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Preface

It has been said about my writings up to date thay are not the
simple expositions as found in the earlier bookleis Bhikkhu
Dhammapla, sud as ‘Basic Buddhism’ and ‘Buddhism for Students’.
These writings and others before 1947 had to faléiertain need which
was the lack of information in English in a formdenstandable by
young students in Christian schools, who by thatetihad banded
themselves together in the All-Sri Lanka Buddhistdgnts’ Union with
their branches all over the country and their ahengresses since
1942.

Many students are now leaders in their own right, show their
appreciation for the work of that time. But timesh@assed on and their
needs have also shifted. The present day youngrajére is more
Sinhala, oriented, as it should be; and there apyneminent scholar
monks who can provide for their needs. Thus we laveove on to a
deeper understanding which must supersede merergar

It is the feeling of that need which is the urge foy late writings,
which are perhaps more individualistic and therddgs dependent on
ancient tradition. Yet, the truth remains the saa®,each one
hasto find out for himself (pacattam valitabbo vififiuhi), if he is
intelligent.



And if he is not, | can only quote Buddhaghosa filaisicommetary
of the Majjhima Nikaya: “If you follow this, try to understandif you
don’t, go home and eat some porridge!”

Henri van Zeyst Kandy, January, 1979

LPapancasudani, 11, 44.






Introduction

The three marks (ti-lakkhan a) are referred to as characteristics,
esentials, signata, signs of the teaching of thedBad They are the
most noteworthy, most important, most expressivestiypical, most
distinctive, indispensable, elementary, basic, tri®nal components
or qualities of the doctrine of the Buddha, withauiiich there just
would not be any Buddhism.

The entire doctrine finds its foundation in thossemntial principles
on which rests the entire super-structure of thedBa’'s philosphy,
logic, cosmology, ontology, psychology, ethics asdhatologyThey are
there, not made by the Buddha, but observed by toifne the essential
qualities of all that appears and becomes in matidrin mind, in time
and in space; all that operates by nature or bly aglcause or as effect;
all that is composed, arises and ceases; all thatonstructed, or
invented, arranged or adjusted, in fact or in faradiythat is formed by
hand or by thought; all that is dependent on cawrat in arising and
cessation, in birth and death, in becoming andrendind thus they
form the characteristic marks of the teaching & Buddha, because
they are the essential elements of all phenomenaehvdppear or are
perceived.

But it was the Buddha alone among all great founiaérreligion, of
systems of philosophy, among all the great thinkefsthe world
throughout the ages; it was he alone who made tfms®lations of the
universe also the foundations of his doctrine. Tleg the marksf
impermanence aficcad, conflict dukkhg and insubstantiality
(anattg). Each one of the three is a complete unit foreoletion,
basically integrate in all its parts, complete tsn ¢omplex, finished in
its composition, perfect in its circuit, universalits application, an all-
enclosing orbit, a circle of action and reactioacte one a sphere with
its own influence; and yet so closely linked tog@eththat the three are
inseparable and complete; that to understand ome lbas to
understand all; that in the understanding of onee das also
understood all.



This is possible in the perception of impermane(ai@cca sain a),
in the perception of conflict in impermanence (anicca- dukkha
saing and in the perception of the unrealiyy of conflict (dukkha-
anatta saina. Thusthe threecirclesarelinked andinterdinked to form
the chief characteristic teachings of the Buddhathiree marks, which
are the distinguishing features of his doctriite,basis and foundation,
which must be understood before any tpregress can be made, and
without which there just is no Buddhisiithout separating the three, we
shall consider them one by one, in their oridheir function and their
cessation, for the sak&f understanding. For, only in understanding is
there awakeningnd enlightenment.



The Perception of impermanence

Impermanenceapiccg can be viewed from three aspects, one negative

aspect of change in the sense of losing its eacharacter, one positive
aspect of formation in the sense of becoming oruimicgy another

character, and one general aspect of conditigntildat is of its arising
being dependent on cessation, and vice versa.

In its negative aspect of change, impermanenceheas absence of
permanence. Although impermanence as change isyalwaresent in
everything, it is not always immediately evidendagperceptible, as the
process of change may be too slow for measuremBmis, the
dissolution of a world cycle will not be evidentthin a single life-span.
Yet the findings of pre-historic remains in deepieata of this world, the
extinction of volcanoes, of animal species, of ifiett plant-life in coal
mines, however, provide sufficient evidence of ttemstant and total
process of change in which earlier species havengway to newer
evolutions. Outside this earth we have the evidefi@xtinct astral bodies
or planets, showing us the way our own planet &divg together with the
entire solar system of which we are part.

This wearing-away procesis easier recognisable in the day-to- day
occurrences when material phenomena prove to beorthected

2S. 1V. 52.






“as if they were iron darts” What is joined becomes separated in
parts, what is wholesome loses its vitality, whatpears to be
continuous becomes disrupted, whatever grows iesuto decay. And
the general characteristic of impermanence appliesverything that

is composed, so that the Buddha said:

“Whatewer is composedis decomposible”(sable sahkhar a an-icc g.

Thus, to understand this negative aspect of impeemee, hamely the
decomposibility of all that is composed, one hast fio understandthe
nature of composition (sankhara). A compositionis whateveris united
or put together(sankhara). Now, whateveris put together in nature or by
artificial means is subject to decomposition. Thiie various chemical
elements, however closely united they are in fograncomponent quite
different from their original nature, such as oxygend hydrogen forming
water, can be separated again. The process of adxsayvable in all that
lives and moves is but such a dissolution of amwi@ind a return to earlier
conditions.

What happens in the material world at large, anth& microscopic
world of the individual body, that same processligbolution, separation,
decay, disappearance, can be observed in all thdtis of the mind as
well, in its functions of the senses of the sengmos(vedana aswell as
in the processof perception(sankhara) in which the past is brought into
contact with a new experience, in which the neweeigmce is compared
with the memory of the old. When ideas are storgayaas memories, it is
felt as impermanence in the sense of dissolutieninf memory the actual
present loses its vitality. It is in this separatibat the absence of comfort
and support is experienced; but instead of takingds a starting point for
lust to fade out and be liberatedhis feeling of loss is set aside by
preserving that experiencein memory which is the ‘I'-maker (aham
kara).

3 Vism. A. 824.
4 AL IV. 100.



Memory is then used as a means for preserving Wwhatalready been
dissolved in the actual present.

And so the question arises: What is memory?

Memory is the process of graspingthe past (atitaggahan a), the
fading away process of the more active imaginaiiomage-making. It is
a representative cognition, grasping the past thing of the past and
calling it back in a process of recollection. Ire thitimate sense it is
dependent on sensuous impressions, and more imm@lgdEn the
mental reception thereof, that is, the mentaluatét of image forming,
which is the imagination at the time the sense @mgions were
formed. The depth and quality of memory, therefare, dependent not
so much on the external object, but on the memsEihalation thereof.
And so, memory is a result of association of id#aseeds an object of
the past, and this object has to be introduceddéagnt thinking. When
this object was introduced for the first time, #hevere already a host
of other thoughts with which it became associated.

Now, whenever one of those other ideas recurs,afisociate idea
might come along. If memory were a faculty devetb@and improved
upon utilitarian lines (as it is possible to a a@rtextent), a thing of the
past would be liable to be recalled whenever wanjiest as a reference
book in a library. But memory is not only some Bigrup faculty, but
rather a special kind of systematised associalibos, people have a good
memory for facts connected with their professiocegduse such facts have
the greatest chance and frequency of recurrencedvieis not improved
by learning many things by heart, but by findingjital, i.e., rational
connections. This is the method of science, whamnarous facts are
reduced to a simple law which then can be appiedthdividual cases.
There remain, of course, the very important quastiof how the past has
come up to the present, or, how do associate ideesist, and how do
they re-associate themselves again, when theirdoteader recurs? The
ordinary psychological explanation would have ukele that every event
after its occurrence leaves behind an impressionhé unconscious,
which is usually understood as a lower level ofrsalged consciousness,
another plane of thought, which does not necegsaunh parallel with
active thinking. But, apart from the fact that #r@stence of such a plane
cannot be proved but only surmised, it would lotlyckead to the belief in



some entity, having the capacity of storing up pagieriences, as in an
archive. This storing entity, which in later deyadaol schoolef Buddhism
hasbeengiven the nameof alayavifinana, wouldin reality not be different

from a permanent soul, which idea is most categllyiadenied in the
Buddha’s teaching of non-entitarfattg. It is from this store-house of the
unconscious that long-forgotten events are caléekb

The objection to this theory of the Yogacara schaodl of the
Sanastivadathoughlargely adoptediater by MahayanaBuddhismand
certain modern psychologists, is of course, thate#tves entirely
unexplained in what those past images of memorgtead persist.
Even if one could be made to believe in their esice as impressions
in soft wax, there still remains the unsolved peobl of how they
answer the call of a recurring associate idea.ifthre new idea knows
its similarity with the old idea, it is not memotyg., a remembrance of
the past, because both would be present. If, ottter hand, the old
idea senses the presence of a new similar ideaif &mises from its
unconscious sleep for the sake of making its acdqamce, it cannot be
called memory either, for then the present wouldaadl back the past,
but the past would be calling upon the present.

