhUgam cLha: nipaHLL. padUrthcLnam utpatti-sthiti-mnasair laksyata
ity utpatti-stMU-vinasa-laksanah. utpattyU bkavisyan, sthitya vartta-
nianah™ vrnlllena blilllakllo laksyata iti trividkah.



II. Time in Early Buddhism and in the System
of the Vibhasa

Passing on to systems which blankly rejected the conception
of a real Time-substance, we shall mention at first the Samkhya
in its classical form.— »Time which is accepted by Vaisesikas —
says Vacaspatimisra ~— cannot originate alone the terminological
distinction of the future etc. Hence there exist only the upadhi®
the differentiation of which effects the differentiation of the fu-
ture etc. Time is therefore considered by the Masters of Samkhya
as redundant and that is why we do not admit the reality of
Time as a seperate exniiy (na k&larlUpatattviintarabJiyupagama

In spite of this decided protest against the hypostatizing
of a real Time, the Samkhya, as a matter of fact, does not go
beyond the problems and constructions of the »Substantialists«,
Vaisesikas, Mimamsakas etc. The distinction of eternal and created
Time is retained in the form that the former becomes an attri-
bute (gunavisesa) of the prakrti® while the latter is reduced to
akasa as the motion of the Sun and of the planets. The Sam-
khyas also do not dismiss the conception of Time as the general
cause. — y>narv LT svabkdvato na baddliah® kim tu kélavUsad
baddlio bkavisyatity aha: ’na kdlayogato vydpino nityasya sarva-
sambandhaf. bhavatv ayam yadi tasya kadapi kalayogah syat, na
syat VU nityasya vyépinah sarvakdlasambandhopéddiitvat<®  There-
fore | can hardly agree with Grarbe, Die Samkhya Philosophie®

A Samkhyatattvakaumudi, ad Samkhyakarika 33.

~ Aniruddha ad Sédmkhyasttra 1 12; Sdmkhyapravacanabhé-
sya, p. 25. It is not denied that Time (just as Space, karma etc.)
possesses param karanatvam samanyaripena] what is denied is
only that it is a special cause, an asadharanakarana.
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1917, p. 168, that the views on Time in the Samkhya system
are »ein hoherer philosophischer Standpunkt« and that, in the
philosophical analysis of the problem, the Samkhya is »am wei-
testen vorgedrungen, da es Zeit und Raum fir zwei Qualitaten
der ewigen als Einheit betrachteten Materie erklart«. A true esti-
mate would rather be just the opposite, i. e. that the classical
Samkhya manifested strikingly little interest in the Time-pro-
blem and that, apart from the negation of Time as a separate
substance, it confined itself to copying the views of the rejected
kalavada.

As a matter of course, India is indebted for real progress-
in the critical analysis of the Time-problem not to Samkhya but
to Buddhism. This progress was so essential that, if the history
of the Indian Time philosophy is ever written, it will be in
a large measure a history of Buddhist thought. Since sources
are only partly opened, it is difficult to attempt an exhaustive
exposition just now. But some facts can be ascertained.

I shall begin with the statement that there is no general
Buddhist theory of Time accepted by all schools and sects. If
therefore we characterize Buddhists as antagonists of the LUlavLlliay
then even this characterization will be correct only in reference
to some schools belonging, it is true, to the most representative-
ones. Moreover we shoiild take into account the relative chrono-
logy and the very complicated stratification of Buddhist schola-
stics. The origin of Buddhism and its oldest pre-hinayanistic phase
lies, at any rate, in the pre-systematical epoch which is directly
connected with the Anthropological Myth and its problems. Hence
it would have been surprising if we could not find any traces
whatsoever of Time speculations in the style of the old Indian
»substantialism«. Indeed, in the list of the Hundred Dharmas of the
Yogécaras®, among the vi]prayuktasamskaras® there appears kala
side by side with empirical space (dig). The fact that we come
across this conception in relatively recent records has evidently
no importance. In Mah&yana, much more then in the Hinayana™
old and original elements have been preserved. Besides, | am sure
that with a better and more exact acquaintance with the sources,

N Cf. Rosenberg, Problemy™ p. 319; de La Vallee Poussin,
L "AbhidJiarmakosa® HI p. 188.
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support for hypostases of Time will also be found in hinayanistic
literature.

Meanwhile we can only form suppositions as to how Time
was conceived in the pre-hinayanistic Buddhism. The starting,
point must be the fact that in the oldest Buddhism, just as in
the Upanishads, impermanence was confined to the sphere of coarse
materiality (ripa)* while all other, subtle, spiritual elements (citta®
vijnu,na)ldi>j beyond its reach. It is possible that in Buddhism as
well this conception was connected with the distinction of two Times:
one transcendental, indivisible and identical with eternity and im-
mortality, the other contingent, divisible and determining the ori-
gination of impermanent beings. It may also be that eternal Time
did not form a separate »sphere« (dyatana) as akasa or vijnana
but was only a fluid permeating or containing in itself the subtle
as well as the coarse material substances. These suppositions how-
ever are not so strongly founded as to constitute a basis for
further constructions. Nevertheless, we can state that the idea of
Time as the real reservoir of contingent beings is not without
support in Buddhist literature. Mvbh. p. 393a quotes the follow-
ing erroneous view: »the svabhava of Time is nitya® but the
svabhava of the samskrtadharmas is anitya. The samskrtadharnia
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 present and enter into
the past«. We are allowed to suppose that this theory of three
reservoirs is only a later development of the more primitive con-
ception of Time as a unique, universal reservoir in which future,
present and past entities are placed in layers, one upon another.

When speaking of the traces of the »somatistic« Time-con-
ception preserved in Buddhist literature, we may mention another
point. In Abhidharmakosa ~we hear of such a version of the traika-
lyavéda., according to which the »actualization« (vartamanlkarana)
of a future effect consists in y>yiBoor,bb< (desantarakargana). The
Sautrantika rightly objects that this theory is unable to explain
the origination of spiritual phenomena (ariipino dharmah — citta-

AT p. 106a 8—2= de La Vallee Poussin, L ’AbMdharma-
kosa® 11l p. 63. Cf. also TSP p. 516i5.
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caittah) since they are principally without spatial localization
(adesastha)®. But this objection holds good only in connection
with later scholastics which extends impermanence also to the
psychical sphere. In the pre-hlnayanistic doctrine, connecting
Time and impermanence only with coarse materiality, the theory
of spatial dislocation totally fulfils its object, thus corroborating
its archaic character.

There is still another problem connected with the theory of
Time as a reservoir containing future, present and past things.
If the process of life consists in a pouring out of the future
through the present into the past then, sooner or later, there
must come a moment when the entire future will be exhausted
to its dregs, and the whole world will be only the past. So far
as | can see, such a formulation does not accur verbatim in any
text. 1 can however point out an interesting discussion in Mvbh.
p. 395a which indirectly presupposes the existence of such con-
ceptions: »All future dJiarmas are [connected] with ‘going out’
and all past dharmas are [connected] with ‘entering into’ (—the
dharma goes out of the future and enters into the past). Why is
it said that in the future there cannot be imagined (prajnapyate)
any ‘'decrease’, and why is it said that in the past there cannot be
imagined any ‘increase’ — The Bhadanta Vasumitra gives the
following answer: the future dharmas are not yet countable
(z=chu shu) and the past dharma are no more countable. They
are both without measure and without limits. Just as the G-reat
Ocean which does not undergo any decrease even if 100.000 pots
of water are taken away and which does not undergo any increase
even if 100.000 pots are added«.— AVhat is the meaning of this
drstanta? Tocx”we can add whatever finite number, and from oo
we can substract whatever finite number: the result will always
be the same, i. e 00. But the G-reat Ocean is not an infinity
strictly speaking: on the contrary, its drops are uncountable ooly
from the empirical stand-point just as the particles of sand of the
Granges which represent a very high (= 1089 but, nevertheless.

~ Of. Mvbh. p. 395a: »If a dharma has the nature of vedana,
it is necessarily not desastha\ there exist however, dharmas which
are not desastha and which do not possess the nature of vedana®
vis. the sarnjnUs, the samskaras, the vijnanas, the paramanus, the
avijnapti and the asamskrtas.
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a finite number. Thus in reality, Vasumitra does not deny that
there is an ‘increase’ of the past dharmas and a ‘decrease’ of the
future dharmas. He means only that, in comparison with the im-
mensity of the future and of the past, the saying that dharmas
either ‘increase’ or ‘'decrease’ has no practical significance. We
can guess the intention of such a point of view: it was probably
the wish to retain the old Buddhist conception of the future pour-
ing itself into the past, and to avoid at the same time the ne-
cessarily arising consequence that the whole world automatically
strives after extinction. This idea was not alien to Mahayana and
probably also to old Buddhism, but for the Hinayanists it was
not acceptable because it rendered useless, or at any rate dimi-
nished the value of individual, ascetic efforts.

Finally let me quote from Samghabhadra’s, Nydyanusara-
Sastra p. 636 au the following argumentation of an opponent
who denies the reality of the three Times: »Past and future do
not really exist because, if they existed, they would resist one
another. Indeed, the elements of rupa must occupy a definite
place. If the already destroyed elements and the elements not yet
born existed really, then they would resist one another. All rii])a-
elements, if they exist, possess impenetrability (apratighatva) and
whatever does not possess impenetrability is not a npas<< This
argument also presupposes that past and future are two recepta-
cles of a finite volume. The canonical theory removes this diffi-
culty by stating that impenetrability is attributed to the present
7T'Upadharmas alone  Hence only these present riipadharmas are
desastha™ spatially localised, while all past and future elements
are lacking in ‘localization’. It is an obvious correction of the
more primitive theory according to which the difference between
the future, present and past elements was due literally to the
difference of avastha® of spatial »position« in one of the three
Time-spheres.

Now, coming to the system of the Vaibhasikas, we may

N Cf. Mvbh. p. 390a: »Question: If a dharmahd”s the nature
of rUpa, is it deSastha? — Answer: If a dharma is de$astha, it
has necessarily the nature of riipa\ there exist, however, dharmas
which have the nature of rupa and which are not deSastha” vis.
the past and the future rupas” the present paramanus and the
avijnapti«..

Prace Kom. Orient, nr 3L 0
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begin with a short review of the most important innovations in-
troduced into Buddhism by the hlnayanistic Abhidharma.

1) The most strinking feature of the primitive doctrine was-
the dualism of the impermanent coarse matter (rupa) and the
permanent, subtle soul-stuff (citta). In the Hinaydna a new thesis
of universal impermanence, which extends also to the psychic
phenomena, gets the upperhand

2) In the samsara there no more wanders a subsisting soul
(@ gandharva® a pudgala\ and what is called personality is now
changed into a continuum of appearing and disappearing psycho-
physical elements.

3) These separate elements are called dharmas® by the same
term which, in the old Buddhism, designated the permanent, spi-
ritual and suprasensuous reality. This new significance of the
term dharma (always in the plural) can be explained as a diffe-
rentiation of one universal Dharma, the true essence of Tathdgata
and synonymous with Brahma, just as all nlpa-elements are dif-
ferentiations of the one cosmic Biipa, the body of the Makranthro-
pos The Hinayanists interpret this new notion by the learned
etymology: svalaksanadharanad (or: svabMvadharanad) iti dhar-
mah® thus giving to the term dharma the meaning of a bearer
of phenomena manifesting themselves in the continuum.

4) In pre-hinayanistic Buddhism salvation was the deli-
verance of the pure and radiant soul-stuff (adisuddha” prabha-
svara citta) from stains and defilements (kleSa" asrava) caused by
coarse materiality. This purification was at the same time a going
out from the mortal, coarsely material world to the higher, spi-
ritual sphere (&rUpyadhatu) which was the element of immorta-
lity (— amrtadhatu) on the other side of the sun. A saint who
made his way to this upper sphere, reaching the ‘top of exi-
stence’ (=-bhutakoti)* acquired the 'place from which there was
no fair (acyutapada). He became an An&gamin —'One who does
not return’ and this was probably the final goal of a Saint’s
career. But as a consequence of extending impermanence to the
spiritual sphere this old soteriological conception has also been
re-interpreted: in order to reach salvation one should go beyond

1 Cf. my Precanonical Buddhism” Archiv Orientalni V 111935
and Keith, IHQ X 1936.
N Cf. M. Falk, Nama-Ripa and Dharma-RUpa” Cracow 1938.
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the element of consciousness. True eternity and true immortality
became a transmundane (lokottara) element of fully extinguished
empirical existence. Higher than Anagamin, who has been changed
into an individual not returning to birth in the lower, material
worlds, now stays the Arahan, the Saint who is perfectly released
from all forms of existence.

5) In relation with these new views the old conception
of Time must also have undergone achange. The limit between
the eternal and created Times has been shifted so far as to embrace
the whole Cosmos within mortality. The sun ceased to be the
Grate of Immortality and the many worlds beyond became victims
of Mara the Papiman just as the lower, material world.

This is however only a general frame for the treatment of
the problem of Time. In connection with the new Abhidharmic
philosophy, the first question to be asked was whether Time is
a dharma or not.

According to the Vaibhasikas, there exist not only dharmas
participating in the continuum of life, but also some which always
remain beyond contingency and never manifest themselves in the
empirical world. Hence they cannot be positively defined. These
are the three asamskrtas® ms. the two nirodhas and iikbla. As a ho-
mogeneous, universal fluid of space, the asamskrta-akasa’s mark
is »non-resistance«. Besides this absolute space there exists also
empirical, finite and divisible space, the &akésa-dhatu™ which is
considered by Vaibhasikas not as an upadki of the asamskrta-
akasa™ but as a derivative of the ripadhatu. By analogy we could
have expected the same distinction between the absolute and em-
pirical Times as two different kinds of dharmas. But, in reality,
there is in the list of 75 dharmas of Vaibhasikas no Time, either
absolute or empirical. Nevertheless, we find both notions also in
Vaibhasika doctrine, though in disguise. The absolute Time, Eter-
nity is identical with the amrtadhatu which is another name for
the nirvanadh&tu. And the empirical Time hides in the sarnskrta-
lakRanas., the juti., sthiti® jara and anityatd which together form
the Vaibhasika correlative of the stdhdranakdrana of the Vaise-
sikas etc. Their function is to drive each samskrtadharma through
the three Time-phases: the jati forces the dharma to go out of
the future and enter into the present, the sthiti stabilizes the
dharma for a moment, the jara and anityatd make it go out of

2*
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the present and enter into the pasth I am refraining from ana-
lysing the theory of the samskrtaldkganas and shall confine
myself to point out that we have here a doctrine corresponding
to the Nyaya-Vaisesika distinction of the two dbliavas: the ante-
cedent non-existence (prag-abliiiva=];>aio bhavisyati) giig the non-
existence after destruction (pradhvamsabhava =pato nastah). Be-
tween these two abhavas — which are however padiirthas — is
squeezed in the present bhava, just as is the manifestation of
the dJiarma of the Vaibhasikas between its future and past pha-
ses. It may also be supposed that, originally, anityata alone acted
as a substitute for empirical Time (a reduction of Mrtyu), that
it has subsequently been developed into the triad of jati® sthiti
and nirodha and that the classical tetrad is but a later synthesis.

