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NOTE BY THE EDITOR OF “THE
QUEST” SERIES

ONE of the most marked signs of the times is the close
attention that is being paid to psychological research,
the results of which are being followed with the greatest
interest by an intelligent public, and the continued
advance of which promises to be one of the most hopeful
activities of modern science, The observation, analysis,
and classification of mental phenomena are being pursued
with untiring energy, and the problems of mind at-
tacked on all sides with refreshing vigour. In brief,
the new science of psychology seems to promise at no
distant date to become one of the most fruitful, if not
the most fruitful, field of human tillage. But turn
where we will to our manuals or special studies, we find
no reference to the patient work of many centuries
accomplished by the introspective genius of the East.
In this field none have laboured with greater industry
and acumen than the Buddhist thinkers, whose whole
philosophy and therewith also their religion rests on
a psychological basis. Not only so, but some of their
main contentions are very similar to the later views
advanced by the dominant schools of modern research.
The work of these-profound analysts of the nature of
mind should, therefore, by no means be neglected by
modern psychologists and those who are interested in
their instructive labours—and who that desires to know
himself can fail to be so interested ? It must, however,
vit
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be admitfed that there is some excuse for previous
neglect owing to the lack of books designed to smooth
the way for those unacquainted with Oriental studies.
It is with the hope of making a start in this"direction
that the present valuable Introduction has been secured
from the pen of one who is acknowledged to be the most
competent student of the subject in the West.



PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

My book is an attempt to envisage faithfully something
true. in the history of a very interesting current in
human ideas. This ‘something true ’ is the analysis
and theory of mind in the movement and culture we
understand by Early Buddhism, as well as in that of
its direct descendant still thriving in Burma, Ceylon
and Sjam, called Theravida, or the Doctrine of the
Elders. This also is called Buddhism—some call it
Hina-Yina, some Southern Buddhism.

As to the book’s quests and goals, two of the more
proximate may suffice.. While scholars are beginning
to get at and decipher the long-buried treasure of Bud-
dhist writings brought from Mid-Asia, the general reader
is being told that the group of other descendants from
Early Buddhism called Mahd-Yinism, is not only
evolved from the earlier doctrine, but is its completion
and apotheosis. The reader cannot judge in this
matter, unless he has an all-round knowledge of what
the developed system started from. = Such a knowledge
is not always present in those who are fluent about the
complete descendant.  Hence heis placed in the position
of one who learns of Neo-Platonism and not of Plato,
of Aquinas and not of Aristotle. My book’s quest is
to present summarily some of the thought contained in
the mother-doctrine and her first-born child, much of
which is still inaccessible to him.

The second object is to bring nearer the day when the
historical treatment of psychology will find it impos-
sible to pretend that the observation and analysis of

mind began with the Pre-Socratics. Psychologists are,
ix



X PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

some of them, curiously unhistorical, even with regard
to the European field with its high fence of ignorance
and prejudice. Theories are sometimes put forward
as new that have been anticipated in both Europe and
Asia. I say ‘curiously,” because the history of ideas
about the mind is both fascinating and suggestive.
Would Professor Bergson say of his brother thinkers,
too, especially of the more constructive among them
(I dare to include himself), that the past of psycho-
logical thought also est /d, continuellement, but that so
intent is their forward gaze that they ‘ cannot and must
not look back’? Yet how much more impressive
might they not make the present for us if they would, if
they felt compelled to look back a little more ! Let us
hope that monographs in psychological history may
eventually succeed in making it unnecessary for drown-
ing, or other catastrophes, to bring flooding in upon them
the ignored past of ideas in Indian philosophy.

With so large an object in so small a book, it has
been impossible to compare the line of descent I have
chosen with other lines, even with that of the Madhya-
mika school, in which Professor de la Vallée Poussin
has revealed much interesting psychological matter.
I have also to apologize for bringing in several terms
in the original. This was as inevitable, for clearness
and unambiguity, as would be the use of corresponding
Greek words in writing on Greek psychology. But we
are more used to Greek words. Finally, if I have re-
peated statements made in previous writings, it was
to avoid irritating the reader by too many references,
as if suggesting that he might as well be rcading not

one book, but three or four.
C. A. IV, RIHYS DAVIDS.
February, 1914,
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THE BIRTH OF INDIAN PSYCHOLOGY
AND ITS DEVELOPMENT IN BUDDHISM

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTORY

IN 1914 I published, at the request of the late G. R. S.
Mead, a manual of Buddhist Psychology for * The
Quest "’ Series of Manuals (G. Bell and Sons). Tn1gz4 1
published a new impression of this, adding in a supple-
ment a few new impressions and cotrected convictions.
After yet another ten years the leaders of The Buddhist
Lodge, London, consulted me  whether a résumé
might be made of the book for their organ, or whether
I preferred it should be put aside and that I should
give a fresh outline of the subject.