It is suggested sometimes that—just as a deep wahed healed will
leave in the body a scar which will remain evenutjto the tissues are
forever changing and all material in the body w#lve been within seven
years—in a similar way, sensations, perceived gy dbnse-organs and
communicated to the brain, will not be entirelyaet#d during the many
changes, but leave some trace in the living ¢éissiuthe brain.

Then, when a similar impression recurs, the samsesergan will
communicate to the same department of the braih witich it is
connected by the nervous system. Thus that firgiression will
receive a second imprint. The preservation of figrthen believed to
account for the continuity of memory. The objectiothis physiological
theory is that it only leaves room for memory thlgbuhe recurrence of
the original experience, so that pain would be malmered only by the
repetition of that particular pain. It Is clearlyig@ent, however, that the
memory recalls the past without repeating the agpee. And thus the
problem still stands unsolved, whether considerah fa psychological
and idealistic viewpoint of a storing in the unccinsis or from a
physiological and materialistic point of view, ofpaysical impression
in the brain tissue. Briefly stated, the problenthiat memory is an act



of remembering, i.e., thinking about past events;tbinking is always

in the present. How then does the past event cornoetlhe present
thought, if there is no continuous entity whichgeeres the impression
for future reference?

Memory seems to be a reproduction of a past evetitought, for
it is not the identical event which comes up frohe tpast, but a
reflection (and frequently a distortion) thereof annew thought. A
thought of remembrance is, therefore, not a thouglihe past, but a
revival of the past in the present. It is esselgtiahe single process:
the recognition of the past taking place in thespn, for thinking is
always present. And thus, in memory the past masinlthe present.
Memory is not a thought of the past, neither ia thought in the past.
There is no reflection in the sense of bending khadke past, but it is
a continuation of experience, of a process stamethe past, and
continuing to live in the present. Only in this senis recognition
possible, for if the mind could go back into thestpaecognition ought
to have taken place already befdihe process of remembering began.
How otherwise would a thought know how far to ratimto the past, and
to which particular event? One cannot go lookingsimmething which one
does not know. If it is known, it is no longer pafglr it is present in the
knowing mind.

Now, by considering the process of thought and ghecess of the
unconscious as two individual processes. this diffy is indeed
unsurmountable, for still the question remains: Hiwes the thought in
the upper stream find the thought sunk in the logwerent, which might
not even flow in the same direction? Recognitioth&s conviction that an
event has occurred already previously and suchgréton must take
place in the present thought- process. The elemfetite past must be in
the present, therefore, as an essential part optbeess. It cannot be an
old thought stored away, for, if thoughts could dtered, they would
cease to be thoughts, because thought is thinkimagtion; and action is
never stagnant. Thus, when in Buddhism we speathafsubcoscious
stream (bhavaiga sota), we do not understandby that term an
undercurrent of thought which runs its own coursdependently from the
process of active thought, but the same procesgtofal thinking, which
continues its natural, logical course, till integfdwith (bhavarga-calang
and interrupted (bhavaxga’'upacchedgd by a new challenge and then
changes its course in the new direction, markedabyrning to that



particular organ of the five sense-do@psica-dwaravajjana) where the
disturbancewvasreceived and perceived. When it then is conceived in full
consciousness, the whole of the subconscious amdiieonscious is in
that stream of thought.

Each thought has grown from experiences of the pagbedded in the
previous thought, together with the external inflces and challenges
which conditioned it in the present. And thus, etdabught, while passing
by and passing away, has also been passing ofs teuccessor the
tendency by which it was produced itself, modifiedtensified or
weakened. And thus every thought contains the éxpegs of all
previous events which built it up and which, theref are present in the
current thought, in a way similar to that in whiekiery step we make,
every letter we write, every word we speak, cordail the efforts of our
childhood, all our failures and successes, all plast in the present.
Memory, then, is the recognition of actual effemitsl of the causes which
produced them, in an understanding of their siamélous association.
Memory as an act of remembering should therefotebroconfused with
the final momerts of idertification andregistration(tad-arammana) of a

complete unit of thought. Memory is a phase inttltmught-process which
does not meet a challenge at any of the five physense- doors or
organs, but which enters purely and simply througbe mind-dor
(suddhika-manavara-vithi).

Considering that daily thousands and thousandde#s supervene
each other, it should cause no surprise to retlesemost thoughts are
individually lost forever, although theoreticallywould be possible to
retrace all past thoughts merely by analysing omgles present
thought. For, rejecting the theory that a concepa ithing, an entity
which can be stored up as an individual item, mgntan only be
understood as a process of thought, in which osa lths grown into
the next one, handing down its characteristics avHibsing its
individuality.



From this one can draw the startling conclusiort thgood memory is a
sign of a shallow mind. Only he who thinks littléllnweasily remember
trifles. “Only shallow people require years to geltof an emotion”. But
not only is memory a sign of a shallow mind, ofroar-mindedness, it is
also an ideal form of craving on which the ‘egdiwviduality is based. If
not for memory, man’s only knowledge would be tlverenew beginning
‘now’. He might have momentary desires, but not tianging to desires
and possessions which is proper to man, and h&wdhd in beasts. Likes
and dislikes arise as in a flash; it is memory Wwhigakes them grow into
love and hate. Yet it is not love or hate whiclh@dmembered, but only the
situation, the occasion, on which there was a @iraexperience, causing
a sensible impression to be remembered and toppedeced. In a certain
sense then we may say that it is the memory whiakes the ‘I’, for only
by memory are past experiences remembered as ‘mine’

°*Oscar Wilde.



Memory as the ‘I' maker then is the instrument oéagl through
which the ‘I’ tries to continue as an entity. Buhen the fulfilment of
need does not amount to greed, memory does notidanevhere
instinct suffices for the continuation of the smeci Nature merely
strives for satisfaction or fulfilment of its needs a reflex action to a
simple necessity. Then there is no wilful respaiosa challenge, but a
mere reaction to a stimulus which reverts to typenvleft alone. Thus
the whole of nature in its millions of years of ewwomn has adapted
itself to changing conditions, but has not beere abl produce one
comfortable arm-chair, such as an ordinary carparae do in a day’s
work. Instinct does not act with any conscious ifft arises from a
certain awareness of natural physical needs. Twexeness, and the
instinctive reaction thereto is not an act of mgméor sometimes the
instinct is used only once in a lifetime as e.gthia case of caterpillars
making their cocoon with great skill and precisievhich does not
admit the possibility of acquired learning. Instime action, therefore,
is not guided by an idea of result or of object.

In Buddhist psychology instinct would be best raede by an
individual's ‘natural disposition’ (sabrava-dhammad), which will differ
in degree but not in kind from the instinctive tendies of others. And so
it will happen that inhuman instincts remain thensaeven when human
characters and habits differ.

The chief instincts are those which are classiéiedhe roots of all
evil: lust, hate and delusiotoba, dosa, moha We may even say that
these are the roots of life itself in so far assthéhree having been
overcome, rebirth will not come to pass any morkeeyl are inborn
tendenciesdgnusayd, the inheritance from past actions. Before reason
will be sufficiently developed to become a decisavad responsible
factor with regard to volitional activity, thoseqgativities are already at
work. For there is in the functioning of the mindnsething else
besides its rationality, existing together withamd even before it,
stronger than any reason or argument, inborn abduitivated. They
are the latent dispositionsanusayd, or proclivities, dormant
tendencies, or biases, usually enumerat=d sensual passion
(kamarmga), lust for life (bhavamga), aversion (patigha), conceit
(mana), erroneousviews (ditthi), perplexity (vi- cikicch 9 andignorance
(avijja). Sometimespbstinacy(adhitthana) and prejudice dbhinivesa



are also classed as dormant tendencies. It wilklea that all these can
easily be reduced to the chief roots of evil inatians: greed, hate and
delusion. All are the experiences of some nee@ed ho obtain, a need
to get rid of, a need of external help, of securithe need to obtain

corresponds to Freud’s sex-instinct; the need taigeof corresponds

to his ego-instinct; the need of security to theriority complex.