By introducing the theory of the samskrtalaksanas as spe-
cial factors cooperating with all samskrtadharmas® the Yaibhasi-
kas dismissed the older theory of Time as a receptacle contain-
ing empirical beings. There exists only one universal fluid in
which the dharmas are merged, viz. the akbla. But Time is not
thus conceived, and the parallelism between Time and Space is
given up. It is true, the Vaibhasikas further say in a colloquial
sense that the dharmas wander across the three Times, that nir-
vana lies beyond the three Times, that there exists a Future and
a Past etc., but all these expressions are meant only metaphori-
cally and not literally: each dliarma exists in the three Times
as future, present and past and the term »three Times« is con-
sequently only a synonymous denomination (adhivacana) for
samskrtadharmas

JWe can try to guess the motive of this new view. It may
be that the difficulty of spatial localization of the three Times
has played some part here. Accepting that iikllla as a unique
and homogeneous fluid filling up the whole Cosmos, one should
have to admit that this Space-fluid is itself permeated by ano-
ther fluid of Time. Such a conception would not have been

N Of. Mvbh. 394 a: »If all the three samskrtalaksanas have
not yet been active, the dharma is called future. If one of them
has already finished its activity and two are just active, then the
dharma is called present. If they all have already finished their
activity, the dharma is called past«.

Cf. AbhK |, karika 7: ta evadhvah.
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unJieared of in India but it did not solve the other difficulty,
that of assigning place to the three Times of future, present and
past, within one Cosmos. The conception of Time-layers would
have come into conflict with an analogous spatial dislocation of
the worlds and the dodge of the fourth dimension was unfortu-
nately not yet known. Nothing remained but the theory, which
was accepted as a matter of fact, viz. that all future and past
dharmas are without spatial localization (adesatlia).

This was however only a partial solution and the main
question, viz, the difference between the future, present and past
dharmas remained to be answered.

The simplest interpretation which can be deduced from the
Vaibhasika stand-point is the following. Each dharma is the
bearer of its specific mark (svalaksana)* which is at the same time its
special function (svakriya® vrtti, karitra® svabhaga). On this rela-
tion are based the definitions of the Abhidharma: the essence of
a dharma,! its svabhava as definiendum (— laksya) is defined by
its karitra (— svakriya or svalaksana)  definiens®. Now, although

1 Cf. Brh. Ar. Up. Ill 8, 7: yad urdhvam divah.! yad avak
prthivyUh, yad antard dyavaprthivi ime® yad bhutam ca bhavac ca
bhavisyac cety acaksate, akasa eva tad otam caprotam ceti,

~ This double logical and ontological meaning has been
pointed out by the present author in Ausgewahlie Kapitel aus der
Prasannapada® p. 2 in a remark on Chapter V of the Ma-
dhyamakakarikd where the problem of laksya and laksana is dis-
cussed by Nagarjuna on the example of Wkasa” and its svalaksana.,
the anavaranatva. But Professor Stcherbatsky, EO X p. 35 holds
that this discussion is without any connection with the problem
of dharmasvabhava and kéritra® and as a result accuses me, in
the plainest terms, of not distinguishing between laksana — sva-
laksana and laksana = samskrtalaksana and of having overlooked
that akasa is not a samskrtadharma! These are indeed parajika
sins which 1 have, however, not commited; hence | need not
atone for them. | wish only to add that the asamskrtadharmas®
as e g, akasa, have also their svakdritra from the standpoint of
the Vaibhasikas. Cf. de La Vallee Poussin, Documents d'Abhidharma
(BEPEO XXX), p. 43: »L’Akdsa inconditionne, bien qu’il n’ait
point d’appui, a cependant un effet (karya)\ a savoir, il donne
place h toute lumiere; par le fruit est manifestee la cause qui
a done reels nature et caractere«. lbid. p. 50, 54: »Les organes,
I'organe de [I'ceil, etc. ne sont pas connus par evidence; nean-
moins nous savons quils existent parce quils possedent une
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each dliarma always possesses its karitra® yet it manifests the k&-
ritra only at a given moment, and having thus discharged its
function, becomes sterile once for all. Just this moment of dis-
charging is called the present, and we can thus say that the fu-
ture dharmas are those which have not yet manifested their kU-
ritra and the past ones are those which have already manifested
their activity. In my Ausgewéhlte Kapitel aus der Prasamiapada
I have given this very interpretation and it was not mistaken
in so far as we really come across such a conception in Mvbh.
p. 393c: »Question. On what is based the distinction of Time-
epochs ?— Answer. On the kéritra. The samskrtadharmas which
do not yet possess the karitra are called 'future’, the samskrta-
dharmas which just now possess the karitra are called 'present’,
the samskrtadharmas whose karitra is already destroyed, are
called 'past’. Or: the rupa® when it does not offer any resistance
(pratighatva) is called 'future’, when it offers resistance just now,
is called 'present’, when it has already ceased to offer resistance,
is called 'past’ etc.«

This apparently simple theory leads in reality to great com-
plications. If we admit as present only such dharmas as are just
now manifesting their special function, then what should we do
with the elements of an eye which sleeps or is obstructed by
darkness? These elements are obviously present, nevertheless they
do not perform their karitra, they do not give sight. Hence the
necessity of another definition of the term Kkaritra.

Indeed, we can take another stand-point according to which
the manifestation of the specific function of the dharma a is the
activity not of this very dharma” but of other preceding dharmas
p, g r etc. by which the function of the dharma a is causally
determined. The true activity of a dharma is consequently its fa-
culty of determining other dharmas, i. e. of compelling future
dharmas to manifest their special functions. The Hinayanistic
scholastics admit, as we know, six different types of such a de-
termination by 1) simultaneous cause (sahabhukarana), 2) an im-

certaine activite (karitra). De TéTe I’Akdsa possede une certaine
activite«. In one word: it is true that »die samskrtalaksanas be-
gleiten bloss die samskrtadharmas4., but the problem of ké&ritra
of the asamskrtadharmas has nothing in common with it.
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mediate cause (samanantaraharana)* 3) homogeneous cause (sabha-
pgallrana)® 4) a moral omnipenetrant cause (sarvatragakUrana)®
5) a moral specific cause (vipdkakdrana) and 6) a general nega-
tive ¢cQ.ViQQ(ad'hipatikarana). If, in the stream of life, there appears
a dliarma of (caksurindriya)™ it is 1) the simultaneous cause
for the samskrtalaksanas™ 2) the homogeneous cause for all next
dharmas of sight which form the illusionary unity of the same
eye and, 3)the general negative cause for all other dharmas whose
origination it does not hinder. In brief: in this conception the
karitra of a dharma is no more its svakaritra® svabhaga etc., but
its hetubhavmasthana” its phalotpadanasamarthya\ its causal func-
tion and its faculty of producing effects.

In order to fulfil the purpose of establishing the distinction
of the three Times, this new definition of karitra needs however
some further supplementary restrictions as well. There exist cases
where a given dharma a determines the effect p at a longer di-
stance, e. g. the karmic retribution becomes ripe only some time
after the act has been committed In the moment t, when the
karmic cause has already ceased and the »fruit« has not yet
begun to exist, the determination lasts. Should we consequently
accept that a past act is present as long as it has not produced
its effect?

To avoid these difficulties the Vaibhasikas construct the
following definite theory: the mechanism of the functioning of
the six causes is different according as to whether the effect is
realized in the same moment or in an immediately subsequent
moment or in some more remote moment in the samtana. The
simultaneous and the immediate causes belong exclusively to the
first category, the homogeneous and the omnipenetrant causes to
the second or to the third and the specific moral cause exclusi-
vely to the third  The determination of the effect by a cause
can consequently be compared with the throwing of a projectile
in which two phases can be distinguished: 1) the phase of »pro-

N Cf. Stcherbatsky, Central Conception, p. 81 and de La
Vallee Poussin, 1]1Abhidharmakosa, 11 p. 244 ff.

2 Of. Yasomitra, ed. Wogihara p. 178: atitasyapi hi phala-
dUnakaritram isyate.

®Cf. de La Vallee Poussin, 1'Abhidharmakosa, Il p. 293 ff.
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jection« (&ksepa) is otherwise called »the grasping« (grahana)
of the effect and 2) the phase of »giving« (dana) the effect, its
actual realization. Each dharma, in the moment in which it be-
comes present and »discharges« its activity, as it were grasps
and throws its future effect. When the course of the projected
effect has the form of a parabola, both the phases of »projecting«
and »giving« are distinctly separated. But when a dharma pro-
jects and gives its effect in the same or in two immediately
subsequent moments, then »throwing« and »giving« coalesce..
Nevertheless the distinction of both these moments is indispens-
able because only the »throwing« decides of the passing of a
dharma from the future into the present™. This is just the defi-
nition of the karitra advocated by Samghabhadra”™: KkcLritra—
phalUksepa$akti® the potency of projecting effects. Acts already
done, even if they have not yet produced their effect, are not
present because they have already performed the act of pro-
jecting

Now we come to the last but the most controversial point:
what is the relation between the activity thus conceived and the
element itself, between the phalaksepasakti and the svabhUva or
svariipa of the dharma™” All theories which accept the reality of
the three Times emphasise unanimously that a dharma® when
passing through the Time-epochs, does not change its essence and
that it is only its empirical aspect, the bhava in the terminology
of Dharmatréta, the avastha in the terminology of Vasumitra,,
which undergoes transformation. But both these terms do not
mean much as they are unfortunately not explained in details, but
only modo indico illustrated by drstantas which should not be
taken literally. Vasumitra appeals to the example of an abacus
where the same ball according to its »position« (avastha) receives

N lbid. p. 293, note 3: »Le dharma existe toujours, qu’il soit
futur, present ou passe. Nous disons qu’il prend ou projette un
fruit au moment ou, devenant present, il devient cause ou semenee
dun fruit«. Of. also E. Lamotte, Le traite de Vacte de Vasriban-
dhtt Karmasiddhiprakarana® 1936, p. 80 ff.

AN p. 631b. cf. infra p. 36.

®O0n the contrary, the function of »giving« effects is cha-
racteristic of past as well as present dharmas] it is absent only
from future and from all asamskrtas.
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the significance of 1, 100 or 1000. In this case we are dealing with
changes in the spatial positions, with avasthUs in the literal sense
of the word, and this was possibly also the meaning of the Time-
avastha in pre-Abhidharmic speculation. But for Vasumitra, as
we know, the Tiws-avasthds of a dharma are not spatial positions
and the term is used only ripacarena. Similarly, it is quite diffi-
cult to say something more definite about the bTlLlu of Dharma-
trata: whether a kind of quality is meant or rather a »mode of
existence«, something in the kind of gtinas of the Sagakhya as
Dr Johnston™ supposes. All these difficulties were probably felt
by the Vaisesika themselves and thus as a result the theory of
»impredicability« (anirvacanlyatva) of the kUritra was adopted as
the correct view.

In the Mvbh. p. 3940 we come across the following dis-
cussion; »Are karitra and svabJiava the same or are they differ-
ent? — Answer: It cannot be said categorically whether they
are the same or different. Just as the svabhUva of each sUsrava-
dharma possesses many laksanas as anitya etc., and it cannot
be said categorically whether they are identical with or different
from [these toArscmes], such is the case here. Therefore [the rela-
tion between karitra and &uwblrTa\l is not predicable«.

Samghabhadra, N 633 a adduces another instance: the re-
lation between karitra and svabhava is, just in the same manner”™
not accessible to determination as is the case with the relation
between the dharmas and the samtana. In one word: karitra and
svabJiava are and are not identical.

The statement of the Vaibhasikas that, when a dharma
wanders across the Times, only the karitra not the svabhava
changes, and that, nevertheless, it cannot be said that karitra is
svabhava nor that karitra exists independently of svabhava” is
ridiculed by the Sautrantikas who call such a theory »a caprice
of the Isvara«:

kUritram sarvadU nasti* sada dharmas ca varnyate
dharmdn nanyac ca karitrarn vyaktarn devavicestitam”®

‘ Early Samkhya" 1937, p. 31.
2 Cf. AbhK*V p. 57.= TS 1802.



But Samgtiabtiadra N 633 ¢ veliemently protests: »This irony
is improper! Because Buddha Bhagavan himself also teaches:
‘Tathagata is and is not lokottara™] 'the dharmata of the pratitya-
samutpada is and is not nitycC. Should the Buddha Bhagavan
also be made ridiculous for that? We accept that dharma exists
always and, at the same time, we teach that dharma is not eter-
nal. Your criticism [of this theory] is unfounded because the terms
‘eternal’ and 'not eternal’ are used here in two different senses.
Therefore one should not deride Buddha! Is it not so in this case
as well ? The dharma lasts eternally but the dharmabhava changes.
When the sarnskrtadharmas wander across the Times, they do
not lose their svabhciva and the kUritra which arises depends on
pratyayas. Immediately after its origination, kUritra disappears.
Therefore we teach: the dharma is eternal, but the dharmabhciva
is not eternal. Wherefore Your irony in saying that it is a ca-
price of the lIsvara?«

And this is the summary of the Vaibhasika doctrine given
by Samghabhadra, N 633 b: »All sarnskrtadharmas in the state
(avastha) oi phaldksepa are called present. This state oi phaldksepa
is »previously« and »subsequently« inexistent. In accordance
[with this previous and subsequent inexistence] the distinction
of the three Times is established. Past and Future exist just as
the Present. In brief: although the svahhdva of all samskria-
dharmas remains always the same, yet the »potencies« are diffe-
rent. In this manner although the svabhciva of the three Times
is always the same, vyet, their kUritra is not without diffe-
rentiation«.

From the evidences quoted above it becomes clear that
the Vaibhasika teach a »duality of aspects« of the dharma® which
is however not a duality »of two different planes« or of »two
sets of elements« as Professor Steherbatsky accepted it till re-
cently  kUritra is no »supplement« to the svabhUva" it is not
the second element neither the second nature of the element;
neither is it the element itself, the svalaksana. As we learn from
TS™, this view was explicitly rejected by Samghabhadra. The

~ Central Conception p. 42, NirvUna p. 27; cf. also Mookerjee,
The Buddhist Philosophy of Universal Flux* Calcutta 193, p. 250:
»duality of nature«. N Cf. infra p. 45.
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difference between karitra — phaléksepasakti and svakaritra —
svalaksana is indeed very fundamental: the svalaksanas as sapra-
tighatva etc. express the whole essence of the dharma and that
is why a dharma possessing sapratighatva can never become
apratigha. On the contrary, the phalaksepasakti is an accidental,
temporary characteristic of a dharma® it is only kaddcitka.

In other terms, the Vaibhasika doctrine teaches a kind of
hhedabhedavdda” a theory according to which the relation between
the true essence of reality and its phenomenal manifestation is
-one of identity in difference.
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Santaraksita’s Analysis of the Three Times

with the Commentary of Kamalasila

Table of contents:

The theories of Dharmatrata, Grhosaka, Vasumitra and
Buddhadeva.