Of course, I preferred the latter. T have a mother’s
weakness for a ten-year-old child. But whereas a
child grows, a book does not. ' Its mother it is who can
grow. I do not pretend that my knowledge of Bud-
dhist records has in those ten years become really
adequate. But my knowledge both of the earliest
Buddhist records we yet have, the Pali Tipitaka and
of preceding and contemporary Indian literature, is
better than it was. If I have altered much in what
I now write about Buddhism, it is because I know it
better, t is because I see it better in perspective.
It is not because I am reading purely subjective ex-

perience into it, or finding just what I want to find,
1



2 THE BIRTH OF INDIAN PSYCHOLOGY

as is the criticism of some. I write of fresh discoveries
I make as the days pass—things I had not expected
to find, things that make certain conclusions of past
and present writers on Buddhism untenable, but which
have apparently been wholly overlooked.

My fancies have played no part herein. But re-
constructive imagination has been busy. No historian
can get along safely where this is not the case. We
have to make alive a dead past. We have to show that
past as in a state of becoming, of passing from older
to newer values. And more: we need that desideratum
of the historian, the man of science, the explorer in
any field, an hypothesis of our subject in its most general
aspect, which must be tested as we go. And in the
field of Buddhism and its history we walk along a new
road, where fresh materials have been, within half a
century at least, coming to hand every year.

In this field we are as yet historically very weak.
QOur task is of immense difficulty, largely because
India has never kept even the contemporary annals and
chronicles such as we tried to do in Europe. ‘° When
I think,” that fine scholar the late Francis Burkitt
wrote to me, ““of the confused history of Gospel
criticism, of the 150 years of struggle to attain an
historical view of the first announcement of the Gospel,
I feel that your task is enormous.” But our weakness
lies partly in our unwillingness to discern, to admit
that, in every literary composition which has come
down to us, we have a history-in-little. More especially
in such as were for a long time oral, not written. And
this is the story of all Buddhist “‘books” compiled
previous to B.C. 200, or even B.C. 100. Still i it being
said that certain doctrines are certainly fundamental
in Buddhist teaching of the sixth century B.c., because
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they happen to be endorsed with emphasis in books com-
piled orally centuries later, and scripturally centuries
later still.

And if we of Europe are historically weak, the Indian
scholar as yet among newer writers is, as historically
alive, hardly to be found. 1 have not a few books on
matters philosophical, religious and psychological
sent for review, and as yet I fail to note, in this respect,
any healthy growth. There is, on the contrary, a
tendency to avoid historical survey of values as newly
emerging, as gaining strength, as dying out. There
is talk about systematic exposition, synthesis, and
logical development-—which is not the same thing
as historical treatment—and we get juxtapositions of
teachers separated centuries the one from the other,
but no procession of thinkers, no relays of torchbearers.
Thus certain interesting and important phases in the
life of Indian culture, as being ‘ life-in-becoming,” and
not a promiscuous jumble of men and ideas, are lost
to us. [ need hardly say, I am not here alluding to
certain outstanding works by sons of India on her
philosopby (not its psychology)—those, for instance, by
Radhakrishnan and Das Gupta: It is progress in the
men of tomorrow that I seek.

When in the older Pali Books, the Pitakas I and 11,
Wwe come across an amazing preoccupation with man,
less as man and more as a quincunx of visible and in-
visible components—come across it for the first time
in Indian thought—we naturally ask, Who was re-
sponsible for this new feature ? Was it the founders ?
Was it the result of later compilation and editing ?
Was it cially taught at all? It is profoundly unsatisfy-
ing to hear in sole response: ‘‘ The Buddhists recog-
nize. . . . The Buddhists do not hold that. .. .”



4 THE BIRTH OF INDIAN PSYCHOLOGY

Here is a cult or culture, existing from the sixth century
B.c. till some six centuries A.p. in India. Now did
that cult always “ recognize’ this? When did it
come to reject that ?

No merely systematic or logical treatment of Hindu
thought will answer these questions. We must see
that ‘ thought ’ as in a state of growth. We see it, in
its Vedic, pre-Upanisadic stage as what Ernest Renan
called syncretic, seeing all culture or religion or think-
ing as vaguely one and indivisible, In the Upanisadic
age, we see it beginning to emerge into the analytic
stage, which was preoccupied mainly with seeing
things as manifold. -The Indian teacher was beginning
to look at the man in a new way: not as just what was
seen (riipa), and as the ‘ more ’ that was unseen (ndma),
symbolized by his name, but as one who had, on the
one hand, the instrument of body, on the other hand
a subtler invisible instrument, hitherto accepted un-
analytically as manas, the mind, with sight, hearing,
breath. Historically to investigate all this, we do not
put ourselves at the right perspective, if we group our
subject as ‘ perception and inference,” a division of a
late day emerging when India was beginning to
cultivate what we call logic, and needed a division
between names and argument,

Here then is how I come to the problem of Buddhist
analysis of mind: in the Pitakas is an incessant and
pedantic persistence in referring to man as a fivefold
plurality or manifold. Whence its origin? Is there
anything like it elsewhere in Indian culture preceding
or accompanying the birth of Buddhism ? To speak
generally: Can we trace in Indian thought as we
can in our own philosophy, the birth and rise of an
analysis of mind, mind as distinguishable from the
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man or self, such as we now call by the name of
psychology ?