More elaborated and detailed classifications, whiave superseded
the pioneer’s grouping, still show the unmistakadblaracteristics of the
Buddha’s analysis. Thus, in the most recent systeicorrelating
instinct and emotion, we find the following fivesiincts to be rooted
in greed: the protective instinct as expressedatenmal care, love and
tender devotion; the pairing instinct, bending todga mating and
reproduction, expressing itself in lustful exciterhe sometimes
mistaken for love; the food-seeking instinct or etite, bending
towards material sustenance and nourishment imé#meower sense,
expressing itself in playing and hunting; the haagd instinct,
following that of acquisition, expressing itselfpnotection of property,
arising from the need of storing food and of shaitg and the creative
instinct, resulting from the need and urge to bmdpctive. According
to the same system the following three instincesraoted in hate: the
instinct of escape, of self- preservation or thagda-instinct with its
emotions of fear, terror and fright; the instinct combat and
aggression, expressing itsalfanger, annoyance, irritation, in plays and
sports, in rivalry and competition; and the instinaf repugnance,
expressing itself in feelings and finally there #re following six instincts
which are rooted in ignorance or delusion: thetimes to appeal for
support, which is expressed in a feeling ofrdist and helplessness; the
instinct of curiosity brought about by the need infestigating the
unknown, calling up a feeling of mystery; the insti of submission,
which leads to devotion and self-abasement, angadf subjection and
inferiority; the instinct of assertion, expressitgglf in an elated feeling of
superiority and pride; the social or herd instinetducing nostalgia in
loneliness and isolation, expressing self in ino@&t and finally, the
instinct of laughter, following the need of relaxat an expression of
carelessness.



From these primary instincts will result many coexgls of instinctive
impulses, just as an act of conceit may result francomplex of the
creative emotions in the instinct of greed togetheth feelings of
assertion in the deluded tendency of inferiorityageness. Awe is fear
plus devotion, which is aversion plus delusion. el@gnd despair spring
from the facilitation or obstruction, respectivelgf the basic needs,
growing out into greed or hate.

Instinct is thus not a substitute for reason, ihad brought about by
remembrance and repetition of previous acts, big & dormant, innate
tendency, which is fundamental, not only in animddat also in men.
Without these tendencies man simply could not exfgst reason would
never perceive the primary wants, on the satisfactf which the very
functioning of life is dependent, just as much agractical, normal life
becomes impossible, when a total loss of memomgrinpts the smooth
continuance of activity which is based on learnipgactice and habit.

It is the instinct which predisposes the mindsitiemory which can
check the mind in experience; but it is the intlighich should see and
understand the way and give guidance to sane liVings we see how
both memory and instinct have a function to perfernich is essential
from a biological viewpoint. Memory is essential émsure a smooth
continuance of action, for without memory therenis yesterday, no
background, no foundation. Without yesterday thereno history to
continue; without background there is no name tsoneto; without
foundation there is nothing to build on for progrel® other words,
without memory there is no past, no present andutare. Instinct is
essential to ensure the satisfaction of basic rements, for without
instinct there will be no spontaneous action, rHtexeaction, no reaction.
Without spontaneous action there can be only mmd/action; without
reflex action there can be only wilful action; wotlt reaction there will
be no response to any stimulus. Thus, from bical viewpoint, the
absence of memory and instinct will spell cer@déath; for, the mind (as
reason) cannot act without motive, cause or jestifon. And in an
emergency, when direct action is essential, anyraemnt, however logical,
will be fatal.



But from a psychological viewpoint, memory is thactilty which
clings to the past, which ignores the present, Wwiti@aves for the future.
Memory is the creator of ‘I' and ‘mine’, the causkconflict, the motive
in rebirth. Again, from a psychological viewpoininstinct is the
instrument of grasping, the innate disposition ludracter, the inheritance
of past karma. Both are psychological necessitegdHe origination and
continuation of the ‘self’, as much as they arddgaal necessities for the
continuation of life. But that is taking for gtad that the continuation of
‘self’ is a psychological necessity. It is thisusswhich will be considered
in full in the later chapter on “Perception of theid in Conflict”, the
essential characteristic of the Buddha's teachimgaullessnessafattg).

In this present chapter on the “Perception of Imp@arence” it suffices to
say that existence is not a psychological necessityn though the mind
in memory has made it so.

This lengthy digression on memory and instinct wassidered
necessary at this stage, because it is through nyethat the mind
endeavours to obtain a permanence for itself, whia# no placén the
universal perceptionof impermarence (anicca saina). It is this search
for permanence in the impermanent which is the eausof conflict.
Existence is phenomenal and impermanent; and gettmhenomena are
understood as such, life will not appear as thes@sson of an individual,
as the property of an entity. If this processasrsand understood as a
rising and ceasing event in the present, dependenthe cravings of
instinct and the clingings of memory, then life chacome free from
those biases and tendencies.

So far we have seen impermanenari¢cd from a negative aspect.
But if it is seen as a positive process of becomihgs not actually
different from its process of cessation. For, wketthe arising or the
cessation is in evidence, it is always a processhainge. The change
observed in a growing plant is as much growth @&sdecay. The seed has
to burst for the tap-root to find its way into theil. There the roots absorb
the nourishment needed for growth from the nitrogrerthe soil. The
sprouting leaves draw in the carbon-dioxide frora #ir, and both are
converted into the chlorophyll which is the essantiolouring matter in
the plant component. Even a simple oil-lamp cartinae to give light in
a positive way only by consuming the oil, by bumthe wick, by drawing
oxygen from the air, and it is only in the burning- process of
combustion that light can be produced. Thus eveeywlihe process of



change, of alteration, can be seen as becomin@ameasing.

This process can be observed equally in the pramfesought, where
in cortact with a sensibleobject sensaton (vedana arisesto become
perception(sain g@; this perceptionin turn lays hold of the object in a
psychological way by comparing it with past expadesin memory
therely forming a concept(sankhara) which is a composite picture, part
reflection, part projection, with clinging to theagt and craving for the
future, resulting in a thought of ceciousnesgvifinaa). This arising of
the new thougtt is not newat all in the sense of creativeness, for it is
based on memory of a decayimqmpst, it is fed by ideals of volition
(cetand and is thus a reaction rather than action. The resulting
knowledge is not a new understanding but a retieatif the old mind,
a picture formed by clinging to decayed thoughtsnamory. This
apparently positive process of acquiring knowledgthe food which
keeps thoughalive, one of the four kinds of nutrition (‘alara) on which
this processof change depends.

Impermanence is indeed a process of nutritionsrnthtee aspectsf
intake (uppadg, of relish (thiti) and of passing(bhanga), moreliterally
arising, stabilising, ceasing;the three momens (khana) of every unit of
impermanent existence. If the Abhidhanimand the Vibhah ga
Commetnary further dissecteat sudh momert into seventeen moments
of cognisance, it is only to show the constancingfermanence. Whether
one walks with long strides or with short stepg tlistance covered by
walking is not different; and as long as therehis process of walking, the
division of the distance covered in miles or kilders is only one of
measuring, of comparing and judging, but does fter ahe process of
movement and change. What is evident, therefore,néither the
origination or the cessation in the process, bexaubecoming there also
ceasing, and in cessation there is also originationly the alteration of
what is present is evident”

SYamaka, 11, 13-14.
AT 152.



This leads us to the third aspect of impermanedfitieere is neither
origination nor cessation in a static way, then twha this
impermanence in itself? Such is the question whaah only be put in
ignorance, for it presupposes the existence of #ange which
changes which is impermanent. It is precisely tihmunderstanding of
impermanence which leads to the great delusion stlastance, an
‘ego’ underlying these changing phenomena of agiaimd ceasing. And
so, it is not impermanencear(iccg which can lead temancipation,
but the perceptionof impermanencéanicca sain a).