Five arguments of the Vaibhasika demonstrating the re-
ality of the past and of the future.

. Samghabhadra’s definition of kUritra.

A prasang” argument showing that haritra is neither differ-
ent from nor identical with the dharmasvabh&va.

The impossibility of a haritra which is and is not identical
with the dharmasvabhéva.

haritra of haritra rejected,

Samghabhadra’s criticism of the theory according to which
haritra is a quality of a dharma.

. Samghabhadra’s own opinion: the ‘impredicabihty’ of haritra.

The criticism of this theory by the Sautrantika.

haritra as prajhapti is rejected.

The 'thing’ and its ‘conditions’ (vastu and avastha).

Two prasarigo, arguments showing the impossibility of
a thing without haritra.

. The haritra and the momentariness of past and future

dharmas.
The haritra and the problem of contingency (samshrtatva).
The reality of the past and of the future rendering the
striving for salvation useless. The theory of 'displacement’,
rejected.
The refutation of the five arguments of the Vaibhasikas.

The theories of Dharmatrata, Grhosaka, Vasu-
mitra and Buddhadeva.

Now, in order to demonstrate that [the absolute reality as

conceived by the shod of Sautrantika-Yogéacaras is characterised]



29

by tbe absence of dxlXdition (asamkranti)*" [Santaraksita opens the
ediscussion by quoting tbe following objection];

Then, following the analogy of gold, the permanence
(stMratvam) [of the being] is assumed. There are even cer-
tain Buddhists who accept that the being (blritva) possesses
different states (avasthabJiedavan). [1786]

[Our teaching:] 'nothing has duration’ (avasthana) is assailed
[by the opponent who says:] How can it be asserted that nothing
persists as long as there are even certain Buddhists, as Dharma-
trata and others, who pretend that the being persists through the
three Times. The reason [adduced by those Buddhists] is the
differentiation of states (avasthabheda). The homogeneous in-
stance (sadharmya) [of this syllogism] is gold.

The [meaning of this comparison is explained by the next
karikci:

Just as gold, even when its states are changed, does
not lose its colour during the Time-epochs, in the same man-
ner elements of being (— bhava) do not lose their substance
(dravya). [1787]

1 The venerable Dharmatrata® is the author of a theory,
according to which there is a differentiation of the bhava. He
states: when a dharma is wandering through the Times, only its
blLLlva changes, not its substance Just as gold itself is not
changed, but only this quality (z=guna) of the substance of gold.

AN Of. TS 4: asamkmntim anadyantam etc. P 13: samkranti-
vadinah = sarvastivadinah. They teach that skandhas etc. exist in
three Time-epochs without changing and without abandoning their
essence (— asamklrnasvabkavah, ajahatsvabhavah). This is denied
by Sautrantikas, the advocates of the doctrine ablilitva bhavati®
who may be consequently designed as Asamkrantivadins. The
term samkranti, however, denotes also ‘transmigration of the
siksmacitta from one world to the other’ and in this sense the
Sarvastivadins (=the Vaibhasikas) are Asamkrantivadins, the
Sautrantikas — Samkréantivadins. Of. J. Masuda, Origin and Doc-
trines of Early Indian Buddhist Schools® p. 66., note 3 and E. La-
motte, Karmasiddhiprakarana® MBO IV 1936, p. 24—26.

N The exposition of the four doctrines of the sarvastivada,
as given by Kamalaslla, is a quite accurate reproduction of Ma-
havibhasa, T 1545, p. 396; Abhidharmakosa V p. 52—56, Nydaya-
nusara, T 1562, p. 631
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whichi is the cause (nimitta) of terminological distinction (abbk
dJiana) such as »bracelets«, »armlets« »ear-rings« etc. The dharma
is differentiated in respect to the bhavas of the future, present,
and past in the same manner i. e\ by discarding its future blllva
it attains the present bluva and by discarding its present blliva
it attains the past bllva. The dravya does not change because it
is never missing (= sarvatra ’vyabblciirLLl). Otherwise we shall
arrive at the prasanga that the dravya is one in the future,,
another one in the present and still another one in the past.
Now what is the blllha postulated by this theory? The answer
is: the blllva is a special quality™ (— gunavisesa) to which are
related cognitive processes (jnanapravrtti)., expressed in distinc-
tion of terms (abbldlna)'. »future«, »present« and »past«.

2. The venerable Ghosaka is the author of a theory accor-
ding to which there is a differentiation of the lakRana. He states
that when a dharma is wandering through the Times then, as
a past one, it is connected with the laksana of the past without
however being, at the same time, free from the connection with
the remaining two laksanas of the present and of the past. Just
as a man, although devoted to one wife, is not free from passion
for other wives  The future and the present [Times] are to be
explained in the same way. The empirical applicableness (vyava-

A As pointed out by Dr. E.H. Johnston, Sarnkhya., 1937,
p. 31, there is an old connection between blllva— “state of being’
and the gunas of the Samkhyas. | am however not quite con-
vinced that, in the expression gunavisesa used by Kamalasila as
definition of the bwiva of Dharmatrata, we are concerned with
the Samkhyan gunas, | entirely agree that the gunaparinama is
a later theory, unknown to the early Samkhya, but Samkhya was
known to Kamalasila only in its later form, and it is hardly pro-
bable that he, when commenting Dharmatréta, is likely to refer to-
a meaning which the word pgrra possessed in the Epic Age..
I should also like to refrain from drawing any far reaching con-
clusions from the fact that Dharmatréta and Vaibhésikas are accused
of affinity with the Samkhya. These accusations are made by the
Sautrantikas for polemical purposes and, as it seems, not neces-
sarily bora fide. Cf. note 5.

~ The Chinese translations of this comparison distinguish
ch4 shih —'a legitimate wife’ from chi yin= 'a concubine’. —
»A man who feels passion for his legitimate wife is not free
from passions for concubines«.
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Llra) [of the terms denoting the three -Times] is based on the
fact that the laksanas of the past etc. attain (in succession) their
activity (— vrtti). This is the difference between the present
theory and the preceding one.

3. The venerable Yasumitra is the author of a theory, accord-
ing to which there is a differentiation of the avastha. He states:
when a dharma is wandering through the Times, having reached
this or an other avastha, it receives different designations with re-
ference to different avasthas® but not with reference to its sub-
stance (dravya). Because its substance remains unchanged in all
the three Times. Just as, in an abacus, the same ball, when
thrown in the place of units, means »one«, in the place of hun-
dreds, »hundred«; in the place of thousands, »thousand«. In the
same manner a dharma (=bhava), when staying in its karitra®
is called »present«, when fallen down from it —it is called »past,
when it had not yet reached it, it is called »future«. The appli-
cableness of [different Time-designations] depends on avastha, just
as in an abacus. Indeed, [when counting on it], the svdbhciva [of
the ball] remains unchanged, only as a result of [its] being con-
nected with different positions (sthUnavisesa) there arise different
numeral notions.

4. The venerable Buddhadeva is the author of a theory,,
according to which there is [only] a differentiation of the anya-
~A4[-relation]. He says: when a dharma is wandering through
the Times, it is called in each case 'another one’ in a different
sense in accordance with its relation to the antecedent and sub-
sequent [moments]. Just as the same woman is called 'mother’
and 'daughter’. Thus a dharma which [at a given moment] has
its antecedent but no subsequent moments is called ‘future’; that
which has its antecedent as well as its subsequent moments i&
called ‘present’; that which has only its subsequent but no ante-
cedent moments is called 'past’.

Thus we have, in all, these four schools of the sarvastivaday
designed as the theories of the blriiva-anyallllliva, laksana-anyatha-
tva* avastha-anyathUtva and anyatha-anyathCitva.

The first of them does not differ from the Samkhya doctrine

~We find the same objection in AbhK V p. 54, but Sam-
ghabhadra N p. 631b, 6o, protests: »There is no analogy!
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which teaches the transformation (parinama) [of the permanent
substance]. The refutation of this [variant of the sarvastivada\ is
consequently identical with the refutation of the \parindmavada\.
[The main line of argumentation is as follows:] transformation
is possible either by abandoning the previous svabhava™ or without
abandoning the previous svabJiava. If there is no abandoning, then
a confusion (samkara) of Time-epochs will be the consequence;
if so, we have a contradiction with [the fundamental thesis of
your school] that [entities] exist always (sadastitva).

Neither are the advocates of the second theory free from
the consequence of Time-confusion, because [accepting the laksana-
anyatJiatva they must admit that] each dharma is connected [si-
multaneously] with each [of the three] LUTB-lak3anas. Moreover
there is no analogy at all between the drstanta of a 'man in
passion’ and [the dharma wandering through the Times] as the
subject to be illustrated by this drstanta. Indeed, a man is called
'in passion’ (— rakta) with reference to the actual operation
(samudacara) of passion towards an external object; and he is
called 'not without passion’ (avirakta) with reference to the fact
of possessing (= samanvagamamatrena) [passion as a potential
disposition]  But the acquisition (prUpti) of Time-laksanas by
a dharma is not in this sense [sometimes] an actual operation
(samudacara)" and [sometimes] a [mere] possession (samanvagama).

The refutation of the third theory, teaching that the di-
stinction of Time-epochs is based on karitra® will be given later
in detail.

Finally, according to the fourth theory, in each Time-epoch
we should have simultaneously all three Times together, e g:. in
the past Time the subsequent and the antecedent moments would
represent the past and the future, and the middle moment would
be the present. The refutation of this theory is self evident.

This Bhadanta does not teach that the svabhdva of the samskrta-
dharmas is nitya and that, during the Time-epochs, the dharma
becomes sometimes invisible (tirobhiita) and sometimes manifest
(avirbhiita). On the contrary he teaches: the dharmas wander
through the Time-epochs. Although their svabhdva remains the
same, theis bhava changes. [This standpoint] is identical with the
view of the Bhadanta Vasumitra. How can it be held as identical
with the heresy of the S&mkhyas?«
~NCf. Y p. 470: kevalam samanvagamah.
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A more detailed critical analysis of the doctrine,
will be undertaken later.

The example of gold [in the kcirika 1787] is mentioned only
in order to give a [generally accepted] siddhanta® not in order to
give a special illustration of the first theory of Dharmatrata. Also
when it is' said [in the kUrikcL 1791]: »the distinction of Time-
npochs is estabUshed by the hdritra<™ [the theory of Dharma-
brata is not alluded to by these words]. The thesis that the Time-
epochs are established by the kUritra is, indeed, the doctrine of
Vasumitra and not that of Dharmatrata.

82. Five arguments of theVaibhasikas demonstrat-
ing the reality of the past and of the future.

[Now let us expound the main arguments by which the
Yaibhasikas try to demonstrate the reality of past and future
things].

Otherwise the cognition of the past and of the future
would be without any object. Moreover, how could Buddha
have then said that consciousness (mjndna) is supported by
two factors?

And how would it be possible to assume that an un-
real past karma could give a moral retribution? And how
could the Yogins possess a distioctly differentiated know-
ledge of the past and of the future?

Past and future [dharmasj are therefore not deprived
of substantial reality because under the heading "Time-epoch’
(adkvan)* just like the present, [past and future] rupas etc
are comprehended. [1788—1790]

1) If past and future things are not real, then the conscious-
ness (vijndna) of such [judgments] referring to the past and to
the future, as e g\ 'there was once [a king] Mahasammata’, or:
'there will be once the Cakravartin Samkha’ would be objectless
(niralambana). And then there would be no consciousness at all,
just because of the inexistence of the objective correlate (LaT-
bana). Indeed it is said: ‘consciousness is essentially awareness of
the corresponding object (=prativastu vi*napiylLITakaT vijnanam)
and if there was no cognizable object (jneya)* nothing could be
known by it’. Hence'there would be no consciousness at all.
tPrace Kom Orient, nr 31 3
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2) Moreover [it has been said by Buddha]: ‘consciousness
originates in a correlative dependence from two factors, vis. in
correlative dependence from eye and visual forms etc. up to mind
(manas) and mental objects (dharnmh/. Hence, if there was
no past and no future, consciousness which has them as objective
correlates could not originate in a correlative dependence from
those two factors. And thus a contradiction with the Agama
would result therefrom b

3) The past karma would give no moral retribution (vipaka)"
if it were inexistent and devoid of all reality, because then the
moment moral retribution would arise, the moral cause (vipaka-
hetu) would be inexistent; and what is inexistent does not possess
the potency of producing effects (karyotpadana-$akti). Indeed,
'inexistence’ is defined as a total absence of all potencies (<sarva-
samarthya-viraha).

4) The distinctly differentiated consciousness of Yogins,
having as its object past and future [events]: ‘there was once
[a king] Mandhéatar’/ ‘there was once [a king] Brahmadatta’, or:
‘there will be once the Cakravartin Saipkha’, 'there wil be once
the Tathdgata Maitreya’, would be impossible. Indeed, there can
be no distinct differentiation (vibhaga) of what does not exist.
And, therefore, past as well as future [events], as Sriharsa etc.
cannot be deprived of substantial reolibj (=dravyaprati“edharupa).

5) Past and future things are real, because it has been taught
that, just hke the present, the [three] Time-epochs are compre-
hended under the headings of rupa etc. Indeed, it has been said
by the Bhagavan®: »If, o monks, there were no past riipay
a learned Sravaka could not become disgusted with a past riipa. But
as there exist past rUpas, therefore a learned Sravaka is disgusted
with a past riipa etc.« In this manner whatever past and future
ripas may exist, they all must be put together in order to get
the complete class of the rUpaskandha,

The explanation of the expression adhva-saytgraha-ripadi-
bhavdder is as follows: adhvanU samgraho yesam” te “dhva-samgradia

AN The arguments 2—5 are enumerated in AbhK V 51.

~ @:: Méandhéna(sic!); Tib. has only rgyal po. On the Cakra-
vartin Mandhatar cf. the references by de La Yallee Poussin,
AbhK HI 28.

* Saipyukta HI 14. Of. AbhK ¥ 51; Prasannapada p. 444.
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ripédayah. &di [in ripadt] indicates that other skandhas, as ve-
dana etc. are understood, tesdm — adhva-samgrahanam rupadinam
bhavah = adhva-samgréha-rUpaditvam = the fact that under "Time-
epochs’ etc. is comprehended. adhva-samgraha-rupadi-bhUvadi:
here again the word Udi is added in order to indicate that [un-
der 'Time-epochs’ not only the skandhas but also] other [syno-
nyms] as duhkka-samiidaya® anitya® anUtma etc. are included h

§ 3. Samghabhadra’s definition of the karitra.

It may be so. But if [the svAbhava of the dharmd] is ever-
lasting (sadcbvasthita) like akLLiu, how is the distinction of past etc.
possible?

[The answer of the Yaibhasika is given in the following
kwrikU?

One must not think that the distinction of Times is
groundless; because this distinction is established by the
karitra. What is just manifesting its karitra is called pre-
sent, past—when it has abandoned its karitra., and future —
when it has not yet reached its karitra.