As yet T have found little help in this matter from
any writers European or Indian. My effort of twenty
years ago was a good baby and toddled a little way.
What I judge was good is reproduced here. But here
I hope to have shown I have wayfared a good deal
further, albeit the lack of more erudite helpers will
make this further effort also very provisional.

It is with reluctance that I use in my title the word
‘ psychology.” This is a term of this new world of
ours, and of that only. And as to that, in my youth
we never heard of it, Thirty years ago Guido Villa
could begin his Contemporary Psychology with the words:
“The word Psychology is nowadays on everyone’s
lips.” Half a century ago we were speaking of ‘ Mental
Science,” ‘ Philosophy of the Mind,” and even ‘ Mental
Physiology.” The newer term indicated at once a
greater divorce from. philosophy or metaphysic, and
a halt called to too much identifying the range and
values in things of the  psyche ’ with the range and
values in things of body. But we have been swift
adaptors as compared with India. {ndia, which gave
birth to a psychological culture centuries before Britain
was known to Casar, never, to the best of my belief,
made any such conscious segregation of the study of
mental phenomena, as to feel the need of a name for it,
She neither felt it then, nor has she felt it since. She
has ever been, I repeat, too syncretic for the evolution
in her culture.

It is to be confessed that, in adapting from Germany
through France our term for this study, we have come
to make it a pretty bad misfit. The translation of
Blancard's Physical Dictionary (1693) was ‘intituled



6 THE BIRTH OF INDIAN PSYCHOLOGY

a ‘description or doctrin’ of Man, under ‘Anatomy
and Psycology ' [sic]. Hartley, seeing in ‘ psyche’
mind rather than man, called his Psychology * theory
of the human mind, with that of the intellectual prin-
ciples of Brute Animals,” thus reducing the ‘ Man'’
to adjectival rank. As meaning, for Sokrates, the
man, ‘ psyche ’ has come to be left out save in language,
where she is ineradicable. ‘Mentology ' had been
a juster word. But since neither Germany nor France
had a word equal in scope to our ‘ mind '—do readers
remember how Fechner worried over the two half-
terms Geist, Seele ?—our neighbours retained the Greek
term when they emerged from writing treatises in
Latin, avoiding at least a hybrid compound.

In India we have the twofold picture (to go no
further) of psychology on the one hand beginning and
persisting with the man or self as a sine qua non in
the analysis; on the other hand, in the Buddhist
development, gradually lowering the man in value
and then totally rejecting him—save in language.

It is to make the first part of the diptych clearer as
the historical, that is, the true, introduction to the
second part, that I have here tried, much more fully
than 1 tried twenty years ago, to trace the dawn in
analytic outlook in early Indian culture. It is only
in this way that we can begin to account for the dis-
tinctive trend taken in its estimate of man and his
mind by Buddhism. I am fully aware, that the tithe
of attention bestowed as yet on what T have said in
recent years in the latter subject will not be extended,
save yet more grudgingly, to what I have here put
forward about Vedic mental analysis. But it was
necessary to get at the historical perspective, and, as
I say, I could find no work adequate to supply what
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Siebeck called ‘‘the desiderated pre-studies.”? Such,
in the study of Oriental psychology, he left, not without
much perspicacious sketching of his own, to the field
of ““the yet to be expected.” If, in showing in some
detail the psychological background of early Buddhism,
I have set out matter suggestive for better work by
younger experts, 1 am content.

If I have refrained from making inquiry into the
Mahabhirata, beyond occasional glances at its Bhaga-~
vadgitd, I may be forgiven for not seeking in it those
birth features which it, as having accepted Sinkhya
and Yoga as already adolescent features, could not
e expected to reveal.

Y Geschichte dev Psychologie, Vorwort. I acknowledge with
pleasure the reference, kindly sent me by Dr. C. G, Jung, to

his own ' pre-studies ' in eatly Indian psychology, namely, in
his Psychological Types. See below, Chap. VIIL



CHAPTER II
MAN AND HIS MIND IN VEDIC LITERATURE

In asserting that preoccupation with mind was a new
phenomenon for the thought of India generally, I am
not referring to mind taken en bloc, or to mention of
mind in idioms of speech. I mean a new sort of
attention paid to mind. I mean an analytic attention.
I mean a distinguishing of mind from man. I mean a
breaking up of mind into parts, features, phases.