Impermanence is there, whether it is seen and wbdesr not. The
hours pass and the night becomes day, but it isheiight which
becomes enlightened. It is the perception (saifiag, the intelligert
awareness without the composite reflection anddisenh of a wilful
mind, which in seeing can understand. In seeingeim@anence there is
no seeing of an underlying permanent substancehemck there can be
no understanding as long as there is seeing of whatt. In seeing
impermanence it is only the conditional arising are$sation which
can be understood. The Buddha has not told us winate is
underneath the phenomena, but only that phenomeise an
dependence on other phenomena. There is birthubedthere is decay.
There is death because there is birth. “When thesdhot arise, that
cannot become. This will cease with the cessatiothat™. It is the
understanding of the conditionality of the procexfsorigination and
cessation, which is the process of dependent ratmpn (paticca-

samuppdg, which provides the clue to the problem. It was this
understanding that whatever arises, is arisingeppeddence on conditions,
and that whatever ceases, is ceasing because afedsation of those
conditions which made it arise—it was that underdtag which
enlightened the bodhisatta in that night of in-hgigvhen he ceased the
search for self-satisfaction through sense- plessand denial, and found
the middle path of understanding, the true natdrenpermanence, the
impermanent nature of conflict and the nature offlict in the attempts of
escaping impermanence.

M. L 262).



When impermanence is seen and understood to bendtere of
composition, and not just a qualifying aspect; whens seen and
understood that every composition must be decorbf@gist because it is
a composition; when it is seen and understood ithpermanence is not
an added qualification to a mode of existence,tbhat it is the essential
nature of existing, and that there is no existepossible without being
impermanent, just as a river miisiw in order to be a river, and as fire
must burn in order to be fire at all—then a seaf@h permanent
existence becomes impossible. It is therefore & uhderstanding of
the nature of existence to be naturally impermaigsttbecause it is
composed. It is in that understanding that a sefochhe permanent
will cease spontaneously.

It is that search which is conflict; and that ig thecond characteristic
mark in the teaching of the Buddha. It is then tonf{dukkhd which
must be understood, so that impermanerazéctd will cease to be a
problem. For, with the cessation of conflict, theseno more problem.



Perception of the Conflict in Impermanence

What is dukkha? It is the basis of the Buddha'achéng, the knowledge
of sorrow and to be free from it:

One thing only do | teach, Woe, and how its entech
Dukkhéicewa parfiapemi Dukkhassaca nirodham.

Sorrow 60kg is suffering resulting from lossvdyagama It is
lamentation paridevg expressing itself in weeping and crying;is pain
becausef bodily discomfort (kayika asatd); it is grief(domanassa in
mental disagreememn (cetasika aata); it is despair (upayasg in
mertal unrest (upayasitatta). And so, birth (jati ) is suffering asthe
manfestation of composition (kandranan patubhavd@ as the
conditioning causeof all misery and also as the evil result of past
dissatisfaction.Decay (jar @ is suffering as the dwindling of vitality
(ayuno sainam ). Death (mamna) is suffering as the dissolution of

composing aggregategkhandanam bheda). “To be associated with things
one dislikes, to be separated from things one Jike$ to get what one
wishes—that is also suffering”, said the Buddhat Bus suffering must
be comprehendedérinneyg for its causeto be eradicated(pahatabla)
and its cessationto berealised(sachikatabta).

Then what is suffering, what is sorrow, what iss§rivhat is despair?

When we speak of sorrow, it is the experience oinarer conflict
within the individual. And that is always subjedjweven if one feels
grieved over the misfortune of others, for it isvilgy of substitution that
one experiences a vicarious sorrow in one’s raigtip. But this
conflict is felt, not only in relationship with a¢hs, but also and mainly
in oneself. More than that. It is practically feltclusively in oneself,
for even relationship which causes conflict is eausby the
misunderstanding thereof which has the ’‘ego’ as dentre of
attraction, of protection, and hence of oppositidrich is conflict.



Physical discomfort, as disease, may be a lackasé,eand this was
experienced by the Buddha himself and his arahamtshany occasions.
The Buddha, when tired, would ask his faithful gite Anandato fold his
outer robe andspreadit on the groundfor him to rest, a while. He was
once wounded in his foot by a stone thrown by Datad Sariputta, the
chief disciple and arahant, experienthist, and askedfor somewater
to be given to him. Maha Mog- galana,the other chief disciple and
arahamh, who in a previouslife had been the cause of the death of his
parents, was ultimately set upon and clubbed tohd®aa gang of rebels.
But none of those physical sufferings experiencedhese perfect ones
could amount to conflict which is always the outeoof a distorted mind.
If physical discomfort then becomes a source ofosor it is not the
disease of the body but the conflict in the mimdthe distorted mind; it is
the wrong approach of a diseased mind which caitlsesonflict.

There may be pain, loss and even death; but suffarislg is not
conflict when there is no opposition. From whereesidhis opposition
arise, and why? Life, property, possessions, malati achievements,
qualifications are all means through which the ‘egygs; and without any
of those, the ‘ego’ has no name, no fame, no initee no connection,
no existence. All these make the ‘I'; and therefamy kind of loss in any
of these relationships is experienced as a lossaif'. It is not just
property, but my property which has to be insurad so the ‘I’ lives in
that relationship, and in fact the ‘I' is that redmship. Living, as a
process of becoming, is also a process of cessdmidrnthat impermanence
is not experienced as conflict until the proces#cilis my life is ceasing.
Grief is experienced when it concemyloss, ofmy relations.

Thus, suffering which is conflict is entirely seéntred, self-based,
self-focussed. And this conflict exists only in iemmanence gnicca-
dukkhg when that is seen but not wanted. But that algama that the
mind when it has understood conflict, is also ffiemn it. Why then is
impermanence not wanted? Why is it not understodf®/ is there
conflict? Why does the mind not want to be freefdMidoes the mind see
only in distorted images, in misshapen reflectio$f*s is the crucial
question: Why does the mind not see that it isanflict?



Let us begin at the beginning. What is the positiddrthe mind, of
thought, when coming in contact with impermanencH?ere will be an
immediate reaction of opposition, which is creatsdthe mere fact of
seeing the impermanent as an opposite. This sdrgaposition is caused
by the approach of the mind. Whenever there isew nontact in the
senses, a thought is flashed back to find out véresimything is known
about it already. This happens every time one iduced to a new
situation, person or event. There is a naming éeégmy or family, in
which the new acquaintance is framed to see whétlerme fits. A misfit
would be disturbing. The thought now is concenttat a possible
familiarity which  will enable the mind to placket new in the cadre of
the old. The old is fixed and the new is fitted,agéd, adjusted,
accommodated according to the plan already thdre.dld is the past, is
memory, is thought, the thought of ‘self’; and withat fixture a
comparison is made of the new within that framewdérkhame will bring
up the memory of an earlier association, and with thatdiooned
thought there is a confrontation with the new. Bgre is no attempt at
understanding the new. The only action is thathafught trying to
accommodate the new into the old; the unknown resnanknown, and
the distorted view is classified with the old.

Now, the old is the remembrance of earlier expeasn which have
been stored up in memory to form, to build, to sfiteen the ‘ego’. The
‘ego’ has nothing else but these memories; thdas'lmemory trying to
continue by preserving and enriching those memptiesontinue thereby
into an ideal future. Memory is the resistancemi@eérmanence. Thought,
therefore, when contacting the new, sees onlyfite®d tries to bring the
new into line therewith. If that can be done, tlevrwill be acceptable,
for it will strengthen the old idea and the newaljéf it cannot be done,
the new will be opposed as being dangerous to tbggiion into the
future, and harmful to the continuation of the okhd so, there has been
really no contact of understanding at all, but oalgontact of grasping
through the process of cognition, the process efntiental aggregates of
grasping(upadnakkhandha in reception(vedana), perception(sain a
and conception (sankhara), which then constitute a thowght of con-
sciousnesqvinfi aia). There has been no understandingbecause there
has been no approach with an open mind, sincerbjased and
unconditioned. There was only an approach of gngspind assimilation



into the already conditioned framework of past mgmwhich is the ‘I'.

As we have seen already, that conditioned framewsotke fixture of
the ‘I’, without which there could be no ‘I'. Theeélf’, in order to be at all,
has to continue, has to project its memory as agérinto the ideal, has
to make itself permanent. Permanency, endurancatinc@ance, is
essential to the existence of ‘self’. And thus, whieis ideal is confronted
with the impermanent, there is bound to be a claeSlpposition, of
rejection, of conflict, in theattempt to bring the impermanent into the
framework of the ideal permanent.