The karitra of the dkarmas is projecting a karya, not
producing it. The past [dkarmas] do not possess this potency
of projection and therefore they cannot possess a karitra.
[1791—1793]

[The Vaibhasika] defines as »present« [a dkarmd\ which has
just fully attained its karitra] as »past« — [a dkarmd\ whose
karitra has already ceased, as »future«x — [a dharmd\ which has
not yet attained its karitra. In this way the distinction of Times
is based on karitra”.

Now the question arises: what is the meaning of the term
karitra P

The Yaibhasika answers: karitra means wyUpclLra, activity or
operation, as seeing etc.; [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

N There exists no separate dharma of Time, adkvan is only
a synonymous denomination of samskara. Cf. Jfianaprasthana,
T 1544, p. 987 b.

2 Cf. Mvbh. 393 ci13- 26
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potency] by which consciousness (vijnana) is active as cognizing;
[and finally] it is [the special potency] by which visual forms
(rupa) etc. are made objects of the corresponding sense-organs
(svendriya gocaratva) b

[This theory is rejected by Sautrantikas].

[First objection:] ~if it were so, then an actually given tatsa-
blrasa eye (= an actually given dharma of the homogeneous series
forming the so called eye) would possess no presence in the state
of sleep owing to the lack of its karitra.

[Vaibhasika formulates a new definition:] kdritra means [not
the special potency of a dharma® but the capacity of] giving and
of grasping a result (phala-dana-grahana). So e g. the samskrta-
laksanas {=jati etc.) which are co-existent (sahabhUJ with a given
element A of the] caksur-indriya constitute its anthropomorphic
result (ptirusakdra-phalaj. [Another] immediately succeeding [ele-
ment B of the] caksur-indriya is [with reference to the element A
at the same time:] its result of the type ptirusakara, of the type
adhipati and of the type nisyanda. When the eye (=an element
of the caksur-indriya) produces all these effects, it is ‘giving’;
when it becomes the cause of these effects (hetubJidvdvasthanad),
it is 'grasping’. In this sense it is called present.

[Second objection:] if so, the consequence would be that
past causes sabhdga® sarvatraga and vipaka are present, because
it is admitted that they are also 'giving an effect’.

Vaibhésika. [This objection does not hold good]. We accept
that kUritra = phala-danapkala-grahana (jointly). [The past
sabhaga although »giving«, is not »grasping«].

Sautrantika. In this case the consequence will be the semi-
presence ® (arddha-varttamanatva) of the past causes sabhaga etc.

Anxious to avoid these drawbacks the Master Samghabhadra
declares™: »the kdritra of the dharmas means potency (Sakti) only

NCE Y p.o 17 2 Cf. supra p. 22.

®The past causes can be saphala® consequently they possess,
as it were, one half of kdritra.

N This is not a quotation but a resume of a longer passage
from N p. 631bi5—u which sounds as follows: »As | have
explained, past and future exist. This is not contradicted by the
dharmasvabhdva and agrees with the Agamas. Should one deny the
past and the future, then there would be a contradiction with the
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of projecting results (phalaksepa— grahana)® not the [actual] ge-
neration (janana= dana). Past causes sabkUga etc. do not possess
the potency of projecting results because the projecting takes

dJiarmasvabJmva., the Agamas would be disregarded and many
difficulties would arise. Therefore let it be known: the past and
the future, as it has been stated by Bhadanta Vasumitra, exist
really. In accordance with sound logic and the testimony of the
Agamas it cannot be altered. And this is what Bhadanta Vasu-
mitra teaches: Buddha has said in the Sutra that the three Times
exist. — "With regard to what are they differentiated? — Answer:
the differentiation of the three Times is established by the karitra.
All samskrtadharmas whose kdritra is not yet manifested are called
future’, all samskrtadharmas whose kdritra is just now manifest-
ing itself are called ‘present’; all samskrtadharmas whose kdritra is
already destroyed are called ‘past’. On the contrary in the sub-
stance of the samskrtadharmas there is no change«.

»Now what is kdritra”” — Answer: it is the potency [inher-
ent] in the samskrtadharmas to produce a result (~ sarnskrta-
dharmdndm phaldkaepasaktih). It means that they can become
a determining cause of other svabhdva in the moment of their ori-
gination. He who, in accordance with this, establishes the diffe-
rentiation of the three Times and who explains the [unexplained]
remainder without trespassing into contradictory theories, should
be called by wise men an individual with a clear understanding.
But if one erroneously establishes the principle of differentiation
of the three Times, or from fear of difficulties, directly rejects
the Agamas, or makes an easily understandable meaning of the
Sutra difficult to understand, or teaches that there is only present
and no past and no future, or even that the present is equally
fictitious as the past and the future, or if he rejects altogether
the three Times and teaches that they are all unreal, then he
falls into a contradiction with the Truth of the Agamas and wise
men should denounce him as an person with a confused under-
standing«.

»Moreover, he who shows disrespect to the Agamas by
teaching that the Times do not exist really, is covered with im-
measurable faults, meets with many hindrances and attains sal-
vation with difficulty. On the contrary, he who teaches that the
three Times exist really is a true Master of the Sastras, he meets
with little hindrances and attains salvation easily. This is why
a wise man does not show disrespect to the Agamas by teaching
that there are no Times. As for myself, 1 am relying on Bha-
danta Vasumitra who teaches that the differentiation of the three
Times is established by the kdritra. And as far as | am capable
of it, 1 am solving difficulties«.



38

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 regressus in infinitum would result. There-
fore no past dharmas can possess a karitra and hence there is
no confusion of Time-marks.

8 4. A prasanga argument showing that karitra is
neither different from nor identical with the
dharmasvabhava.

Sautrantika replies:

These [advocates of the sarvastivdda doctrine] must
concede, that the karitra is either different or identical with
the dharma, the third possibility being altogether unreal.

»The Sautrantika raises the following objection: If the
distinction of the three Times is established by the karitra® then
what is the karitra of the tatsabimgacakauh and of other tatsa-
bhé&ga-indriyas which are present? If you say [that although
without svakarmd\ they are grasping an effect and giving an
effect (—phalam grhnanti phalam ca dadanti)* then the sabhé&-
gahetus etc., as they are also giving an effect (pJialadénéat)*would
possess their karitra. Or they would possess a hsli-kéritra. And
a confusion of the Time-marks would result (adhvalaksanédn&d,m
samkaro bhavet)<n.

»[We answer:] all these difficulties have their origin in the
lack of understanding of the dJiarmasvabhéva. The $aktis of a dharma
are of two kinds: one is called kéritra., the other is called sémarthya.
karitra has been defined as a pJialaksepasamarthya, but karitra
is not always identical with sé&marthya. There exists also a sé-
marthya which is different from kéritra. If. e g, in darkness,
the eye sees the rUpas,, its sémarthya is obstructed by an &varana,
but not its karitra. The darsanasamarthya is obstructed by the
tamas and it is why, in darkness, the eye is not able to perceive
the rUpas. But its kédtra [which is identical with] "projecting an
effect’ (phaldksepa) is not obstructed by darkness. Therefore the
eye is able to project an effect also in darkness«.

»Apart from the present condition (avasthd), karitra is absent,
because it arises only in dependence with the present. [A dharmd\
the kéaritra of which is destroyed, is not absolutely inactive
(niskriyaP)'. when an other svabhdva originates, it may become
its determining cause. But this [determination] is not ké&ritra, it
is only samarthya. Because [a dharmci\ can project an effect only
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In case of difference, the antecedent and subsequent
unreality of present [dharmasj would arise on account of
[their] being a cause, being contingent, etc., just as is the
case with the karitra. In the opposite case permanence would
follow on account of the uninterrupted duration of essence.
Indeed, besides substantial identity there is no other essen-
tial mark of permanence. [1794—1796]

[Sainghabhadra and his adherents] must concede that the
karitra is alternatively either different or not different from the
dharma” because these two theses are mutually exclusive, so that
when denying the one we affirm the other and vice versa, A third
possibility does not exist.

[Now it will be shown that both alternatives imply conse-
quences which are not acceptable by Sarvastivadin].

A. [We begin with the prasanga deduction from the sup-
position that the kéritra is different from the dharmd\. If karitra
is different from the dharma® then we would arrive at the con-
clusion that dharmas existing in the present are unreal in their
antecedent and subsequent states. [This inference can be formu-
lated in the following syllogism:]

Probandum: dharmas existing in the present are unreal in
their antecedent and subsequent states.

Reason: because they are causes (=hetutvad),, or because
they are contingent (= samskrtatvad).

Example: just as is the case with karitra.

The same probandum can be proved also by other reasons,
as e.g. 'reality’ (vastutva). All these remaining reasons are alluded
to by the addition of the word ‘etc.’ [in the k&rik& 1795:] »being
a cause, being contingent, etc.«.

In the opposite case, if there were no antecedent and no
subsequent unreality, then the permanence (nityatd) of all which is
contingent (samskrta) would arise, because the essence (svabhéva)
[of a dharma\ would continue to exist in all Times (— sarvadd).
Indeed, besides everlasting existence there is no other
essential mark of permanence.

when it is present. What is [absolutely] inactive cannot project
its special effect (na svaphalam &k“ipati)* and only the projection
of a special effect is called karitra<s~
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As it is said:
»Wise men call permanent a thing the essence of which
is never destroyed«.

[Now our opponent may object that the karitra (— $akti)
is [also] inherent to permanent substances (= nityasya $aktih)
Consequently [in our syllogism] there is no exclusion of the
reasons: hetutva (being a cause) or samskrtatoa (being contingent),,
etc. from the class of negative instances (=hetoh sadhyavipaksena
virodhah)* [r.e. in our case from the class of permanent entities]..

[In order to reject this objection, the author says:]

The causal determination of something which is per-
manent has been previously rejected by showing its impossi-

bility in both alternative cases of a successive and of a si-
multaneous [manifestation of all the effects]. Indeed, it is-
obvious that in the permanent there is no place for con-
tingency. [1797]

»Previously« means: »in Chapter [VIII of this treatise, de-
voted to the] Analysis of permanent Substance«. As it is generally
admitted that whatever is contingent (samskrta) is also imperma-
nent (anitya), the statement: »no contingency is possible in the
permanent« (samskrtatvam nitye na sambJiavati) is seK-evident.

[In other words: it can be shown by the way of logical
argumentation that the assumption of a kdritra, as different from
the dharma itself, is not compatible with the traikalya doctrine] »

[The same result can be drawn from the testimony of the
Scripture:]

By admitting kdritra along with skandhas, ayatanas
etc. there would arise [for the Sarvastivadin] an unavoid-
able contradiction with the fundamental theses of [his] own
system. [1798]

By admitting the kdritra as something different from the
skandhas® dyatanas etc., there would arise a contradiction with
the fundamental thesis of [Buddhist] doctrine. Indeed, the Blessed

N @. nityatd $aktih. T. gal te rtag pa dan nus pa dan. —
According to Mahévibhasa, cf. supra p. 2P, the asamskrtas do not
possess any hetutva® but nevertheless they have a sui generis
negative kdritra.
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One said4 »The people are saying ‘all’; o Brahman! by ‘all’
are meant the five skandhas® the twelve ayatanas® the eighteen
dhattis«. [= The reality of a karitra of the dJiarma apart from
the dharmas themselves is implicitly denied by this saying of
Buddha].

B. [We analyze next the second alternative, vis. the sup-
position that the ké&ritra of a dkarma and the dkarma itself are
identical. The author says:]

Also when assuming its identity, kéritra., because of
its non-difference from the dkarma., would be perpetually
existing, just as the essence of the dkarma. And therefore
the distinction of Times could not be based on it, as, indeed,
there would be no possibility of distinction between the loss,,
the attaining and the non-attaining of the karitra [by dharma\
[1799—1800]

We may admit that karitra is identical with the dkarma..
Then in its quality of being not different from the dkarma itself,,
the karitra., just as the dkarmasvabkava would also become 'per-
petually existing’. And consequently there would be no distinc-
tion of Times based on karitra as in the aforesaid definition:
»What has lost its karitra is past, what has attained its kéritra
is present, what has not yet attained its karitra is future«.

[Indeed this distinction of Times is possible only when

~sarvam asti belongs to those canonical formulae, which are
accepted by all schools, but the interpretation of which was by
no means settled. In the sense of the Stitra quoted in the text
(Sarny. Nik. 1V, 15), the Sautrantikas too are »Sarvastivadins«..
But Vaibhasikas take sarvam asti to mean sarvada asti= trikéalesv
asti. Neither one explanation nor the other seem, however, to
convey the original meaning which was probably the totality of
the differentiated, mortal, world as opposed to the primeval unity
of the undifferentiated absolute. Cf. de La Vallee Poussin, Nirvéna,
p. 139, n. 2: »quand IEcriture parle de »tout« eile entend tout
ce qui est l'objet de la connaissance vulgaire: eile fait abstraction
dune chose plus subtile, plus difficile a connaitre, a savoir le
Nirvana. Ceci resulte de Majjhima, I, 3, ou sont separes et distin-
gues, d’une part »tout«, d’autre part le Nirvana«. In other words:
sarvam — sarve fsamskrtaj dkarmah — n@mariipa as opposed to
the one, absolute and transcendental Dharma = dkarmakéya = nir-
vénadkétu.
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attaining and not attaining [of the present] are understood as
[two real and] distinctly differentiated [states] of the karitra and
precisely those two [states] cannot be distinctly differentiated
because there is no such a differentiation for [entities] which per-
petually persist in the same unique essence (— sadavastMtaikariipa).

[Another consequence of the identity of karitra and dharma
is the following one:]

Or in consequence of its being not different from the
karitra® the dharma may be just as karitra'. cut off before
and after and condensing its whole existence in the instan-
taneous middlepoint (=madhyamitrakasarva). [1801]

In consequence of its being not different from the karitra®
the dharma would be just as karitra® lacking past and future
and possessing its whole existence only in the middle [point-
instant]. [This view is actually accepted by the Sautrantikas, it
stands however in direct opposition to the theory of sarvastivadd\.

8§ 5 The third possibility of a karitra which is
and is not identical with the dharmasvabhava is
rejected.

[The Vaibhasika rejoinders: Your two prasangas do not
exhaust all possibilities of the problem. Indeed, besides difference
and identity of 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 the 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 just as does the dharmd\.

[Alluding to this theory the Sautrantika states:] The asser-
tion that karitra and dharma are and are not identical includes
a mutual contradiction. It is therefore justly turned into ridicule
by the following stanza:

The karitra does not exist permanently, the dharma
is characterised as existing permanently, but nevertheless
the karitra is not different from the dJiarma\ Indeed, it is
a caprice of the Isvara in its arbitrariness b [1802]

N Cf. AbhK V, 58; N p. 6; Rodhicaryavatérapanjika, p. 5.
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As a consequence of the non-difference from the kciritra it
follows that the dharmas of Twpa etc. do not exist permanently.
Therefore the Vaibhasika admits: »the kUritra does not exist per-
manently«. In the same way J[as a consequence of non-differ-
ence] it follows that karitra is not different from dharma and
it is just this which is [also] admitted [by the Vaibhasika]. [And
nevertheless the Vaibhasika assumes that the dharma exist per-
manently!] This attitude has been characterized as a caprice of
the Isvara. Just as the Isvara and similar almighty persons, without
troubling themselves about what is rationally founded or not, act
arbitrarily, such is exactly the attitude of these Vaibhasikas: ar-
bitrary and disregarding all logical consistency.