In the Vedas (the hymns and applied utterances
[samhitas]), the idioms referring to mind-—this is nearly
always manas, much more rarely citta-—are not strik-
ingly archaic; they are much like our own analogous
phrases. Here are some:

“ Sun travels quick as mind,”” . . . “‘ we know what
thy mind was” ... “approving thy mind” . ..
““this praise has been offered by the mind ” . . .
“ what a man reaches with mind, that he expresses

by speech ' . . . *“ by what great mind may we arrest
the storm gods?” . .. “wise in mind . . . trembling
inmind . . . pleasedinmind’’ . . . “a woman mind-
fal of the gods ” . . . ““we must consult the thought
(citta) of another . . . beyond our thoughts (cittdns)

. *“ which prayer is to be the choice of thy mind ?""
Mind (or thought) is here reckoned as a phase of
activity in the life of man. If mind is therein qualified,

1 ¥From the Rig-Veda Hymns. May I here remind the reader
unversed in Indian transliteration, that the ¢ is in every case
pronounced like c£ in church ?

8
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interest is not felt in the quality as a feature of mind,
such as wisdom, trembling, pleasure. Mind is plastic
self-expression of man by man. It is man who is alone
interesting, whether he be human or divine. As to
his ways of activity, mental, vocal, or other, we are
at a pre-analytic stage of growth.

Again and indefinitely later: when we look at the
Vedic collections of ritual sayings known as Brahmanas,
there is much mention of mind (manas). But here
too it is the self who is the sole centre of interest:
the man who with body and mind is busy planning,
measuring (‘ mind * is literally -measuring) his altar,
the concrete picture and symbol of his constraining
will, the man who is, at the centre of his being, however
vaguely and syncretically conceived, a More than any
modes of his activity, the valuer or worth-er of it all.

But in the Brihmana reckoned as latest: that of
‘the hundred paths’ (S‘atapatha), and in its final
portions, we seern to see how mind was already being
given a spurious importance as a pseudo-man-—an
importance against which the founder of Buddhism
is seen, at the outset of his career, warning his followers.
We find mind, namely, usurping supreme value as the
sole ultimate pre-existent and creator, in terms almost
identical with those applied in the early Upanisads
to the Atma, or Self, where the latter term is made to
serve to express the syncretic whole of the man. Let
these hundred paths, 7.e. talks, however, not be taken
as more than quasi-poetic flights, since, in the same
portion, we find the sole ultimate existent named
death, who is ‘ creator (!} of mind.” In the Brihmanas,
as in every other body of compilations, born and handed
on as oral expression, it is as an epitome of changing
values that they must be read, values changing, different



10 THE BIRTH OF INDIAN PSYCHOLOGY

both in time and in place. The accretion of this and
that portion into the several ‘ books,” as which they
now survive, will have been a gradual and lengthy
process, but a process which we tend to forget. They,
with the Arafiyakas, bridge over an indefinite interval
from Vedas to early Upanisads, yet are they nearer
to the former in this, that they too are in the pre-
analytic stage with respect to mind. Nowhere have
I found any attempt made to resolve mind or thought
into constituent parts. Nowhere i them (I say it with
the diffidence of imperfect knowledge) do I see any
attempt made to seein mind something in parts and
functions analogous to those of body.

It may here be said that I am assuming the way
in Indian culture was bound to be along the same
lines as was that of European culture; that just as
with us psychology emerged from the development in
physiology, even as the latter grew out of biology,
biology from chemistry, chemistry and so on from
physics, so must it have been in other lands at other
times, That I am assuming, that progress in reasoned
bodies of knowledge must everywhere be that of the
study of life intervening or supervening on matter,
and of mind intervening or supervening on life.

Nay, I am not assuming anything so cramped in
vision. I am, it is true, inclined to conclude, that
human culture, here and there, then and now, will
emerge from a relatively unanalytic (Renan called it
a syncretic) stage to one of analytic, discretic thought.
But I am so far from imagining, that the subjects, on
which that adolescent thought exercises itself, are taken
in the same order, no matter when or where, that
Indian thought-procedure reminds me of Bergson’s

1 ‘ Forest Sayings,’ supplements to the BrAhmanas.
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musing over the history of culture. It may be re-
membered how, in his sagacious reflections to the
Society for Psychical Research (1913), he “ asked him-
self what would have happened in modern science, if
it had started the reverse way: with the consideration
of mind (esprit), instead of matter; if Kepler, Galileo,
Newton, for instance, had been psychologists.” This
reverse way did, if to a limited extent, take place in
India. Analysis of mind apparently preceded that of
life in matter. The cataloguing and discussing of
bodily parts and functions first appears in Brahmanic
and Buddhistic literature as emergent in a culture,
which was already much oceupied with analytic treat-
ment of the mind. And we cannot trace the existence,
previous to this emergence, of any growing incorporated
results of analysis in matter so affecting and influencing
Indian culture as to deserve to be called ‘sciences.’
But we do find mental analysis emerging and pro-
foundly affecting that culture.