The permanent is the ideal, the hope of contintiitg, expectation of
security of that which has been built up in thetpagorm the ‘I'. This ‘I’
is not what appears now as transient phenomenawbat it has been
made to appear as its ideal. It actually is the-giotal of the influences of
society and education, the conditionings of watand tradition, the
fears and hopes instilled by religious beliefs amorals, the associations
with political and philosophic views, the learniagd practice of books
and rules, the belonging to a race, the feelingsnafionality, the
adherence to a creed, the acceptance of auththnigy, membership of
institutions with varying interests, the dependeanghe views of others,
the fear of public opinion, the attachment to fgmiklations and friends
with similar views and interests, dependence orpgmy, inherited or
acquired, on qualifications of learning or expeciendependence on the
esteem of others, on their flattering agreemenmttheir recognition, on a
job or income. To realise what all that means, phétk for a moment,
what ‘I’ would be without all that. It is no morecuestion whether the ‘I’
can endure without all this; for it simply is aflis. And without it there
just is no ‘I'.

Can such a ‘self’ which is built for security andderance ever meet
impermanence without condemnation or rejection? Az such meeting
in opposition ever be in understanding with an opad unconditioned
mind? Every thought is impregnated with the greed delf-protection,
fully biased in hope and fear; can such thought eee anything direct
and not distorted, free and unconditioned?

Well, that is conflict whidh is the fear of loss (vyasang, which is
the pain of disagreemen (asata), which is the despair of unrest
(upayasitatta): to seethe unwarted, to feel the insecuriy, to sensethe
void of ‘self'. It is the fear of self-knowledge wdh prevents self-
understanding. The ‘I' just cannot afford to look itself, in fear of



dissolution. And yet, that ‘self’ has to go on, hascontinue in all its
pretence and hypocrisy, or die in truth. And so¢heno way to a gradual
ending of that ‘self’: either one sees, or aeéuses to see. There is no
solution to this problem, which would k& compromise and an escape.
There is only the dissolution whicils the ending of this conflict, the
ending of a distorted vision of @eluded mind. Why does the mind not
see? Because it does wednt to see. It is the fear of finding that these i
no hope of escape. Conflict exists only when im@aremce is seen, but
not wanted.

The mind which has understood conflict in impernmrarge@nicca-dukkha
sdina) is freefromit.

For this understanding, which does not come abwatugh logic
which is thought, not through striving which is gtes not through
concentration which is an escape—for such undaiBignit is
necessary to have direct insight. But insight whgklirect perception
is prevented by the distortions of desire, of pu&ja, of conclusions, of
clinging, of conditioning in the anxiety for sedyri There must be
direct and open understanding of those distortasdistortions, as
misshapen reflections in a curved mirror. For, mderstanding there is
no fear; and without fear there is no conflict. Fea not of the
unknown; it is the dread of losing all that whiabnstitutes the ‘I, all
its images and pretensions; it is fear to acknogdethe fact that
without this entire build-up there is no ‘self’ ¢ontinue, to become, to
be secure, to be permanent. It is fear of an in@desing that image.

And what happens when that image is gone? Withoitalj those
distortions and prejudices, all hopes and fear§, cahclusions and
conditionings, all dictates and anxieties. It is be free and without
conflict. Only then can impermanence be seen aglimanence, which is
a fresh awakening every moment with the impossybdif clinging to it,
just because it is impermanent, and because thered ‘self’ to turn it
into an image to worship and to possess. Thatdsjoly of creation, of
living without fear and without conflict.



Perception of the Void in Conflict

We have been speaking of understanding which doesame through
learning from books, but which comes through seethigect seeing,
unbiased seeing, seeing without projection, withaeéal, without
background. That kind of seeing is insight whichon& is
understanding. Such understanding comes as a ckdatriflash of
lightning. And one is afraid of destruction; and aee avoids it, one
makes secure against it and the conflict continueghout
understanding.

There is much gratification in life, even thoughsitnot lasting and
cannot give security. It makes one forget, for anmant or two, and
then again the hankering comes for more, and taelsdor security is
on again. It is not the gratification. one wantsit bhe temporary
forgetting and the security it provides, as an pscdrom the ever
recurring conflict. One searches for an escapethmiescape itself is
the conflict between the actual and the idea. Carenat let the ideal
go, because it is the only thing which makes the continue.
Understanding, therefore, is dangerous to relalignand to the entire
course of living, thinking and acting. Understandis dangerous to
the ‘I'. And so one has to choose, and is afraidhoose.

To be is to act; but every actis a choice (cetanad andin choicethere
is conflict dukkhg. Existence is not possible without conflict, asd as
there is choice. Is it possible to live without @®and hence without
conflict? We have seen what conflict is, conflictiinpermanenceagicca-
dukkhg; we have seen that conflict is in the approachhef mind to the
perception of impermanencanicca-sahn a), in its choice of the concept
of permanencethe ideal. It isthen this concept of permanence, this ideal
of continuance, which has to be perceived andergtdod in its place
in the approach to the problem of conflict. Itils this understanding
that the unity of the three essentials will beeamost clear, for when the
concept of permanence is understood and disposed tfie void of
nonentity @nattg, the problem of conflict will be solved also tmat same
understanding of the unsubstantiality of conflaikkha-anatta, s&fin ).



What is then this substance, believed to supperptienomena; what
is this entity which holds together all appearanedsat is this soul which
binds together all material and spiritual qualitiewhat is this essence
which is the backbone of all existence; what is tibstract form which
gives shape to all concrete expression; what s ‘#@lf’ which stands
aloof from all others; what is this individual whicis distinct in
personality, in action, in thought; what is thisntter, this actor, apart
from thought and action; what is this permanenityenthich remains
unaffected by universal change and impermanencet W this being
which is not subject to becoming and ceasing? V¢hihis watcher who
can remain aloof from his choice? Why is there cé®i

Choice is the mechanical response to memory, wldclhe ac-
cumulated selection of past experiences. In thesgmte moment of
experiencing, in the fullness of that moment ofnigeithere is no thought
about an experiencer who can stand aloof and watchthat were so, the
experiencer is a watcher and is not involved ingkperience at all. And
yet, to retain that experience of the moment andticoe in it, the
experience has to be preserved by mind in thoughthemory. Thus is
created the onlooker, the spectator, the knoWwdh® memory of the
experience; but that is not the experiencer; thanly the memory which
tries to continue, when the actual experiencinghas more. It is that
memory which selects what is favourable for cordime, flattering for
existence, gratifying for sense-satisfaction. Thuss memory which
creates the ‘self’, the onlooker, the storekeewig selects, who chooses,
who is the cause of conflict; for, existence is possible without conflict,
as long as there is choice.

Choice becomes necessary when conflict is felt jyposition
without understanding. The conflict of oppositian destructive to
continued existence, and thus opposition must bmirgdted by
suppression or sublimation, by conquest or subpmnssis long as there
is continued existence. And so, choice in oppasiiecomes necessary
for existence. Such striving for continuation igwever, only the
striving for an ideal, a concept, which is the deomade by mind in
the face of opposition. It is the mind, in needcohtinuance, being a
‘self’ in opposition to non-self, which has creatéds ideal of an entity,
which remains permanently as a substance underlyiagchanging
phenomena, as an essence in abstraction, suppatimgactual
existence which is fleeting, as a soul which wiilel on forever after



discarding its instrument, the body.

In making this ‘self’ secure, the mind has inverdedelaborate system
of religion, of philosophy, of theology, to proveet existence of this
essence, to convince itself that there is an uténsacurity, an eternal rest
after striving, an attainable goal of achieesmn To see and understand
this process of ‘self'-making is to dissolve itgaments and basis, so that
there is no food for thought, no feeding the emwjo so that the mind
remains open end free to see what is. It is o a&®d understand the
perception of that void of ‘self(anatta sahfid, and in that perception
alsoseethe void of conflict (dukka-anattasain a).

Self-knowledge has been advocated by an all gteakdrs from the
time of the beginning of analysis of thought by thacient Greek
philosophers, when they reduced all knowledge &b tbcurrent maxime:
“Know thyself”. It is the ultimate search for resditionin the still older
Vedic writings, the seart for the pammatman,in delusion separated
from the Brahman, as the relative separated fragnathsolute, ultimately
to be re-united with its source. It is the basisall religions, whose
system of morality is founded on the salvation ofegernal soul through
grace and through prayer with good works. It iskbg-stone of the many
systems of philosophy, especially the idealistibosds, even when the
search for ‘self’ is camouflaged by a postulate abfsubstance or a
categorical necessity, a divine essence in existenc

This search was on at full strength during thetihie of the
Buddha who, in the first sermon recorded in the Digha Nikaya,
enunerates and classifies sixty-two different schools thought,
claiming to have discovered this essential entityhie various mental
aggregates, a ‘self’ possessing them or being pesdeby them,
independent of or depending on matter or mind, é&iktimately
rejectingthem all as so mary wrong views (micch a-dtthi), basingtheir
opinions on phenomena without understanding themus tbéng
enmeshedn this net (jala) of theoriesand wishful thinking. Still, it is
the one question to be answered before anythirgagld on the answer
of which depends the stability of the entire stuoet of traditional
metaphysics. But, instead of analysing the conoépself’, instead of
approaching the concept with an enquiring mindrd but why such a
concept should have arisen at all, the many sysgnosde us with
many proofs of the necessity of such an entitghefexistence thereof,
of its function and nature. And so, argumentatias taken the place of



analysis, and faith is trying to supersede undedsta But logic in
reasoningcannot solve the problem, because it presupposéswtiich it
is out to prove. Then logic becomes a sophismtipetrincipii.