§ 6. karitra of karitra® rejected.

[Besides this prasan”a-deduction there is another argument
against the thesis of Yaibhasikas, vis. that the distinction of Times
is based on the karitra”

If the Time-epochs [of the karitrd\ are established also
with reference to another karitra.® we must repeat the same
method of arguing ad iufinitum. |1803]

According to Yaibhasikas the karitra is not different from
the dharmas. Consequently it lasts also during the three Times
and has its future, present and past states”, vis\ the karitra
which has not yet attained its existence is a future karitra] the
karitra which has just attained its existence is the present
karitra] the karitra which has already ceased to be is a past
kdritrcA.

[Now we state:] If you claim the possession of three Times,
future etc. by the karitra [of a dharma\ without however ad-
mitting the existence of a second karitra of this karitra* then
you cannot say that the distinction of Times is [always] based
on the karitra.® because you admit an exception to this rule. You
teach namely that the karitra possesses the three Times, future etc.

~ This tacit supposition is necessary for deducing the pra-
sahga formulated by the Sautrantika. This very starting point is,
however, erroneous. The Yaibhasika do not teach that kciritra,
possesses the three Times; karitra is momentary and the dharma-
svabJiava only lasts through the three Times.
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only with reference to its own essence f— svariipasaftd), [not with
reference to its karitra] and you should also treat the dharmas
(= bhavas) precisely in the same manner. Hence what is the use
of inventing a karitra?

Now, if in order to avoid the objection that there are excep-
tions from the rule accepted, the Vaibhasika admits the karitra
of the karitra of a dharma® then the whole prasanga-deduation:
[difference or not difference] must be repeated. And moreover
there would arise the error of a regressus in infinitum.

§ 7. Santaraksita’s criticism of the theory accord-
ing to which the karitrais a quality differentiat-
ing t-he essence of a dharma.

If one holds that karitra is a visesa like sapratighatva
etc., which is not different® from the svariipa® we reply:
this theory is useless against the argument in question.

sapratighatva etc. is not conceived as an occasional
[quality] of an unvariably concomitant substance because it
expresses the being as such. [1804]

Let us return to the syllogism: assuming the identity [of
karitra with the dharma\ the karitra would be everlasting be-
cause, in that case, no differentiation (visesa)* just as in the case
of the dharmasvarupa™ would be possible. Referring to this ar-
gument Samghabhadra says: there exist determining qualities (vi-
$esaka dharma) which are not different from the svarUpa (=
soabhava) [of the dharma\ as e g. the sapratighatva of the earth
etc. Indeed, the [dharmas]® although not differentiated by their
padarthatva [which they posses in common], are differentiated
as sapratigha and apratigha® sanidarsana and anidar$ana by
qualities (= dharma) which are not different from their svarupa.
In the same manner, a dharma may be determined by a karitra
[which is itself not different from the svarupa of the dharma).

N @ has svarupad vyatirikto® but. Tib. reads 4ha mi dad
svarTipcivyatirikto.
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[Master Saraghabbadra rejects this theory, because] it is
useless against the argument in question which is as follows:
having admitted that kéaritra is not different from the svarupa®
no differentiation (=visesa) oi the padartha, which has been iden-
tified with the kéritra” is possible; hence the necessary conclusion
that no distinction of Times can be established by karitra.

[Between special qualities and ké&ritra there is of course no
analogy]. The dharmas of the earth etc. are different because they
are differentiated by their mutually exclusive svalaksanas Hence
;Some are sapratigha., and some apratigha., as e.g. the vedana etc.
But these \dharmas\ which are apratigha can never become
sapratigha™ because there is no unique unvariably concomitant
substance (=eko “nugaml padarthatmd) to which the saprati-
ghatva) of the earth etc. could be attributed as a temporary,
eoccasional quality (kadacitka dharma). iSpecial qualities as sapra-
tigliatva etc. express the whole being as such, i.e as determined
by the exclusion of all remaining homogeneous (sajatlya) as well
as heterogeneous (vijdUya) qualities. Hence, although not differing
from the svarUpa., they cannot be [in opposition to the karitra],
the principle of differentiation of the same [unchangeable substance].

[Objection:] if there is no sapratighatva as a principle of
differentiation existing independently of the svarupa itself, why
is the expression rUpasya sapratighatvam wused as if we were
concerned with a real entity differentiating the rUpa into sapra-
tigha and apratigha'?

The author answers:

Without rejecting other differences, the dharma(=bhéava)
is thus characterized by the expression riipasya sapratighatva
just as we say also cetaso vasand, [1806]

anaksiptédnyabhedena = bhedantarépratiksepena  without re-
jecting other differences. — »ls thus characterized« = as if it were
an [independently existing] principle of differentiation
»Just as the vasanad of the mind« is the example

~T. mi hphen yin. @. has bhedéntarapratiksepena.

2 The vasands (=.bljas) are upatta by the citta: »'appro-
pries’—embrasses {parigrah™ ‘integres’) dans son etre, partageant
:Son destin bon ou mauvais (ekayogaksemena)' De La Vallee
Poussin, Siddhi, p. 124.
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§ 8 The impredicability of karitra.

Again Master [Samghabhadra] says ”: the karitra is not dif-
ferent from the dkarma® because we do not perceive it inde-
pendently of the svabhava [of the dharmd\\ neither is it simply
the dharma” because, even when the svabhava [of the dharmd\
exists, karitra may sometimes be absent. It can neither [be said,
that] karitra does not exist at all, only because there is no diffe-
rence [between karitra and dharma\ or because karitra is antece-
dently inexistent. [In one word:] karitra is just as samtana which
is defined as the immediate succession of dharmas. Indeed, it is
not different from the dharmas® because it is not perceived in-
dependently of them. Moreover, it is also not simply the dharmas®
because, in that case a single dkarma would still be a samtana.
Finally, it cannot be said that samtana does not exist at all, be-
cause its effects are real. It is said therefore:

We postulate the effects of samtana [as existing really],
but the samtana itself can nowhere be found; our thesis
that the distinction of Times is based on karitra may be
also understood by analogy to this.

[The author now criticizes this theory]. He says:

karitra is described [by you] as being exactly like
samtana etc.: impredicable with reference to both alternati-
ves of identity and non-identity [with the dharmas]. In this
case would it not possess [only] a samvrti-resliiy?

And hence being only a construction of the mind
(z=kalpita), it will not be able [to produce] any effect (karya)y
exactly like the samtana™ because only real entities possess
the potency of efficacious action (— arthakriyU).

Its existence is not real and therefore the distinction of
Times which is based upon it is not tattvika either (= is alse
without foundation in absolute reality). [1807—1809]

In the kérika it is said: »samtana etc.« — by the word »etc.«
other similar entities as collection (samuha) etc. are included. As
regards the samtana” neither its identity nor its non-identity with
elements constituting it can be predicated. Therefore the samtana

Cf. N p. 633aa
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[for us Sautréntikas] is nihsvabhUva. Just as the pudgala [which
is also impredicable], and, in the same sense the karitra is nih-
svabhava as well. Indeed, if there is any svabhava [in a thing],
it is necessarily either identical or not identical. And hence, be-
cause it is [only] a construction of the mind (m=kalpitatvat)" the
karitra of the dJiarma is not capable to produce any effect, exactly
like the samtana. Indeed, the samtana, being only a construction
of the mind, possesses no capacity of producing effects in con-
sequence of its nihsvabhamtva, and because the production of
effects is intimately bound with the svabhava. Therefore only
real elements of the samtana are capable of efficacious action,
and not the constructed (kalpita) samtana.

[A further consequence of all these statements is that] ké-
ritra” because it exists only as a prajnapti, does not exist para-
marthatas neither before nor after [its manifestation]. And, there-
fore, the distinction of Times as well which is [according to your
doctrine] based upon it, is only a construction of the mind and
nothing real (na blUvikaT — na tattvikam).

8§ 0. k&ritra as prajnapti is rejected

[Our opponent asks:] It may be granted that karitra® and
consequently the distinction of Times which is based upon it as
well, are only prajnaptisat. What is wrong in this assumption?

[The author answers:]

The karitra., which has been defined [by you] as a po-
tency of projecting effects, has only a nominal existence
(= sabdagocara). But potency means reality, therefore how
can it be only prajnaptisat

Can the r%?a-[elements of fire], which are postulated
as effecting the action of burning, ripening etc,, be accepted
as identical in their past and future states?

If so, how can such mutually exclusive aspects as [pre-
cedent] non-activity, actual activity and [subsequent] loss of
activity coexist in the same undifferentiated (nirviinllla)
thing? Now [our opponent] may admit that the thing exist-
ing during the [three] Times is postulated, not as being the
same and undifferentiated, because it attains its next [Time-]
condition after having abandoned the [previous one]. In this
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case we must ask: are tke conditions (=avasthii) different
from the being itself ? [The answer cannot be but:] No.
Because [otherwise] inactivity would be the consequence.

Indeed [only] because those [three Time-conditions]
are reaUy existing, the existence of effects is perceived.
[1810—1815]

[Sautrantika:] You have defined the kéaritra of the dharmas
as the potency of projecting results (phalciksepa). [The potency
of projecting results, however, is just the definition of the sva-
bLLMw consequently it can be only tattvika, having its foundation
in absolute reality, and not $abdagocara® belonging only to the
domain of verbal conventions. Indeed, the svabhavalakeana, be-
cause it does not belong to wordly experience (=avyavaharikam),
cannot be attained by words. And thus, being not different from
the being itself] how can potency possess [only] a prajnapti-
existence? [The answer is:] it cannot. And therefore the Time-
distinction, which depends on it, must be also accepted as »based
upon absolute reality« (tattvika).

Moreover: we,, perceive riia-elements constituting fire etc.,
which possess [the potency of] effecting such purposive actions
[= which are artkakriydkari\ as burning, ripening etc. [Concern-
ing such] potencies [there arises the question:] are they in their
past and future conditions the same or different [potencies]? If
they are the same, how can the three mutually exclusive quali-
ties, vis. the [antecedent] inactivity etc., by which the distinction
of succeeding conditions of future, past and present is established,
be coexistent in one and the same, undifferentiated thing? In-
deed, if, notwithstanding the attribution of contradictory qualities,
the identity [of a thing] could be preserved, then all differentia-
tions would disappear and the whole world would become one.
And the consequence of identity would be the simultaneous ori-
gination [of all effects].

Now, [to avoid aU these prasangas another theory may be
taken into consideration:] the thing [existing] during [the three]
Times is not postulated as being without differentiation
because [in reality] it is differentiated by the difference of aban-

The whole passage is wanting in G. My translation follows
the T.
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doning [the one] and of grasping [the another] condition. If it is
so, we must ask: of what sort are those conditions?— Are they
different (bblnna) or not different from the being iiss\i{bLUva—
svabhava) ?

Our opponent answers: they are not different (abheda). —
Why? [For two reasons:] 1° because the inactivity of the being
would be the consequence, and 2° because the potency of pro-
ducing effects would be realized in the case of presence as well
in the case of absence (— anvaya-vyatirekdbhyam) of those con-
ditions.

§ 10. The 'thing’ and its ‘conditions’

Now [Santaraksita] criticizes [also these views. He says:]

How can those [three conditions] be proved not to be
different from the thing itself during the Time-epochs? As
they exist and disappear after having been previously inexist-
ent, how can they be ‘essentially identical’ (= tadatmiha)®

If in the middle (= present) condition a thing is active
by its own essence (svabhavena — svariipena)™hbii the same
essence exists also in both remaining conditions [of future
and of past] and [consequently] how can you imagine the
previous lack and the subsequent loss of activity in this
thing’s own essence, in those two conditions?

On the other hand, if [the thing] is active through the
essence of some other being (pararupena— parabhavena)®
then its own inactivity would result.

[But] if we admit that [things as] fire etc. are not the
same in the conditions of past and future, this thesis would
give no support to the objection of intermingling activity
[and non-activity]. [The consequence would be the doctrine,
that] the capacity of producing effects (— karyayogya) arises
in the present moment (— idamm)* after having been pre-
viously inexistent, and that it does not last, after its having
gained existence. In this manner the absence of invariable
coexistence of the thing [with its Time-conditions] would be
proved. [1816—1820]

[We ask:] how can it be demonstrated that the conditions
(avastlia) are not different from the thing itself (vastu)? [And

Prace Kom. Orient, nr 31 4
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we answer:] it is not possible at all. Indeed, the avasthas come
into existence after having been inexistent and they disappear
after having been existent; but the vasiu is not postulated thus,
for it is granted [by all schools] that it exists permanently. Con-
sequently, how can the avasthas, which come into existence after
having been inexistent and which [afterwards] cease to be existent,
be "'essentially identical’ (tadatmika) [with the vasHi\" [We reply
again] it is quite impossible! The yogaksema” [of these two notions:
avastlia and vashi\ is [essentially] different.

[Now we are giving a formal demonstration of our denial
of the Vaibhasika doctrine by the way of the prasanga method:]

[First alternative (1)] the avastlias and the vastu are not dif-
ferent”. Then two foWoynAngprasanga syllogisms could be formulated:

a) the avasthcis exist permanently because they are not
different from the vastu] just as it is the case with the
svabhava of the vasiwy,

b) the vastu comes into existence after having been
inexistent, because it is not different from the avastJiUs, just
as the svabkavas of the avasthas.

[Second alternative (I1):] the avasthas and the vastu are dif-
ferent. [In this thesis two further alternatives may be distinguished:
a) in all avasthas the vastu is the same, identical vastu® b) in each
avastka there is a different vastu®

a Admitting that there is a difference between the avastkUs
and the vastu® [which is the same in all avastkas\" the attribu-
tion of contradictory qualities [to the same subject] will again
be unavoidable.

[Indeed, let us consider in this connection the following
prasanga®t\iQ vastu displays its karitra in the middle (= present)
avastka either through its svabkava (-- through its own essence),
or through the parabkUva (= through the essence of another vastu).
[Both suppositions lead to unacceptable consequences:]

 bkinnayogaksema — "doli&&n.t destiny’= »a different conno-
tation as opposed to ekayogaksema\ cf. Trimsika p. 19, Jacobi
p. 13: »als etwas dwrchaus Gtleichartiges«; TSP p. 134: ekayoga-
k$emalaksanatvad abkedasya and supra, p. 45 note 2.

N bkavatu cévastkabkedaparikalpand, Tib.: gnas skabs tka dad
pa yons U brtags pa yin du ckug mod. Q: has parakalpana.
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a) First alternative: the vastu displays its kUritra (=tlie
vastu is kadraka) in the Ti&gale-avasill through its 8vabllival
then the same svdbhava also exists in the remaining two
avasthas of the past and of the future, and, consequently,
in the very svabhava which is just displaying its kUritra" the
absence of the not yet manifested and of the still vanished
karitra would be coexistent. How it is possible?