Further than this I cannot apply Bergson’s musing.
He felt sure (certainement), that such an inverted evolu-
tion would have produced by this time a psychology
transcending anything we yet dream of, one in which
man would look upon our present psychological
achievement as in our physics he looks upon the physics
of Aristotle. We, familiar with the general laws of
spiritual activity, as we now by no means are, would,
he thought, be finding our main difficulties lying in
the way of understanding those of matter and motion.
A ship proceeding against the wind head on would be
to most ‘“ an apparition.”

Well, no one will accuse India of having produced
a Newton, an Einstein in psychology, or a Kepler in
psychic research. An intermondial culture in ethics,
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in politics, in sociology is yet uncharted for her as it
still is for us. India is still a home for mysteries of
rddhi or psychic will-force, but she is far from being
a home for an intelligent investigation of it. It were
unwise to predict that she will long so remain. But
as yet the scientific way of Western culture has proved
to be of more active growth. Limitations that growth
still has, and these are well shown by the address I
cite. It is possible that these limitations are due to
the same cause as the shortcomings in the growth
hitherto of Indian psychology and psychic rescarch:
in both there has come to be an excessive tendency
to value the man in‘and as mind, in and as thought.

To revert to what I was saying, before this digression:
it is true that when, in Indian literature, an early
attempt is met with, to distinguish man from mind,
we find it citing, as an aid, the bodily parts and functions
as a parallel. But it is done by way of a simile, drawn
from the better-known : the seen, the tangible in popular
knowledge, to illustratc the unknown, the unseen, the
intangible. We never move far from the parable in
India’s speech; it were unnecessary here to infer the
existence of any established physiological lore. I
return to this later.

It is in the early Upanisads that we come upon the
new note, and uttered in a way that reveals the note
as new, as a more in teaching. Here we find (4) the
mind spoken of in a manifold of terms as a ‘ more
(bhiiyas) in that whole, which was not included under
the word #iipa, the seen shape of man. The word for
this residual whole was ‘ name’ (ndma). Here also we
find (B) the mind spoken of as a wherewithal to
act upon the body. I take each of these in more
detail.
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(4) It is not clear when Indian culture began to
use the term ndmaripa: name and shape. I believe
we first meet with it in one passage of the Taittirlya
Brahmana. In the early Upanisads it is connected
with the primitive expression of analytic interest in
distinguishing the man as a duality, proceeding from
the primal unity of the divine self, but split into body
and name in the process. Grappling with the wording
of the ineffable, the teachers use this and that simile
and parable. Thus Deity enters heat, water, food and,
with dtma (? breath), separates out name and shape.
Or, separates out man and woman, or a cosmic egg is
hatched, and so forth. Where it-is the first-named
result, ‘ name and shape,” we must avoid the error of
identifying nama with mind. Nama stood for every-
thing, in the word ‘ man ’ (purusa), which was a more
than the seen shape. It is at a much later stage that
we come upon the attempt, in the elaborated Suttas
of the Majjhima (or mid-length) Collection, to describe
ndma as the several parts into which ‘ mind ’ had by
that time come to be analyzed.! = Ndma was very much
all that we ourselves understand under name as well as
the yet more inner world of mind. Mind we find
explicitly brought within the concept nama.

Again, whereas the teacher’s attitude shows an in-
cipient tendency towards analysis, we must be careful
not to see it as too much so. Readers of translations
may be misled, in Dr. Hume’s mainly excellent render-
ings, by his use of a term so new even among us as
* differentiated ": —

“ Verily at that time the world was undifferentiated.
. . . became differentiated by just name and form, as
the saying is: He has such a name and form, Even

1 Sutta No. g.
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today this world is differentiated just by name and
form, as the sayingis. . . !

Here other translators had rendered by ‘ugmani-
fested,” “undeveloped,’ ‘ unentfaltet,” any one of which
is a more suitable rendering for avydkyfa. Sankarica-
riya the commentator, centuries later, sees nothing here
of analytic interest as such. He is solely preoccupied
with the causality in the process. I repeat, I do see
the dawn here of an analytic outlook, but it is no more.
‘ Differentiate,” a verb unknown to old Johnson, who
would have put  to difference,” is for us still too near
mathematical refinements to fit well in the vague
breadth of those early teachers. 1 am not venturing
to say, it is etymologically wrong to have selected
‘ differentiate ’; it is for me an historical error. It is
a failure in historic imagination.