The first alleged proof is taken from external eride, namely the
opinion of all men; if all people agree upon on@épat is said to be the
voice of nature which cannot err; it is said ththtpaople at all times
have been convinced of a continued existence d&ath. Now, this
argument loses its very foundation, because noinat believe in a
soul. One sixth of the world’s population is Budsthand denies the
existence and the very-idea of a soul; further ghare millions of
atheists and scientific men who have lost all farthGod, soul and
religion; who have turned completely materialist$io, even if some of
them accept the existence of a substance undeg thie phenomenal,
will consider this to be of a purely material su#rste dependent on,
and perishing together with, the co-existing foforther still, even the
majority of the so-called believers are so onlyname, for they
contradict their faith by their deeds when- evaytikommit a ‘mortal’
sin, that is condemning their souls to eternal dation for the sake of
a short lived satisfaction, which they certainlylwiever would do if
they really believed in an eternal soul. Thus, egh@mains only a very
small minority who truly and actually believe ineth soul and the
salvation thereof. And as their belief is base@otion and devotion,
they certainly cannot claim to echo the voice ofuma For their
conviction is not even a natural growth of mentale&lopment, but
rather a remnant of the childish submission in rthauth to the
dogmatic interpretation by ecclesiastical authesitiThis kind of blind
faith, which, enforced upon the child, remains sthmes a habit in
uneducated adults, is reality the crudest form of religion, hardly be
distinguished in degree from the superstitious ficas of primitive tribes.

9The following notes are extracts from Bhikkhu Dhammapala s Broadcasts on
Buddhism (July 1943) published under that title by the Y.M.B.A., Colombo in 1944,
most of it reprinted without permission and without acknowledgement by G. P.
Malalasekera in Aspects of Reality (Wheel Publication No. 127 in 1968).



But, moreover, what is this voice of nature? Ih@thing else but the
collection of individual opinions, just as a natian the collection of
persons, born and living in the same country.nk andividual can err, so
can two or three or a thousand, or a million, awen all. Thus the fact
of general opinion, even of the whole human radeukl never be
overestimated. In the past we have seen how tloagest convictions
about the heavens and the earth have crumbledupas now they seem
ridiculous to us. Yet in their days people haveremeade the sacrifice of
their lives for convictions, generally disbelievétten, but now equally
generally accepted; which is only another way ayirsg that general
opinion has changed. Only 400 years ago the miassilized humanity
laboured under the delusion that the sun goes rdlsmcearth; that this
forms the centre of the universe. Copernicus stoadtically alone op-
posing not only what was then said to be commomseselput also divine
revelation and the authority of the Bible. Galilwas jailed and by threat
of torture compelled to disavow his former opinidrecause his telescope
contradicted the sacred texts. Because GiordanmdBdared to draw
some inferences from the Copernican theory conttarthe Scholastic
philosophy of the Church based on Aristotle wss excommunicated
and handed over to the secular authorities witk@mmendation of a
“punishment as merciful as possible and withoudslimeg of blood”, the
atrocious formula for burning alive. He perishadhe flames, turning his
eyes away from the crucifix which was held up tenhithe victim of
theological stupidity and self-applauding intolezan the martyr for
freedom of thought. It was, and still is the comnaaily testimony of the
sense of sight of every being, that the sun doesemmund the earth. And
yet, that sense of sight, that common sense, thaérgl opinion, that
divine revelation, that biblical authority, weresally mistaken and false.
The same happens even nowadays, and might happenand over
again. What was only yesterday proved by scienceg tasted in
practice, is overthrown, today by some newer tlesodqually proved
and tested and universally accepted, till tomorreame more
advanced theories are brought forward, explainireggsame facts quite
differently, but more logically and more accordioghe truth.



Thus it will be seen that a general, or even aensi& agreement of
opinion is no sign of proof of the truth. To saemhthat the voice of
nature, if there would be any such thing, cannat isr neither
induction, i.e., a conclusion from individual exjgerce to a general
truth or principle, nor deduction, i.e., an applica of a universal
characteristic to individual cases. It is merelyd Hagic based on
sentiment rather than on reason. In this way themave disposed of
external evidence in favour of the soul-idea in Wways namely in so far
as we have shown that the existence of a soul tisth® universal
opinion, and even if it were so, it would provehing. It may be true
that all people at all times believe in existendeeradeath; even
Buddhists accept this doctrine; but existence afteath does not
involve a permanent existence after death, neitherexistence of a
permanent soul. Even the Hindus, who believe instr@igration of soul
as opposed to a soulless rebirth as in Buddhismnodaeally believe
in individual, permanent souls; for, according teddnta the soul after
transmigration through manyives in San sara will be reunited,
reabsoried in Brahman from where it was emanated in the beginning
of its wandering. There its individual existencdlwiave come to an
end.

External evidence thus having failed, we come thale series of
arguments, alleged to be proofs from internal ewde Internal
evidence means evidence which manifests itself diagctly in its
existence, but only indirectly through the manif¢isin of action.
Thus, when a car-tyre goes flat we may safely cateckhat there must
be a hole in the tube or a leak in the valve, effere cannot discern it
with the eye; for if there were no hole, the airulebnothave escaped.
Similarly, from the working of the intellect we magraw some
conclusions with regard to the nature of the ietll



Now the mind is said to have universal or genatahs. Though John
Locke, the English philosopher of the 17th centumhis doctrine of ideas
maintained that universal ideas stand for indivicigects, which are real
in the context of experience, this would be a proofthe materiality of
universals, rather than for anything else. Therk lbd, however, few
supporters of the soul-theory, if any, to suppbis opinion, for, if
universal ideas stand for individual objects, theguld cease to be
universal. And that is exactly our point of viewerReley, though, a
bishop of the Church of England, and an idealistha fullest sense,
thought rightly that all ideas are particular; tygnor objects as presented
are individual; they are given together with thé&atiens, each of which
may be described by concrete reference to theepted object or event.
Thus there is no such thing as shape. Apart froenothjects possessing
shape, nor colour apart from objects having colourany idea of motion
except as bodies moving (Principles of Human Knog. The idea of a
triangle is dependent on the knowledge of varigges of triangles. The
idea of colour has no reality, cannot be thoudlex@ept as red or blue or
white, etc. And so, universality has no meaningtipam the relationship
of particulars. An idea is general only in so faritastands for particulars
of the same kind. We speak of humanity. It is tthe,idea maintains even
though individuals die and are born, even thoudéraf hundred years the
whole human race has been renewed. But still tea igl only possible as
a collective noun through knowledge of individudlbus the idea is based
on, and derived from, material experience, andefioee cannot be said to
be immaterial. A further proof that the so-calladiversal or general
ideas are based on a material foundation can ba&ingt from the fact
that, if the material experience is insufficient wrong, the so-called
general idea will suffer from the same deficiend¥hen experience
grows, ideas become enlarged, so that the mostrajeme universal
idea is dependent on the largest amount of indalidparticular
experience, which is always material and impermanen

If therefore, universal ideas do not contain amghimmaterial, the
intellect itself cannot be said to be immateriahu$, even if there
would be a soul, we might conclude from its mateaion that it too
would be material. But material is composed, hericeis also
decomposable or impermanent.



Once it is admitted that everything is receivedoading to the
nature of the receiver, it will have to be admittdslo that as the mind
has many times very material and materialistic sdélaoughts of lust
and hate, of profit and comfort, that those thoaghtist come from a
material source. If, therefore, the soul is saideothat source, it is a
very material soul indeed; decomposable also, lsscauis material
and impermanent and no ‘soul’ at all.