) Second alternative: the vastu displays its karitra in
the mididle-avastha through the svdbhava of another vasUv
(= through the parabhava): then the vastu itself is without
its own Kkaritra\ it is hence a non-vastu.

In this way the alternative (Il a) that vastus, as fire etc.
are the same in all avasthas, [is shown] to be impossible.

b. [Now let us analize the alternative (I b), that there is
a different vastu [in each avastha]. When accepting this thesis
we would be free from the objection of intermingling in the same
subject (—ekatra) mutually exclusive qualities as karitra and non-
Jmritra, just because the vasUi would not be the same. But [on
the other hand a new difficulty would arise, vi3l\ that the vastu
as fire etc. which possesses its karitra as burning, ripening etc.
would come into existence after having been inexistent, and that
it would cease to exist after having been existent. Thus the con-
tradiction with the accepted definition of the vastu as possessing
a permanent existence (— sadastitva) would arise as consequence
of the absence of coexistence (— anvaya) [of the vastu with its
avasthas\

8 11 Qprasaiiga arguments shoving the impossi-
bility of athing without karitra.

[Yaibhasika objects:) the vastu, as possessing the Kkaritra,
may indeed come into existence after having been inexistent, and
it may cease to exist after having been existent. [But this does
not exclude that the vastu exists in the past and in the future
avasthas [as the same vastu], possessing however no karitra. Con-
sequently, there is no contradiction with the permanent existence
accepted [by our school].

[To this we reply:]

Only s vastu (— bhava) which possesses karitra (=kriya)
is really existent. And precisely this kind of vastu does not

4%
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exist in both avasthas [of the past and of the future]. From
the vastu which exists [in these avasthas without karitra]
no effect (karya) can originate. [1821]

[Vaibhasika again protests:] the past sabhaga-hetus possess

the karitra (=karyayogya). Your argument; 'ho ké&rya can origi-
nate from the wsiw, which exists [in these avasthas without the
karitra® is not right.

[In reply to this objection Santaraksita adduces further

prasanga deductions showing the impossibility of the Vaibhasika
doctrine. He says:]

That past vastti [without karitra] would be evidently
a present one because, in consequence of its occasionalness
(kadacitkataya)”™ it is coming into existence after having been
[previously] inexistent, exactly like other [present vastus].

What is free from causal determination (ahetutva) can
only be either always existent or always inexistent. A thing
the existence of which is necessarily determined by causal
factors is called "present’.

Our opponents teach, that there is a substantial differ-
ence (vailaksanya) with pratisamkhyanirodha because
the sarnskrtatva of rUpa etc. is due to association with jati,
sthiti etc.

Concerning this [theory] we must ask: what is the
visesa produced [by the jati] and with reference to which
[the jati] is called 'the parent of the [riipa]’?>— Is it differ-
ent or not different from the not yet born rupa?

To begin with [the first alternative:] if this visesa(=ati-
Saya) is not different, then it has no potency of producing,
because, just like after the realization [of the jati]® it exists
also before [its] realization.

This visesa (= atiS$aya) does not exist as a different
one, because, owing to this difference, there is no possibility
[of any real relation] = Moreover, the asatkarya would then
be the consequence, because it was previously inexistent.

N A similar argumentation is to be found in TSP 146, ad

TS402 where the impossibility of cooperation of the sahakarins
with a sthirapadartha is discussed: teneti = atiayena,! tasyapiti—
nityasya kak sambandha ityadinottaram aha. kak sarnbandhak —
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[When analysing] disintegration, stabilization and de-
struction in both alternatives of difference and identity,
precisely the same logical errors concerning [the remaining
samskrtalaksanas\ jara etc. will arise. [1822—1828]

[First prasahga (I); the past vastu without karitra® which
you admit, would be a present one,] because in consequence of
its occasionalness [it comes into existence after having been pre-
viously inexistent]. Example: other present vasUis which do not
constitute the subjects of our discussion (= which are not the
dharmin of the present syllogism).

[This argument] is valid, because the invariable concomitance
(anvaya) [between occasional existence and presence is not miss-
ing]: everything which is produced by causal determinants (hehi-
pratyaya)® is called 'present’, and everything which exists ooca,-
sionallj fkadacitkaj is necessarily produced by causal determinants.
Indeed, for an entity which is not produced by causal determi-
nants only two alternatives are possible: to be always
existent or to be always inexistent, for only in these two cases
complete independence from any other entity is guaranteed. [Hence,
the third possibility, that of being sometimes existent and some-
times inexistent is reserved to entities which are causally deter-
mined = whose existence is limited by causal determinants]. The-
refore [we may fairly conclude:] whatever exists occasionally, is
necessarily produced by causal determinants, and whatever is pro-
duced by causal determinants is necessarily in the present. [In
one word:] 'to exist occasionally (kadacitkatvaf implies: 'to be
present (varttanianatvaf [and our prasanga deduction is precisely
based on this vyapll],

[Second prasanga (I1):] if past and future things exist as
real entities (dravyatas)* then the consequence would be the per-
manent existence (sasvata) oi all samskrta-e\em.&n.t* (— samskara)*
and hence the special quality = which distinguishes

naiva kascid ity artJiah. dvividka eva Jii sambandhas: tadatmyam
tadutpattis ca. tatra na tavat tadatmyalaksano bhedasyd *iglkrta-
tvat. ndpi tadutpattilaksanah sahakaribhya eva tasyotpatteh. tatas
tasyotpattir anglkriyate.* tada tanmdtrabhavitvad atisayanam yugapad
evotpattih syat. tatas ca sarvakaryanam yugapad utpattiprasaigah.
atilayavatah kéranasya sarvadU 'vasthitatvat.
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the samskrta elements, such as rilpa etc., from the asamskrta
elements, such as pratisamkhyanirodha etc., would not be possible.

The Vaibhasika protests: the samskrtatva of rupa etc. is due
to the association of these elements with the four samskrtalak-
sanas] asamskrta elements, as infinite space etc. are not associated
with them. There is therefore an essential di\iie>x&n.c,Q(=vailaksanya)
between rupa etc. and pratisamkhyanirodha etc.

We reply: Your theory is wrong. [In order to demonstrate
it, let us consider your distinction of] the four samskrtalaksanas®
viz. jciti* jarci., sthiti and anityaiu, and their special potencies
(— kéritra® vyapara) causing birth, disintegrating, stabilizing and

destroying.
JWVe may start with the analysis of the jaii. [According to
your doctrine] it gives birth to a supplementation [i. e to

a special quality ”* owing to which future samsArfn-elements acquire

~ 1 According to the Nyaya-Vaisesika, etc. the origination
of an effect is due to the cooperation of many special causes
(asédharana-kérana) which can be divided into the 3 following
categories: a) basal instrumental cause (sadhakatama, atisayasakti-
mat-Imrana.® karana)., b) subsidiary or assisting causes (sahakciri),
c) material cause (samavayi, upadana-kdrana). To this may be
added the fourth variety of general or imiversal c.BJise8(sadhUrana),
as Space, Time, the will of Grodetc. The »collocation« of all these
factors destroys a given whole (avayavin) and produces a new
»collocation«, a new whole out of the same material. This tran-
sition is what is called the asatkaryavada: it does not obviously
teach the creation of a new substance, but only an increment, an
outgrowth of immanent potencies {atiSaya-adhana, 'Steigerung der
Kréafte’) owing to which the clay is supplanted by a pot, a seed
by a sprout etc. The basal cause is the sadhakatamam karanam
because it contributes pre-eminently to the production of the
atisaya.

2. The theory of causation elaborated by the Buddhist Abhi-
dharma shares with the Naiyayikas the view that no effect arises
from a single cause. There is also —in spite of the essentially dif-
ferent interpretation of causal interdependence as pratityasamut-
pada —some analogy and correspondence between the Buddhist
and the Nyaya-Vaisesika classifications; so e.g. the adhipati-pra-
tyaya can be compared with the atiSayasaktimat =msadhakatamam
kdranam, the samanantara-pratyaya with the upadana or samavayi-
karana. Cf. Th. Stcherbatsky, Central Conception, p. 106, Buddhist
Logic Il, p. 311. There is also an obvious analogy between the
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their kctritra and produce their effects]. In this sense jati is called
"the parent of the samskrtadharmas’, [It does not produce the
samsAr~a-elements themselves, but it makes them present,]

We ask: of what kind is this visesa? — Does it differ or
not from the element itself?

1. First alternative: the visesa is not different from the
element itself. This thesis is impossible, because then this visesa®
being realized (ni$panna)beior& the jati had displayed its karitra®
would be fully ineffective just like after [its] realization. Indeed,
what is [already] realized, is without kUritra® otherwise everything
would possess its karitra(— atiprasa’hgéat)'~-.

2. Second alternative: the visesa is different from the ele-
ment. This cannot be admitted either, because then the relation
expressed by [the Genetive case:] 'the visesa of this rupa’ would
be without real fundation. [Indeed, what kind of a relation would
in this case be possible?] The relation of substantial identity
(illTya) is excluded by the very supposition that there is
a difference, or because the aforesaid consequences would arise.
Gausal relation (tadutpatti) is also out of question, because
the jati* [not the element itself] is the producing cause of this

sadharana-ltdranas of Nyaya-Vaisesikas, Sarpkhyas etc. and the
samskrtalaksanas of the Vaibhasikas. Thus the effect is produced
by the cooperation of two sets of causal determinants: by the
totality of special causes and conditions (ketu-pratyaya-samagrya)
and by the four (or three) universal forces of contingency
krtalajcsana). Of. AbhK Il 234. The essence of the samskrta-
dharma always exists but only at a given moment, when a definite
constellation of heUi and pratyayas arises, jati and the remaining
samskrtalaksanas associate with the dharma and compel it to
manifest the momentary karitra. The eternal elements as akasa
are never associated with the samskrtalaksanas and are there-
fore beyond the reach of contingency and causality.

3. This doctrine is rejected by Sautrantikas. The samskrta-
laksanas taught by Buddha refer to the whole personal series
(samtana)* not to the separate elements. Moreover, the hypostasis
of the samskrtalaksanas® as independent forces cooperating with
all samskrtadharmas™ is quite superfluous: it is the totality of
causes and conditions (samagrya) which makes the dharma present,
not the jati. Of. AbhK Il 228, 235.

~According to T., G. has anavasthaprasangat.
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visesa (— Jater eva tadutpatteh)”. Other relations, as adhara,
addheya etc. cannot be admitted either, because they are only
special cases of causal dependence.

Now [let us again consider] the assumption of causal depend-
ence. [Then two following prasaiigas may be taken into account:]

1) [The element]is a tanméatra-kdrana (= a basal, main cause)
Then the visesa, as produced exclusively by it, would always arise
and jati would be of no use.

2) The element produces the visesa in correlation with the
jati. This assumption is possible only when the j'ati is the saha-
kari-karana. But then, by analysing the two alternatives of iden-
tity and not-identity in the same manner as the visesa analysed
before, we shall have a regressus ad infinitum.

Therefore [we conclude]: admitting the difference of the
element and its visesa, we are unable to establish logically any
relation between them.

Another [argument against the theory of difference]: the
visesa of the element is previously inexistent; the consequence
therefore is the asatkarya, the inexistence of the effect before its
creation by the cause.

In the same manner, when the disintegration (=manyathatva)
is accomplished by j'ara, the stabilization by sthiti and the an-
nihilation by anityata two alternatives [must be taken into con-
sideration, vis. the alternative] of identity and of non-identity
[between the element itself and the visesa produced by the spe-
cial potencies] of these [three remaining samskrtalaksanas'], dis-
integration etc. The criticism which applies to jard etc. is just
the same as in the case of the jati.

§ 12. karitra and the momentariness of past and
future dllarm as.

[Now we come to another argument:]

Those \samskrtalaksanas\ jati etc. are executing their
special effects by an essential determination of their potency
(— samarthya-niyaméatmand) and their essence exists before

A Lit: »because it arises out of juM.
tanmatra-kérana — atisaya-Saktimat, sadhakatamam karanam,
cf. TSP p. 407, 413.
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and after; therefore why do they not always™ display the
activity which is [produced] by their [everlasting] essential
potency? But if they do, the indefiniteness of Time-epochs
[is the consequence]. [1830]

Moreover, the fact that jati etc. each display their special
effect is due to the determinatiou. of their samarthya-svabJiava.
Now [as you teach] that samarthya-svabJiava potency)
is always existent, hence [you are obliged to allow that the sams-
JertalaJesanas must] always display their special effects [And if
you object that this consequence would not arise, because the
displaying of special effects (svaJcarya) of Jati etc. depends on
cooperation with auxiliary causes and conditions (hetu-pratyaya),
then we answer:] the lack of [auxiliary] causes and conditions is
no [argument], because these causes and conditions [again accord-
ing to your own theory] are always present.

We conclude that jati etc. produce their special effects as
origination etc. [not only in the present, but also] in their past
and future conditions. Hence the indefiniteness (—aparimitatva =
non-discrimination) of Time-epochs in each single Time-epoch is
the inevitable consequence [of your stand-point]

Moreover of what nature are past [and future] things?
Are they momentary or not? If we admit the first, the
indefiniteness of Time-epochs would arise again. [Indeed]
a moment which just originates is present, when it is an-
nihilated after having arisen, then it is past; that which
will arise is a future one. [1831—1832]

There are two alternatives: past and future things may be
either momentary or not momentary. If we admit the first alter-
native, vis. that they are momentary, then we shall have just the
same indefiniteness of Time-epochs, [as before]. By the words
'a moment which just originates etc.” the author explains this
[indefiniteness].

~ @ has prarabhante na him tacla svanurdpam kriyaw, and
tada is also confirmed by the Tib. version (de tshe). The sense,
however, requires clearly sada.

2 The same argument AbhK II, 56.



58

Or they are not momentary. Then we shall have
a contradiction with the fundamental tenet. Indeed, the
doctrine that all samskaras are momentary has been taught
as a fundamental thesis [of Buddhism]. [1833]

The second alternative is: past and future things are not
momentary. If we admit this, we will be in contradiction with
the fundamental tenet (siddhanfa, krtanta) which proclaims that
all samskaras are momentary.

We shall also have a contradiction with sound logic:
whatever exists is necessarily momentary just as is the pre-
sent. Ji¥e have already demonstrated before the implication-
relationship between these two predications (== [1834]

Moreover, this thesis, [vis. the non-momentariness of past
things] would be not only in contradiction with the fundamental,
[generally admitted] tenet [of Buddhist philosophy], but also it
would be in contradiction with logical arguments, namely with
the following syllogism:

Whatever is existing is momentary.
Example: present things.

Reason: past and future things are existing.
Conclusion: they are necessarily momentary.

In a previous Chapter, that on Momentariness  (k“ana-
bhangadhikare)we have proved the implication-relationship f=pra-
tibandha) of this hetu (="sattva) [with the sadhya "ksanikatvcC\
This syllogism is therefore not anaikantika. Indeed the potency
of producing effects (arthokriyakéritva) is the essence of exist-
ence, because non-momentary entities exclude simultaneous as
well as successive arthakriyakaritva'. therefore, when excluding the
artkakriyakaritva.! we also exclude eidstenoQ (==sattva) which is
identical with it. The predicate 'existence’ (= sattva) is excluded
from all dharmins which are predicated by the negation of the
sadliya (=from all sadhya-vipaksas) [and thus the validity of our
syllogism is ascertained].