Whichever term is selected, we cannot fail to see
that, in conceiving the man as having become a duality,
a manifold out of unity, the Indian mind is valuing,
in a way, the coming into its awareness of a ‘ more.’
Indian teachers did not stop there. They show no
great interest in the bodily * more ’ within »#pa. But
in the more to be found in #ama, a very lively interest
isshown. In the following passage, we see the student’s
attention being diverted from #ndma as this or that
concrete worthing and naming of anything, to what
could be opened up out of nama itself as a worded
value. In the Chandogya Upanisad, 7, 1, the student
admits a knowledge of many mantras in groups known
by the name of this or that: vedas, purdnas, vidyas,
but begs that he may learn to know about the  4tma,’
since, it would appear, that herein lies transcendence of

1 Thirteen Principal Upanishads, p. 82 (Brh. 1. 4. 7); ¢f.
D. 423.
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troubles. The teacher, to whom is assigned the purely
symbolical name of Eternal Youth, Sanat-kumara, the
name of a Brahma divinity, tells him: “ Verily what-
ever you have here learned is just' name (n@mam).
Heed it (assuch). Hewho valuesthe nameas Brahman,
he so far is a rover in the worlds where he wishes.”
The student Niarada then asks: “ Sir (bhagaval), is
there more (bhiyas) than nama ?”’ The answer is:
‘““ Verily there is more than ndma.” And Narada:
““ Sir, tell me that.” ‘

We then get a number of things valued and worded
as making up a ‘ more’ in #4ma than the one meaning
of name or designation. Each isdeclared to be a ‘more’
than the preceding one. “Speech,” e.g., is more than
ndma; mind (manas) is more than speech; purpose is
more than mind, thought than purpose, musing than
thought (musing is dhyana, a word not easy to equate,
but of high psychic import. We shall come again to
it. To continue): ‘“ awareness-in-surviving 1s more
than musing”’ (here a gloss: ‘and knowledge,” is
added). Awareness-in-surviving is vijfiana, i.e., it had
this meaning in the seventh century B.C.; in exegesis
it had become merely understanding of Vedas, etc. We
shall come again to it. Power, food, water, fire and
space follow as other developments; we then revert
suddenly to things mental:

Memory is more than space, hope (dsa) than
memory, spirit, literally, breath (pranra), than hope.
*“ For as the spokes of a wheel hold to the nave,

1 Translators here render the word Zva: the identifying
particle ‘ just (that),’ by ‘ only,” or ‘ mere.” A similar mistake
is oftenmade in the Pali ¢ve. Again, the following injunction,
to attend to ? or meditate upon? (updste) is inconsistent with
their choice. On this word see J. Przyluski, ‘ Bouddhisme
et Upanisad,” Bu. Ec. Frang. d’Ext. Orient, 1932, fasc. 1.
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so does all this (more) hold to breath. For breath
goes on with breath, breath gives breath to breath;
breath is father, mother, brother, sister, teacher,
brahman. A reviler of any of these is upbraided as
parricide . . . and the rest, but if the corpsc of any
of them be burnt, the breath having departed, none
would say to the ashes: You are a parricide (or matri-
cide, etc.). Breath is all this, and he who perceives it
becomes a superspeaker (ativddin).”

In other words he has drawn out the more that is in
ngma. We have here, as it were, man in the New. We
cannot say, in spite of the graduated progress, that we
have anything fit to be called a psychological series. A
term in use is shown, in this new learning of turning-
inside-out, to have veiled a great wealth of things,
known by names both new and old. We are reminded
of a child who has found the key to a box and is pulling
out the contents as he finds them. Mind is pulled out
as a more in the ndma. So are, with no attempt at
subduction, at classification, many states or faculties
which we should bring within mind. It is a new thing
in values; it is a worth in the man as a manifold, and
to that extent, in man as having a ‘ more ’ in his nature.
The more is both in the contents of »ipa: heat, water,
etc., and of nama. A richness in the content of both
is being revecaled to the student’s attention. But
that the twofold wealth is to be grouped by the one
instrument, the mind, under the two heads severally,
is not here brought out.

It is mama that is being looked into as including all
the ‘more’ that it is. And beyond the new note
struck of this ‘ more,’ three ideas about nama and ripa
together are chiefly interesting. Namely, (a) * nama-
ripa is effected,” or accomplished, or sundered off
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(nirvahita is variously rendered) by space.””* An
incurious exegesis here identifies space (akasha) with
Deity. I would not go to an opposite extreme and read
the new into the old. But I am inclined to see, in this
mantra, the poet’s vision dimly feeling after a truth in
advance of his age—that man’s varied movements
“in’ space build up his notion of himself as having a
body and mind within a * world * conceived as in space.
(I should add, as one of the worlds in that space.)

Next (B) whereas “ nama-ritpa is the real (satyam),
breath (prana),in other words, life, ““is by them veiled.”"
Here is wisdom acknowledging what was, as for us it
still is, mvstery. The very man-in-man, life, ‘the
immortal’ is veiled in his instruments. Prand was
to be worshipped, for it hid Brahman.