Another argument from internal evidence broughwind to prove
the existence of an immaterial and permanent sotdkien from the
fact that the mind seems to have immaterial coscepth as unity,
truth, virtue, justice. Those concepts, howeves,rat truly immaterial
as they have been derived from material experienlee.idea of unity
arose only when, after counting for a long timehvdeads or beans, we
were able to substitute units for those objectsityUis nothing but
uniformity from a certain point of view, while thdifferences are
intentionally overlooked. Even unity and order iature, on which
science has built its laws and axioms, have no eggtence, but are
based on experiment and observation, hence tholpuggterial, and
can easily be overturned by new observation anéraxent. Even a
thousand scientific experiments do not definitalgve that and make it
a law, but one single experiment can upset the dmd prove its
invalidity.

Just as physical phenomena do not follow an abslglutigorous
necessity, but permit a contingency, incalculaldechance, so the mind
does not follow any fixed law. Though conditioneddainfluenced, its
choice cannot be predicted; and so, the allegedegeregularity,
uniformity, necessity of things is a mental fictioa proof of the
possibility of mental aberration in its lack in aality, rather than of
immateriality.

Likewise truth, virtue, justice, etc. are only idaasulting from the
association of different experiences; they are ddeet on education,
and that is not even a sign of reason, still Idssmmateriality. For even
a dog can learn to do many things and finally cdméunderstand’
that, putting up his right paw means a piece ofec&ducation, which
is nothing but mental training, brings ideas togetland once they are
associated, the point of connection might beconadeldn in the sub-
conscious mind. The real connection being forgottesuppressed, the
mind will try to establish an artificial link, whic is called



rationalisation. If ideas such as virtue and jstiovere really
immaterial and permanent, they ought to remainstiree unaltered in
different times and climes.

But the association of ideas depends on acquirtiiley and cannot,
therefore, be an inherent natural action of a pesnasoul. Thus, a
Christian who keeps two wives is guilty of bigamydais considered as
very immoral. But a Muslim can be very virtuoustire legal possession
of even more than two. That morality changes tsussm. Not so very
long ago slavery was deemed right, encourageddtate, sanctioned by
the Church; but that way of thinking has given plac a morality which
judges slavery to be wrong, because it assignsehighlues to human
personality. A few hundred years ago any fathet tha right of life and
death over his own children; nowadays we hawen laws for the
prevention of cruelty against animals. The moastd which prevail here
in Kamaloka, the sphere of the senses, do notdwddi in the heavens of
Brahmaloka. These few examples then show thatadistteas, as virtue,
justice, morality are very much impermanent and taerefore, not he the
expressions of a permanent soul.

But then, the mind can conceive essential ideds, said, expressing
the intrinsic nature of things, such as definitiomkich comprise the
common genus and the ‘specifying difference’, wheeh forth the exact
meaning, nature and class inherent in individuggabs. These are said to
be unchangeable and can therefore only be corteiby an
unchangeable, permanent entity or soul. Definitiame said to have
originated from Socrates, while Plato built up yatem of eternal ideas.
But definitions have as little reality about thens a mathematical
problem. They may be useful and even necessarjofical distinction
and classification, but they cannot be said to bibee permanent or
impermanent, because they are mere mental concepts, have no
existence outside the human brain.

Definitions, essential ideas, so-called eternahgples, are all
based on material experience and exist only inquaars, in individual
thoughts. It is the very nature of essence to lsBcpéarised. It is true
that we try to separate the idea of man, that ekimd, from this or
that individual. But at once we find it impossilite the essential idea
to exist separately and equally impossible to uibitgth the individual,
as we do not see any relation. This unnatural #indidal position
arises from the mistake of trying to separate e tessence exists



only in particulars, in existence which is indivaduand not general.
Thus, they are not unchangeable in this sensdhaibjects to which
they refer and on which they depend are changeatnléempermanent.
These particulars being material, so are, therefdedinitions and
essences, abstractions and universals.

The last arrow on the bow of internal evidence fribra intellectual
powers is the reflex idea. In reflection, thougletomes the object of
thought. And here certainly, say the uphddef the soul theory, is
nothing material. According to Buddhism the misdclassed as a sense,
the internal sense, and thus we have two sourceleas$: sensations which
have come through the external sense-doors, eyddgbt, year for sound,
nose for odour, tongue for taste, and the widy for touch, and
sensations furnished by the mind of its own openat which is
reflection. Thus, reflection is the knowledge ofrqgaved sensations.
When sensations are material and are perceivedaterial sense-organs,
how then can the knowledge thereof become at amoeaterial? Reflex
ideas are experienced also in animals; they toavsimohave memory,
attachment, revenge. Yet, nobody will maintain thaimals have an
immortal soul, for never yet has a dog been bagtisesave his soul from
eternal damnation. But if animals can have reftexdi without a
permanent soul, why should a soul be postulatékdearcase of humans?

Separate from the intellect there is another pawenan, which is the
subject of much controversy, and that is the wilhe supporters of the
soul-theory try to make the working of the powefghe will dependent
on the soul they imagine; and just as they clainfedthe power of the
intellect, so they claim for the will-power to benmaterial because it
strives (they say) not only after material and ipatar good things, but
for the absolute good. This, however, is notrect, because the
absolute good cannot even be known; would it berknat would cease
to be absolute and become relative to the knowdrat\Wannot be known,
cannot be desired or willed, and such a generaoblgannot have any
attractive power. No man can love the most bedutiiman in the world
without knowing her, though even that is still thmaterial. One always
strives for some particular good which is alwaystemal. ‘Immoral
objects’ do not exist. This is a mere phrase, megess in itself.



It is maintained, however, that some will-objecte anchangeable,
e.g. it is always good to respect, one’s parents.iBsuch respect would
include even obedience with regard to evil, it wbuab longer be good
and thus no fitting will-object. Whatever is good lwad is only so with
respect to its good or bad effects. Kamma is oniyaka, that is, skilful
and wholesome, if there is a skilful effggtusalavipakg. And asthe
effect or the resultis always particularand a concrete instance, the action
and volition must be of the some kind.

From this follows a last objection, namely the ttem of the will. In
inorganic matter we see a rigid determinism toward®rtain end, but in
similar circumstances man remains free and mastarhos actions, which
clearly shows his superiority over and independdrmm@ matter. Thus, if
the will is free, that is, independent, it mustibematerial and then also
permanent. But, this discussion on the freedom itfisvusually opened
from the wrong perspective. For, whether oneeptthe freedom of the
will or rejects its independence, in both cages will is taken as an
entity, as something existent, be it free or beoiind. Will, however, can
neither be said to be free, nor bound, becausenibn-existent. It merely
arises, whenever there is a possibility of choitehere is nothing to
choose from, there can be no question of willing. t&e other hand, the
possibility of choosing shows the presence of tppasites or more. Their
very presence shows that there is an influence thad the choice is
conditioned. The possibility to choose what is wyonherefore, also
shows that the action is conditioned and not fieeen if one chooses
what one knows to be harmful in some respect, thellebe also some
motive which brought about that choice. Knowingy.ethat association
with certain people will bring one to excessiventing, gambling and
other actions which will cause financial difficels, deterioration of health
and the ruin of family-happiness, yet one mighekséhat company
because one lacks the moral strength to break tivtm.

To show one's courage and to imagine one‘s indepacal are
sufficient unconscious motives to influence anded®aine one’s choice
against the better dictates of reason and commuases&ven one’s pride
might not allow one to go back on a previous deaiseven if that is seen
as harmful. If there were no attraction, no indueetn no motive,
equilibrium would have been established already maadchoice would
take place. Thus, volition arises only when a chdiecomes possible. If
there is the possibility of a choice, there will &éigraction and repulsion



which influence the choice and make it conditionédhere is no choice,
then, of course, there is no will at all. Real ffem then does not lie in the
will, but in being without will.

Having thus disposed of all the so-called psoah favour of a
permanent soul, vyet there are some Western lashn oriental
languages, though not in the teachings expressdith who venture to
offer their criticism on this most essential andtidictive mark of the
teaching of the Buddha. They have tried to exainpino-self’ as ‘self’ or
‘soul’ in the following way: When the Buddha, spéak of the
components of the aggregates of cling(pghc’u p adnakkhandha), said
of ead separately:“That does not belong to me; that am | not; that is
not myself’, what else could he mean but that te¥ er soul exists
separate from them? To which we answer: Hadtlddha stated simply
and directly that there is no permanent egdyerite would have given
the impression of siding with the Annihilationistgainst the Eternalists.
Well, both schools were wrong and the Buddha watdeshow to both
that they were wrong. Therefore, without sayingtthfe comes to a
complete end at death, which is the teaching afildfationism, he
merely analysed the so-called ‘being’, and whatdwefound of matter or
of mind, he did not find a soul there. And sodemied the opposite
teaching of Eternalism as well. Could he have lugs the doctrine of
no-self @nattg more explicitly and more impressively? Whatevhere
be “that does not belong to me; that am |
not; thatis not my sdf” (N etatmama, n’ esoham-asmi, n’ eso me
atta).