N @ santa$ cen niyamat ksanablianginah\ but santa$ ca (as
in Tib.) would be a better reading.
2 TS 391—394, TSP p. 143.
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§ 13. karitra and samskrtatva.

[A further argument proceeds as follows]:

Those past and future [elements] may be either able
or unable to produce an arthakriya. If this ability is really
existent [in past and future elements], then [past and future
elements] are present just as other [present elements].

On the other hand, in the case of being not present,
the already destroyed and the not yet born elements would
become deprived of aU potencies, just like sky flowers etc.

All noii-oontmg&n.t.(— akrta = asaniskrtaj elements, as
space (akasa) etc. fall under the same rule; they are [con-
sequently] not arguments for the assumption of the anai-
kantikatva [of our syllogism deducing momentariness from
existence].

The potency of elements to produce a determined
arthakriyU is identical with origination from pratyayas. If
there were no causal determination, all would arise out of
all in the same manner.

The origination of the potency of a determined artlia-
kriya is produced by -pratyayas and there is no other de-
finition of a present element.

And precisely this [characteristic of the present] enti-
rely fits in with your past and future elements. Therefore
why is the nature of being present not ascribed to them?

We consider two alternatives: past and future elements are
either capable to produce an artliakriya or not.

1 If they are capable to do it then, this capacity being really
existent, they become present, just as [other] present elements
which are not subjects of this discussion.

Whatever is able to produce an arthakriyd” is present.

Example: present elements, which are not the subject
of this diisoViSsion (avivadcLspadibhuta).

Reason: past and future elements are able to produce
an artkakriya.

[Conclusion: they are present].

This syllogism is based on the relation of substantial iden-
tity between the hehi and the scidhya. And it is not anaikantika”
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because it denies tbe predication “varttamanatva' for elements
wbich are already destroyed or which are not yet born. The pri-
vation of all potencies (— sarva-samarthya-viyogitxia) would be the
consequence, just hke in the case of sky flowers and other un-
real things.
prayoga:

Whatever is not present does not possess any potency.

Example: just like a sky flower etc.

Past and future things are not present.

Consequently they do not possess any potency.

This syllogism is based on the non-apprehension (—nega-
tion) of the implicans (— vyUpakUnupalabdM). [And it is not true
that] it is made mxGQxrtdihx (anaika-ntika) by the asamskrta-e\em.ents”
as ukllla and the two nirodhas® because they can also be present
as dharmin (— pakslkaranat) in the same syllogism. They are
therefore no arguments for the assumption that [our syllogism]
is uncertain.

Indeed you must concede that the potency of the dharmas
(=bhUvas) to produce determined arthakriycLs is identical with
their origination from pratyayas (= with their hetutva). Otherwise
if this [potency] were without hetu then, owing to the absence
of determining hetus® there would be no determined potency of
dharmas ( bhavas) at all. And then it would be possible to
assume any cause for any effect. Therefore [the attribution of]
the determined potency to the non-contingent  aArtoj entities
as dkUsa etc. is not possible and thus there is no reason for the
assumption that our syllogism is made uncertain by these non-
contingent entities.

Neither is it true that our first syllogism is invalidated by
the error of the samdigdha-vipaksa-vrttika (= uncertainty of
absence in contrary cases), because the origination of the po-
tency of determined arthakriyas is produced by hetu-pratyayas
and precisely the fact of being produced by hetu-pratyayas is
the essential mark of the 'present’. Now this very essential mark
of presence is found wholly in past and future \dharmas\. As
there are no other reasons [for designing a dharma as present],
why will you not admit that [your past and future dharmas are
in reality] present?
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§14.The reality of tbe past and of the future renders
the striving for salvation useless. The theory of
'displacement’ rejected.

[Another argument:]

The efforts directed towards the acquisition of heaven
and salvation would therefore by useless, and no religious
result to be realized by striving could be pointed out. [1841]

[In Abhidharmakosavyakhya” it is said:]

»The result (phala) of a thing, the past and the future of
which exist really (= a thing which exists really in its past and
future state), must also be permanent (= existing always)«.
Hence all efforts directed towards the acquisition of heaven and
final salvation would be useless, because there would be no result
at all to be striven for Indeed what kind of a samarthya could
be attributed in this case to striving, as the making a vow etc.?
Indeed it is said in the Abhidharmakosavyakhya: If sUmarthya
is taken in the sense of producing (utpadana) then our thesis:
‘emergence into existence after having been previously inexistent
is proved. And if you say that this samarthya is 'a potency
of making a thing present’? (varttamanlkarana)® then we ask:
what does this 'making present’” mean? If only ‘'a displacing
(desantarakarsana), then [again] we have as consequence that the
result is permanent, because it exists in all [three] Times. Besides,

1 Cf. AbhK V p. 63.

~ This objection is quoted as purvapaksa in Samghabhadra’s
Nyayédnusara, p. 635 b, 20: »If the past were xeoMj(dravyatas)
ent, then there would be no nirvana® because an Arhant is not
extinguished as long as the skandhas exist. And if the past duhkha
did exist permanently (nityam), then all sattvas would be unrele-
ased (avimukta)«. It is obviously a male fide argument. Samgha-
bhadra replies in the same way, 1lc.p. 635b, : »Your doctrine
is that the past does not exist really. Hence, on account of the
inexistence of the duhkhaskandha, nirvana would be permanently
[realized] and all sattvas would already be released«. The Vaibha-
sika does not teach »that atltaduhkkaskandJia exists«; he teaches
only: ®nhirvana is the state when the present duhkha is already
destroyed and a new duhkha does not succed it«. »It is therefore
not admissible to say: ‘'as the totality of the past dharmas con-
stituting the duhkhaskandha exist, therefore the nirvana is not
possible’«
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how would it be possible to displace the ariipino dharmah® as
vedana etc., as they are without localisation in space  'Displac-
ing’ can be understood only in the sense of our formula; emerging
into existence after having been previously inexistent.

The explanation of the terms: 'heaven’, 'salvation’etc.: "heaven’
(svarga) are the paradises on the back of Meru etc.; 'salvation’is
[final] deliverance [from samsara]] samsarga=prapti is the acqui-
sition of them; ‘efforts” means making a vow etc.

And if we now concede that they do not possess any
potency of arthakriyd® then they are inexistent just like
a sky-flower. [1842]

Now let us admit the seconde alternative, viz. that those
past and future dharmas do not possess the arthakriyakaritva.
Then as the consequence of being deprived of arthakriya their
inexistence, just as in the case of a sky-flower, would arise be-
cause 'inexistence’ is just defined as a total lack of any potency
(smnarthya).

8 15. The refutation of the five arguments of the
Vaibh asikas.

Having at first given [our own] arguments showing the
inexistence of past and future \dharmas\* we now come to the
refutation of arguments by which [the Vaibhasikas] try to prove
the existence of the past and of the future:

Even as predicates predicating existence (=even as
bhavadharmas) these arguments are not [conclusive], because
their {dharmin] is unreal. Or [their dharmin\ possesses
reality, and then [these arguments] are contradictory be-
cause, as a consequence of the reality of the present, they
are contradicted by the dharmin. [1843]

~ The thesis, that the ariipino dharmah could not be »dis-
placed« is explained by Y. p. 476; arlUpindm ca vedanudinUm.
katham taddesantardkarsand P — amirtatvenadesasthatvéan na tad
yujyata ity abhiprUyah. Q. has instead of "adesasthatvad” "niskri-
yatvad" and this misreading must be an old one because it occurs
also in the T. version: byed pa med pahi phyir.
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The arguments [of the Vaibhasika] which have been enume-
rated above viz. adhvasamgrMtatva (=the fact that all rupas etc.
are included under the heading '"Time-epoch’) etc., are lacking in
areal subject (= asrayasiddha) because the dharmin [of these
syllogisms] the past etc. is not ascertained (asiddha). Indeed it
has been said [by Dharmakirti in his Pramépavérttika | 192 c]:
»'Existence’ as predicate [to be proved] (—bhavadharma) is not
[possible] because [the dharmin\ is not ascertained« h

Now let us suppose that past and future things are ascer-
tained (siddha). Then the arguments [of the Vaibhasikas] are
contradictory [viruddha] because accepting [as homogeneous
instance] the reality of the present, we would prove just the
contrary of what is the essence (svarupa) of the probandum
(dharma — sddhya-dharma).

[There is a further objection viz.-* how is it possible to teach
that past and future riipas are included under the heading 'Time-
epoch’? Indeed, no such [distinctions] as ‘past’ or 'future’ can be
established about the horn of a hare, which is absolutely inexisting.

[The author summarizes again the standpoint of the
Sautrantikas:]

A ritpa which already disappeared after having come
into existence, is called 'past’; that which will appear, when
the totality of conditions (pratyaya-sakalya) is given, is called
"future’.

But, assuming real existence for them, the presence
[of the past and of the future] would be the consequence.
This is established because 'existence’ is the only definition
of the present. [1844—1845]

These karikas are clear in themselves.

What is consequently [the real meaning of] the statement,
that ripas, vedanas etc. are included [under 'Time-epoch’]? —
The answer is:

That rUpa etc. is included under 'past etc.’, has been
said [by the Buddha] in the sense of an imputed (adhya-

N nasiddhe bhavadharmo ’sti. Of. TSP 412 %5 and the Sanskrit
text of the Pramaéijavarttika edited by Rahula Saikrtydyana in
Appendix to Journal of the Bihar and Orissa Besearch Society,
Vol. XXI1V, Pts. I-11, p. 16.
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ropya)* not in the sense of a real distinction of the past
and of the future conditions. [1846]

Now what is the true meaning of the doctrine that cons-
ciousness depends on two factors?

The Seer of Truth has said that consciousness depends
on two factors. This teaching refers to the mind (citta) con-
nected with an object (savisaya) and was meant as [a doc-
trine] of provisory sense (abMsamdhaya). [1447]

Consciousness (vijnana) is of two kinds: having an objec-
tive correlate (salambana) and without one (analaTbana). The
teaching of the Bhagavan about consciousness depending on two
factors refers to the first category of consciousness having an
objective correlate. It was meant as a doctrine of provisory sense.

[Next question:] how is the existence of consciousness without
an objective correlate to be ascertained? The answer is:

Indeed there is no objective correlate for such notions
(buddhi) as Eternal Being, Almighty God (isvara) etc. be-
cause [in this case] the dharmas of words, names etc. are
not connected with a corresponding [objective] aspect
(akara). [1448]

In »etc.« [after »Almighty God] are comprised other [kinds
of absolute entities] as pradhUna”* kala® etc., which are hypostas-
ized by different philosophers. We must not think that all these
notions (buddhi) possess words etc. as their objective correlate
(alambana) * In order to emphasize it the author says: »the dharmas.

~This is perhaps an allusion to the theory of the eternal
Word, as expounded by Bhartrhari in his Vakyapadlya. Accord-
ing to that theory, each true cognition is necessarily supported
by words which possess their own, objective validity and which
are emanations of a unique, transcendental Logos {brahma iabda-
tattvam). From the Buddhist view-point, metaphysical verbal
hypostases as tsmru, AdZa etc. are pure »constructions« (kalpanU)
without any corresponding reality; not only without an external
object, but even without the support of pure, unutterable sensa-
tion. In acts of empirical sense perception, however, »words« do
not likewise play any substantial role; cognition arises through
the coordination (sariipya) of the moment of pure self-conscious
sensation with a mental reflex (abhasa) and this reflex is »ca-
pable of coalescing with a verbal designation«, but the association



65

of words, names etc. are not connected with a corresponding
[objective] aspect«. The [objective] aspect of [the notion] God etc.
is eternity, totality of causal determinants etc., and this very as-
pect, which is ascertained by these notions, is not connected with
words, names and other viprayuktasamskciras.

By »etc.« in -»dharmas of words, names etc.« are meant
other determinants (nimitta) which may be accepted by our oppo-
nents as having potencies (svabhava — samarthya) producing the
mental reflex of an external object etc. (arthapratibimbakUdi),

Objection: if consciousness even without an object is possible,
how can it be called cognition (jncma)'r Consciousness (vijnana)
has been defined as Vhat cognizes’ (mjanatlti vljnanam) and, if
there is no object to be cognized (vijneya), how can conscious-
ness [as cognition] exist?

We answer:

Consciousness [as cognition] is admitted only in the
sense of a 'conscious accompaniment’. And this ‘conscious
accompaniment’ of the consciousness is assumed (parikalpita)
to be identical with its immoAi&ridlitj (ajadarupatva) on account
of its ‘luminousness’ (prakasya). [1849]

If our opponent thinks that there is no ‘conscious accompa-
niment’ possible without an object to be made con-
scious (bodkya)™ we answer: This conscious accompaniment of con-
sciousness (vijnana) is only another expression for its ‘'immateria-
lity’ (ajadarupatva)'”. As there is no external object to be illu-
minated (prakaiyavastvantariibhav'at) [by the light of consciousness]
and as there is no separate illumination either, just as in the case
of light in the sky [which is only one and indivisible], therefore,
with regard to this luminous essence, consciousness is called ‘hav-
ing cognition as its essence’

with a word is by no means a conditio sine qua non of percep-
tion. Cf. Stcherbatsky, Buddhist Logic® Il p. 19 ff.

1 Cf. TS 2000:

vijnanam jadarupebhyo vyavrttam upajayate
iyam eva Hmasamvittir ya “jadaripatéa.

AN According to the epistemology of the Vijndnavadins the
act of cognition presupposes a tripartition of the unique and
homogenous mind-stuff into: a) a s,vih]&c,b-"OYi\on(grUhaka— pra-
ména — darsanabhUga)" b) an object-portion (grahya=prameya—

Prace Kom. Orient, nr 31 K
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Refering to the question how can past karma give a moral
retribution (phala)* the author says:

We do not admit that a past moral cause (vipakahetu)
gives a retribution (phala). The retribution is granted only
as an effect of awhole series of conscious moments (vljnana-
prabandha)® so far as it became permeated (vasita) by [the
moral character of] this™ [past cause]. [1450]

[The whole sarntana’] having been permeated (vasita) [by
the past harmct\ becomes capable of producing retribution

Opponent; But Bhagavan has said: »A karma which is an-
nihilated, reduced to nought and destroyed does not, nevertheless,
cease to exist«. How is this to be understood?

Answer:

Alluding to the vésan& [permeating the whole] stream
of consciousness (cetahsamtana) [Bhagavan] has taught in
metaphorical sense (bhdktyU — upacarena) that the [past]
karma exists. In the same manner we are speaking of the
non-destruction of the [already annihilated] basic-element
(mala). [1851]

As long as a series of effects (-phalaprabandha) which form
[the illusory unity of one permanent material thing], a piece of

niTlWablraga)® and c) the self-conscious portion (svasavnvittibhaga),
by which both the preceding portions are »supported«.