Lastly (), man as worthing himself in nama-riipa,
reveals himself thereby as potentially creative. ‘‘ He
knows this—I verily am this creation. I created all
this, Hence is creation. Truly he who thus knows
becomes in this ‘ creating * like him. "3

“ He projects (from the self}) . . . yea, maker is he
(sa hi kariti).*

‘“ He who has found, has awakened to the Self . . .
he is of everything maker, creator of all. The world
is his; he is just the world.”®

Here we have three notable mantras on a ‘ more’
in the man: man’s environment as requiring a manifold
in him, man’s name-and-shape as shrouding the central
mystery, man as valuing creation from being himself
of creative potency. These deserve to rank high in
any stage of culture, and reveal an increase of vision
into the Many in the One.

L Chand., 8, 14, 1. ® Brhad., 1, 6, 3. 3 Ibid., 1, 4, 5.
4 1bid., 4, 3, 10. 5 Ibid., 4, 4, 13.
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But there occurs yet a fourth mantra, wherein the
Manifold, in nama-ripa, is scen as tending forward,
and yet as back again to the One:

“ As flowing rivers tending toward the ocean . . .
lose nama-ripa and arc called just thus: ocean, even
so of this spectator all sixteen parts tending towards
the person (purusa) disappear, name and shape broken
up, and are called just thus: person. That one becomes,
without parts, without dying. Hereon this verse:

As are the spokes in nave of wheel,
Wherein the parts are firmly set,

That who must be known 1 know,
So be you not perturbed by death.!

Here is insight of synthesis after analysis. Both body
and mind, which are implicit in the wider concept of
name, are ultimately resolved into that Unity whence
they came.

(B) The other new thing, I suggested, is the distin-
guishing of mind as intermediary between man and his
body. Not only, as in the Vedas, do we see mind spoken
of incidentally in words expressing man as agent thus or
thus; the mind in the Upanisads is spoken of in a more
pointed way as a wherewithal to act upon the body.
I say ‘ spoken of,” meaning that the allusions are inci-
dental, not adduced in a set teaching about the nature
and functions of mind. Analytic treatment, I repeat,
was but nascent. Thus in a lesson on the production
of food by Prajapati Father we recad:

‘“ Three (kinds) he made for himself: mind, specch,
breath. It is said: ‘ My mind was elsewhere, I did
not see. My mind was elsewhere, I did not hear. It
is with the mind truly that one sees . . . hears.

1 Prasna, 6, 51. The citation is from a middle (later)
Upanisad, but both the similes are in the Brhadarafiyaka,
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* Whatever is to be known is a form of mind. . . .
Mind having become this helps him.”’! Mind here, as
instrument to man, is called a food (anna). We should
have said instrument or tool or organ; here we are, rela-
tively speaking, in an instrumentless world. I do not
meet with any one of those three terms in early Indian
or early Buddhist literature.2 Dr. Barnett uses “‘senses’
instruments "’ for matra (measurers), in his Gita transla-
tion, 1I, 14, but in these carlier Upanisads the word
matrd is used only for material, or piece of matter.
And it is curious, seeing the growing need of a term
for the ‘ helping thing,” how old Indian vocabularies,
if here I err not, are to seek for such a general designation
for it.

But that manas is ever shown as being an inter-.
mediary in sense on its own behalf, as the recipient
and enjoyer (bhokiar): this, I repcat, is a decadence
from owner to instrument that I only find in Buddhist
Suttas. Here there had come to be omitted the
ultimate enjoyer as figured in the Upanisads, e.g., in
the midway Katha:

Know thou the self as riding in a chariot,

The body as the chariot.  Know thou buddhi

As the driver, manas as the reins.

The senses, say they, are the horses,

Objects of sense, where they range over;

The self, combined (yukta) with senses and with mind,
Enjoyer has he been by wise men called.

It was only in earlier Buddhism that smanas was also
seen as just a combining strap, linking yoke to beast.®
Not only in body but also in mind, we have a some-

v Brhad., 1, 5.

? In a Commentary only (ap. Majjhima, No. 39) do I find
upakaranant: ‘ helping things.”

3 Samyutta, i. 172 (mano yottam).
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thing which is not the very man or purusa, but is that
which ““ helps him " to use for his purposes the messages
of his senses. Man ‘“ seizes hold of ” and animates
the body “ with the mind (manasa)”’; ** with mind "
he sees, hears, feels, etc. * People say: ‘ The mind
was elsewhere; I did not see. The mind was else-
where; T did not hear. Tt is with the mind truly that
one sees . . . that one hears. . . . Therefore even
if one is touched on the back, he discerns it with mind ”’
(Brh. i, 5, 3). I shall later come back to this passage.

It is, in passing, of interest to note how the senses,
at least those of sight and hearing, are looked upon,
not as passive recipients, but as active, as having, to
recall my teacher’s insistent refrain, a coefficient of
energy. They, with speech, ““and the others,” pre-
sumably mind is one, are called actions (karmani),
functions intending to act. “1 am going to speak,’
the voice began; ‘I am going to see,’ said eye . . .
“to hear’ said ear, each according to its function (or
ordered procedure: wrata)”’ (ibid., 21). We shall see
this again in citta.