There is then no sound basis for the assertionttmae is a soul
distinct from body and mind. A human soul cannotdisinct from
human life, and human life collapses together with body. What
remains is the influence of good and bad deeds;twhill be the cause
of good and bad in another life. But that is not'ssif’. There is no
soul, therein no self, no permanent ‘I’ or ego4niBut there pulses on a
flux, a process of life, of action and reactionjath



rises and falls as the waves of the ocean. Thoseswvaill come to rest
and that process will come to a stop, when allrdesare stifled, because
‘I" is an expression of selfishness, of craving. &dlcraving has gone, no
‘I will be left.

If the teaching of the Buddha is rightly said to lbeyondsophistry
(atakkavaara), it is never more so than with regardto the teaching of
soullessnessafattg, because any reasoning, even the purest loglt, wi
presuppose the ‘ego’ in thinking, as Descartes didhink, therefore |
am” (cogito ergo sum The burden of proof is not on those who do not
believe in a soul. And soullessness cannot be pravith reason, just as
darkness cannot be seen by introducing a light.kiess can be
experienced only when all light is quenched. Likesvsoullessness, the
insubstantiality of phenomena, can only be realigbdn all selfishness is
excluded. When the craving of ‘mine’ and the prigkich says ‘I am’
have vanished thethe error of self-delusion (sakkaya ditthi ) cannot

arise.

Now, having totally rejected the concept of an wdiial and
permanent entity, in the sense of a physical smost or a spiritual soul,
how does this negative knowledge fit into our schesh thought? How
does it affect our mode of thinking? how is it te elated and
experienced in our approach to the problem of éiffflAs long as this
theory of no-soul remains an intellectual exerciseit may be interesting
as a pass-time, it may be valuable as mental esbapet certainly will
not be that mark of distinction, singled out by e tBuddha as the
foundation of his teaching. And failing to dwat, there is no essential
difference between this and other systems of lieing thinking.

This soullessness of everything, physical and nheigaindeed the
very essence of the Buddha's doctrine. Impermanense obvious and
universal, that theologians had to go out of theay to create a soul-
concept for their desire for continuance to hangmrThis soul-theory is
in a way more important in various religions th&e toncept of God as
divine creator, a personal and individual absolfe;what possible use
can there be for a divine existence, if the indiidcannot continue, so as
to be in a permanent relation thereto.

And so, there remain two points to be considered:



One what is the relationship of this negative knowjedvith the
problem of conflict, as life has been seen to @nsf? And how is
this understanding of ‘no-self’ an essential featia mark, a distinct
doctrine of the highest importance, as a mere myailwo Why
should there be this wide-spread emotional needdétief in a soul,
when if the intellect contradicts it?

Conflict is known at every level of our existente nature there is the
struggle for the survival of the fittest. In thendithere is the conflict of
becoming, a conflict between what is and what isirdd. Conflict is a
fact which cannot be denied, as it is there withidl without. Man’s very
progress and advance in science, medicine and folileng, has been
made possible through his struggle with his bel&fid outdated views.
Conflict is a fact; but is it essential for living?

What is essential is an indispensable quality ¢fineic nature. And
thus the question is: Is conflict indispensablette intrinsic nature of
living? We know by experience, by observation, bsmmory, that all life
as we know it is conflict. Life as we knowsti a bundle of material
and mental factors. The mind is a bundle sE#nsations(vedana),
perceptions (safn g, ideations (sahkhara) and thoughs (vifinan a);
ideationsaremertal conceptsandcompositions of various forms of greed
(lobha and hate qosd; thoughts are reflections based on those
compounds and stored in memory which is dead kriydeor ignorance
(moha, avijjg. All together they form that delusion of a ‘selfvhich
cannot endure without projection, but which ireitds void @nattg.

Is all this indispensable to the intrinsic natuféiang? Living is not
the memory of a dead past; it is not a mental ptime into an unborn
future. Living is the actual meeting of a challengéich has no value and
cannot be met if not understood in the prestmtsee and understand
the challenge is a direct perceiving without préggador condemnation. It
is without conflict because it is not conditioneg thought, memory or
idea; it is without conflict and without oppositiobecause there is no
‘self’ in it intrinsically. Thus, essentially theis no conflict; if there is, it
is introduced by thought. We have seen alreadyy hlis essence is not
to be understood as a philosophical abstractionarasbsolute reality
underlying the phenomena and supporting them. thas which makes a
thing what it is. It is as the perfume of a flow#re colour of the rainbow,
the intelligent insight of the mind. Reason mayegshape and value and
all things which provide attraction. But reasonmies with the fashions,



so that good reasons cease to be the real reasons.

Essence is that which accounts for existence,titasaison d’etre the
actuality of reality, the living of life. It is oglinsight which can see and
understand this essence, while mere thought, whicbonditioned by
memories and ideal, cannot see independently arfcebeln conditioned
thought there is no freedom of insight. Thus, wkiegre is conflict, it is
memory which compares and judges, condemns anciseprcording to
the standards of the past, established by timadand faith it is thought
projected as an ideal which strives to attaind to become. But
there is no understanding of the actual conflag,long as there is a
rejection through comparison or a projection thtodgsire. Yet itis in
conflict that this process of rejection and pramttcan be observed. And
thus it is conflict that contains the essence dfight (dukkha-anatta
sain a).

Hence, instead of trying to escape from conflitt,should be
welcomed as an opportunity to see life in actiomdnin reaction,
memory as clinging to the past, ideals as escapgesthe future. A
conflict is not a problem to be solved, but a maenstanding to be
understood. When thus a conflict reveals its veature, its essence
being a ‘self’ wanting to become more ‘self’, théme insight thereof
releases the perfume of freedom. In that freedberetcan be action
through understanding which is not conditioned Ilmy @ahought of
‘self’.

This, then, is the relationship between the conilicimpermanence
(anicca-dukkh@aand the perception of the non-entity, the voidnefsthis
conflict (dukkha-anattasain g. The conflict itself is meaningless because
its basis of the resistance of an ideal ‘self’ aghtithe actuality of
impermanence is the basis of voidness, of nonyenfihus the conflict
itself is not only impermanent, but it is essaht conceptual, conceived
by, and existing in the mind only. This is madeoiah essential ingredient
of living, because of the desire for continuitychase of the psychological
necessity of the ‘I’ to continue. Unless the ‘I'ntimues, there is nothing
to strive for, even if striving means struggle armhflict. Struggle is the
essence of self-continuity; and so, when contineasenade essential, the
‘I" too is made into the ideal of a permanent ‘sowithout which there
can be no endurance.



In the realisation of this essentially charactaristark of distinction,
of the non-existence of any permanent essenceg thealso realised the
non-existence of conflict. Conflict due to ignoranmeases to be with the
arising of understanding. It is the dissolutionf tlee problem, of all
problems, based on misunderstanding, on the mispiion of
separateness, of opposition, of conflict.

It is significant that after listening to the Buadé first sermon on the
four Noble Truths and the Path thereto, only ondhaffive disciples,
Konddina, was able just to erter that Path. A further exposition by
the Buddha on the mark of soullessnessafta-lakkhana) wasnecessary

to malke themall five realisethat“beyond
this there is no more”.

The load of life laid low,
The precious price is paid; The waves of well amegw
Of stormy stream are stayed.
The direst duty’s done,
A ten-fold tiger tamed; The weary war is won,
The timeless term obtained.



About the Author

Henri van Zeyst was born in Utrecht, the Nethertanoh 1905.

Educated throughout in Catholic schools and coledr spent his
final years of studies in philosophy and theology &is first year his
priestly ordination in an Italian monastery neawrEhce. At the age of
31 he was sent to London to be in charge of a rmwmdation of his

Order, where he was also teaching Dogmatic Thedioglge scholastics
of Christus Rex Priory in North London. An intensicourse of
comparative religion brought him in contact withdsilnism. Within a

year of his coming to Sri Lanka he was ordainedualdhist monk

there in 1938 under the name of Bhikkhu Dhammag&atam 1956 to

1968 he worked at the Encyclopaedia of Buddhisthetniversity of

Ceylon in Peradeniya of which he was in the fineng of that period
the Senior Assistant Editor and Administrative ©dfi. From the 1980s
onwards he lived at the Nilambe meditation cente®ri Lanka.

He passed away on 15th September 1988.