According to some Yogacaras, this process of division is real,
and the bhagas exist as independent »parts«; but, according to the
school of Dignéaga, citta is one and indivisible and the separation
of the darSana and niTllabllUga from their »support« (asraya)
which is self-consciousness, is only ihusory. Cf. Trikalaparlksa, $l.
31—32, Mdo XCV Ny6,179a4—180 b, i, restored by Dr. E. Frauwall-
ner. Festschrift Winternitz® p, 237 ff., Pramé&™iavarttika, 11 354 and
Pramauasamuccaya, quoted by de La Vallee Poussin, Siddhi® p. 131.

tad-vasitat® according T.; G. has sad-vasitat.

N Of. the stanza quoted in Bodhicaryavatarapanjika, p. 473
and Sarvadarsanasamgraha, Poona 1924, p. 49:

yasminn eva hi samtmie ahitU karmavasana
phalam tatraiva badhnati karpase raktata yatha.

For the problem of moral retribution in Buddhist philosophy
one may now consult the study of Professor E. Lamotte, Le Traite
de Vacte de Vasubandhu® Karmasiddhiprakarana® Mel. Chin, et
Bouddh., vol. 1V 1936.
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gold etc., and which is produced by a basic element™ (mula-
dravya) continues to exist, this basic element, [although it is in
reality already destroyed,] is spoken of as 'not yet destroyed’.
In the same manner the [past and already annihilated] karma is
called "existing’.

The author explains what is the aim of such metaphorical
teachings (ripacarena de$anU):

This doctrine has been revealed by the Teacher in
order to destroy the ucchedadrsti. [There is no other sense
of this doctrine.] Otherwise how could the teaching given
in the Sunyatdsutra be explained? [1852]

Had it been said that the past karma does not exist, then
people might believe that the potency of producing effects in-
directly (parawparyena pkalotpddanasdmartkya) which has been
created by the past karma [and which as a vdsanad permeates the
whole samtUnal does not exist either. And individuals to be guided
(vineyajana) would fall into the heresy of the ucchedadrsti. The-
refore, in order to prevent these false conclusions, Bhagavan has
said: »The past karma exists«. [And this teaching is to be un-
derstood only in this sense]. Otherwise, if the past did really
exist, how could the teaching of the Paramérthasiinyatasutra
be explained »When the eye originates it comes from nowhere
and when it disappears, it goes nowhere. Therefore the eye exists
after having been inexistent, and it ceases to exist after having
been existent«.

And if the Vaibhasika thinks that the meaning of this
Sutra is that the dharma exists after having been previously
inexistent as present (= in the present Time-epoch = varttamUne
Adhvany abklw” then this view is also to be rejected, because
Time-epochs and elements (—bhcLva) are not different things.
Indeed [in the Abhidharmakosa I, 7] it is stated [explicitly], that
samskrtadharmas are [otherwise called] adhvan and kathUvastu™

A mUladravya = «no basic element’= the first element of
a homogeneous series (pravaha).

®Samyukta 1312. Of. AbhK. V p. 59, note 3.

* Of. AbhK. V p. 60.

" ta evcLdhva kathavastu. Q: has:ta evadhvanas tathU “vasthi-
vacanat (sic!).
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[There is another subterfuge of the Vaibhasika according
to which the formula abTilll:a bhavati is to be interpreted as
svatmany ablrLLiu”] ‘a dJiarma exists after having been previously
inexistent in its essence’. This [interpretation] is obviously no-
thing short of an acknowledgment that [just as we are teaching]
the past eye does not exist.

Moreover: if the contingent elements(=8aTHkara— samskrta-
dharma) exist permanently, then there are no causes (hetu) and
no effects (phala)] hence the origination of painful existence
(— duhkhasamudaya) would be unreal, and, as a consequence of
its unreality, the non-existence of the suppression [of painful
existence] and of the path [leading to it] (nirodhamargayor)
would result. In this way, if the four Aryan Truths are unreal,
neither the parijna, nor the prahUna® nor the saksUtkriya, nor
the bTunvana would be possible  These being unreal, neither can-
didates [for the attainment of nirvana] (pratipannaka pudgala)
nor individuals enjoying the fruition of the Path (phalastJia pud-
gala) would exist. Thus [as conclusion] the whole doctrine of the
Buddha would be contradicted. Therefore we state: the conception
of real thing which is past etc, does not possess any objective
correlate (—nUltitadivastujcitakalpanch sadhvl).

Finally we come to the problem, of how Yogins can possess
a distinct knowledge of past and future [events]. It is explained
by the author in the following kUrikas:

~ Cf, AbhK Y p. 60: svatmani caksusi cakeur abkLLw bhavati.
Y, p, 474: atha svatmani cakeusi caksur abhitva bhavati siddham
idam anagatam caksur nUstiti.

 This seems to be an antistrophe of Mvbh p,393 b, 21: 3Moreover,
if the past and the future did not exist really, then the present
would also be inexistent, because the present is established [only]
by the [right] discernment of the past and of the future. If the
three Times were inexistent then the samskrta would be inexistent.
If the samskrta were inexistent then the asamskrta would also be
inexistent, because the asamskrta is established [only] by a [right]
discernment of the samskrtadharmas. If the samskrta as well as
the asamskrta were inexistent, then all dharmas would be inexi-
stent, If all dharmas were inexistent, then salvation and the reach-
ing of nirvana would be inexistent, Grreat heresies would thus
arise. In order to avoid these mistakes it must be known that
the past and the future exist really«.
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The Yogins cognize this aspect of the present which,
indirectly or directly, is an effect [of the past causes] or
a cause [of future effects].

And thereupon they associate it with conscious mo-
ments which, although belonging to the empirical sphere,
are nevertheless purified; in their true essence they are
objectless but, nevertheless, they are connected with con-
ceptual hypostases (vikalpa).

Therefore, supported by this past and future stream
of causes and effects, statements in verbal form (= teachings,
desanU) about the past and the future arise.

But the teachings of the Tathdgata, whose stream of
consciousness is entirely free from the net of all discursive
notions, emanate even without any conscious volitional effort
(anabhogena). [1853—1856]

KL pa-kLWWanalllT gatam = afltarthcipeksaya kcbTyalllT gatam”®
anUgatUpeksaych kUranatUm = [the present] is recognized as an
effect with reference to a past thing and as a cause with refe-
rence to a future one.

[The moments of] consciousness 'which are objectless in their
real essence' (=tattvato “visayair) means: ‘which are connected
with a [purely] verbal designation’ (avistubhilapa), because they
do not possess as their substratum a svalaksana, a moment of
pure sensation (= because they do not objectify a pure sensa-
tion = "visaylkaranat). Therefore with Yogins who
are not completely purified [instructions], concerning past and
future events could arise, supported by the past and the future
chain of causes and eiibcis (ketuphalayoh samtatim bhutam bLUbIwT
ca$ritya). But the Bhagavan Tathdgata does not possess any mun-
dane consciousness (laukikam jnanam), even purified (Suddhaj, be-
cause he is permanently in a state of a deep trance (samahita)
as he discarded all ignorance (avidyU) while discursive notions
(vikalpa) are by their essence identical with ignorance. As
it is said:

Those discursive notions are themselves essentially iden-
tical with ignorance. Because they possess [only] an imputed
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redlitj (— aropya y«r#a”ej, in the form of an external object
which is only a reflex of consciousness itself”.

The teaching of the Tathdgata whose nature is similar to
the nature of the miraculous gem Cintamagii, arises even without
any conscious volitional effort (analllogena) out of the potency
acquired by the accumulation of former vows (pranidJiana)® me-
ritorious deeds (punya) and wisdom (jnUna)

End of the Analysis of the thi'ee Times.

N The equation kalpana= avidya is a locus communis of the
Mahayanistic philosophy, cf. e. g. Madhyamakavatara, p. 230¢€;
prthagjanah halpanayaiva baddha |
dkalpayan muMim upaiti yogi |
ycb kalpananUm mnivrttir etad \
phalam vicarasya budka vadanti |

~ A more detailed exposition of this docetic doctrine which
is common to all Mah&dyéana schools is given in Madhyamakavatara,
p. 36019: The Buddhas display for the benefit of all living beings
an activity which consists in applying the methods of conversion
according to the need of individuals. Now the question arises:
since on the buddhabhumi there is no kalpanU any longer, how
is this activity possible? — Answer: Buddhas do not think in
vikalpas', nevertheless, just as a magical jewel (cintcLmani) or the
»Wish-three« (kalpataru) they are devoted to the realization of
human happiness without disturbing even for one moment the
dkarmadhdtu. While converting beings, they are free from karma
and they manifest the Dharma [automatically] through the power
of vows taken previously. Moreover [this manifestation of the
Dharma] takes place also owing to the fact, that the karma of
listening to such a Dharma by the vineyajanas becomes ripe.
Therefore one should know that the tattvadesana and the sattvar-
tkakriya follow even when no conscious effort (prayatna) is made
for their production.



Appendix
Prajnakaramati’s Befutation of the traikiiiy avada
(Bodhicaryavatarapafijika, p. 579—582)

[Vaibhasika:] phenomena Rhéava) are not absolutely unreal.
They are »coming« from the future Time-epoch to the present
Time-epoch owing to the force of causal determinants (hetupra-
tyaya)* and again, they go away from the present Time-epoch
into the past Time-epoch owing to the force of impermanence
(anityata). [The »three marks of contingency« sa7riskrtalaksana)\
vis. origination, duration and destruction have been taught in this
sense. In this sense too, »dependent origination« (pratityasamut-
pada) is quite acceptable.

E-efering to this doctrine of the traikalyavUda, the Master
Santideva says: »Nothing is coming from elsewhere, nor does it
stay, nor does it go away« (IX 148 a).

Commentary: »nothing is coming from elsewhere« = from
any other place or Time; nor having come does it go away out
of the present to any place whatsoever; nor does it stay any-
where in its own essence (svabhcivena) «is the same, identical being.

Indeed, if it came from the future Time-epoch to the present
and went away from the present to the past, then even a con-
tingent element (samskrta) would be permanent As exist-
ing always, it could not be impermanent. And it would be im-
possible to prove that such a dharma is not permanent.

Now [the Vaibhéasika teaches that] the differentiation of the
dharma [wandering] through the Time-epochs consists in the fact
that its karitra is absent 'previously’ and 'subsequently’; i. e, as
long as the dharma has not yet acquired its karitra and is unable
to perform its function (krtya)" it is called ‘future’; as soon it
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performs its function, it is 'present’; when it has accomplished
its function it is 'past’, these are the differences [between the
Time-epochs].

We answer: This theory is also of no value. Indeed we
must ask: if the dharma exists permanently in its own, identical
essence, why does not the ké&ritra also [always] exist?

[If you say that the occasional existence and inexistence of
the kéaritra depends on special external conditions, we must reject
this explanation because] dependence on external conditions is
not possible for a substance which permanently exists by its
own essence.

And if you accept that a substance can exist even if it has
no kéritra® then the reality of such unreal things as horns of
horses, etc. would be the consequence of this theory.

Or you admit that ké&ritra [being not different from the
dkarmcA is also future, present and past. But how can it be
possible? Is it due to the presence of another kéaritra [of the
first karitrd\ or does [this first] karitra exist [as future, present
and past] by its own nature? Accepting the former we shall
fall into regressus ad infinitum® accepting the latter we are not
allowed to deny for a dharma the same possibility of existing as
past etc. by its own nature [and without the help of a karitrd\.

Moreover, the Vaibhasika teaches that past and future
dharmas exist substantialiter just as present ones. This is however
quite impossible. Indeed, how can a dharma which exists [always]:
by its own essence be at the same time essentially connected
with origination and destruction? What does it miss in its pre-
vious state owing to the lack of which it is called 'not yet born’?
And what does it miss in its later state, owing to the lack of
which it is called ‘already destroyed’? The consequence is that
[the dharma\ in the condition of the antecedent and of the sub-
sequent Time-epochs, is existing by its own nature just in the
same manner as in the present state. [There is no difference at
all between your 'future’ 'present’ and 'past’ dharmd\. Therefore,
on account of inexistence [of Time-distinctions], the triad of Time-
epochs is absolutely impossible. For one who accepts the essential
reality (= tattva — svatmand" ekasvabhdvend ’stitva) the past etc.
cannot be existent. This is summarized in the following stanza
[AbhK V p.57= TS 1802]:
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karitra does not exist permanently, dharma is cha-
racterized as existing permanently, but nevertheless the kéa-
ritra is not different from the dharma! Indeed, it is a cap-
rice of the Isvara in its arbitrariness.

Now [the Vaibhasika quotes a scriptural evidence. He says:]
The past etc. must be really existent, because it is said in the
Sutra: 'past karma exists, future retribution exists’.

We answer: Only in order to refute the heresy denying
[moral] causality (hetuphaldpavdda)® has the Bhagavan said:
‘past karma exists, future retribution exists’. But ‘past’ means:
‘previously inexistent, which originated and has been already
destroyed’, and ‘future’ means: 'that which will be when the cause
is given’. In this sense it has been said that causes etc. exist.
The word ‘exist’” being a nipata can have the meaning of all
three tenses.

And this is [the true doctrine taught] by the Bhagavan in
the Paramarthasiinyatasitra: »When the eye originates it comes
from nowhere and when it disappears, it goes nowhere. There-
fore the eye exists after having been inexistent, and it ceases to
exist after having been existent«. Were the future eye really
existent, it would not have been said that ‘it exists after having
been inexistent’. Therefore there is no ‘transgression’ (samkranti)
from one Time-epoch into another. And thus as there is no com-
ing from anywhere nor going away, and as the present rupa
which is only an unreal appearance does not possess duration
in any sense, therefore the Master Santideva asks: »what is the
difference between the maya and the phenomena [produced by
causes] which are considered by ignorant individuals as existing
really? — [Evidently there is no difference at all].
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Sé&gikliyapravacaiiabbasya 13.

Séinkliyatattvakaumudi 13.
Saijiyuktdgama 34, 67.
Sainyuttanikéaya 41.
Saptapadarthi 11.
Scheftelowitz 6.

Schrader, F. 0. 7.
Slokayarttika 11.

Stcherbatsky, Th. 1,21,23,54,65.
Trikalapariksa 66.

Trimsika 50.

Vécaspatimisra 13.

Vasumitra 24, 25.

Wiist, W. 5.

Zawirski 3.



Nr14. Stanistaw Sc
sannapada. (V, 1
Setzung und An . I_IJ I_IJ -
napady. Wstep,
Nrl5. Ananjasz Za
wnikowe w jez;
morfologii jezyi
verbaus dans h
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kungen von E. Klich. (Stownik Cyganéw z Zakopanego.

Z wstepem, uzupetnieniami i uwagami E. Klicha). 1936 . . 5*—
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Nr 27. Ananiasz Zajagczkowski: Etudes sur lalangue vieille-
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phonetic origin. (Badania nad czterospdétgtoskowcami po-
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Eligenius z Stuszkiewicz: Przyczynki do badan nad
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