Even where the three  intellectual * senses are said
to be overgrasped by their respective objects, it is
they who are, not only grasped, but themselves graspers
(graha, atigraha). As very young psychology, the
notion deserves quoting. “ How many graspers are
there? How many overgraspers ? Eight and eight.
Which are they ? . . . (The eight are breath, speech,
tongue, eye, ear, mind, hands, skin. It is not clear why
smell is omitted.) Eye verily is grasper. It is seized
by thing-seen (riipa) as overgrasper, for by the eye
one sees things-seen.”! Mind is here grasped bv
desire (kama), for by mind one desires desires. So

* Brhad., 3, 2.
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hands are grasped by overgrasper action, and skin by
overgrasper touch.

If it be said, that there is more to be said about the
archaic psychology of the older Upanisads than these
two features;—that, in ‘ mind,” is shown an unfolding
of ndma as revealing a ‘more’ (bhiyas) in man’s
nature, and an instrumental mediary between man
and his body, I am the foremost to admit this is so,
and shall presently deal with the ‘ more’ that is to be
said. One brief and incidental analysis of mind I have
already quoted in the reference to mind as a more
in touch.! And it is not the only manifold in mind
that we find. Moreover, there are other terms, almost
as in our diction, nearly coincident in meaning with
mind. There is the word citta; there is vijiigna; there
are also the relatively late terms: cefas, cetana, buddhi.
But all of these are, as compared with manas, very
infrequently used. Here, thanks to Jacob’s invaluable
Concordance, is the measure of infrequency in the
13 ‘ principal,’ i.e., Early and Middle Upanisads:*—

Manas » 173 references

Citta : 18 T
Vijiidna : 29 o
Buddhi : 12 .
Cetas : 3 »
Cetana : 3 "

Each and all of these five are mental terms of very
general import, nevertheless only one is found used
with this general import as very much preferred, both
early and late. It is clear that, in the word manas,
mind, the early Upanisadic teachers found this vener-
able traditional term, with its active implication of

1 Above, p. 20.
? For names of these 13 see below, p. 32, and Chapter VIII.
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minding with purpose,” the most suitable for their
audiences.

But at this early stage, I am not concerned with
early attempts to unfold a more in mind itself. It is
with the early attempt to distinguish in ‘ mind’ some-
thing that came under nama, as all of man that was
not visible, yet was, in itself, ‘ not-man,” and with the
early attempt to distinguish in ‘ mind ’ something used
by man in wielding body through sense, that I am here
concerned. It is the man himself, not mind, wherein
I see this twofold archaic attempt at analysis, and see
it as a New Word. And now the question arises: Did
the new word find origin within the world of brahman
teachers, or was it imported from without? This
I shall try to answer in a later chapter.



CHAPTER III
MAN OR SELF IN THE EARLY UPANISADS

IN accord with what I said above, it is with the man
or self, spirit or soul, with the ‘I’ that we must begin
a more methodical inquiry; we must not begin with
the psycho-physical, with the senses. I note with
concern, that Indian writers are beginning to follow
us in beginning with the latter, We take them first
because we started our psychology on a basis of
physiology, as a sort of parallel to our physical
mechanism. This, as I pointed out, was not the
Indian way. And I do not think it is the right way in
psychology for us.  Buddhists came to place the
senses, as r#pa, foremost, long before we did. But
that was because they had worsened the idea of the
man, the subject, and had made mind, as a sort of sense,
into a dummy-man.! They were as a-psychological
as are we. They clung long to a fivefold analysis of
body-cum-mind, a defective one and not original, on
the negatively worded plea, that it was made to
eliminate the man or self.? They got a little further
when, centuries later, they refashioned their analysis,
so as to make the ‘ dummy’ man into a mind (citia)
having constant and contingent factors, like our genus
and species.® But like us they were cultivating still
their blind spot to the inexpugnable ‘ man,” and in

1 This will be dealt with in Chapters X, XI.

¥ Visuddhi-magga, P.T.S. ed., pp. 478 ff.

3 Abhidhammattha-sangaha, trs. as Cowpendium of Philo-
sophy (P.T.S. ed., 1910).

23
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consequence they did not give us a true picture of inner
experience.

We made, in James Ward, one great attempt to give
a true picture. In it! he sketched a self, or ‘ subject,’
by whom all experience was experienced as ‘‘ presenta-
tions to a self,” who ‘“in consequence was affected ”
this way and that by it, and underwent what he thought
fit to term ‘‘innervation producing changes in the
motor-continuum, or conation.” It was a bold and
a needed attack. In so far as it failed, he aided failure
in two ways: he made the impressed self the most
essential feature; he defended his position as not con-
fusing the “ pure ' with the empirical, ** biotic ” ego.
It is true, that he calls his scheme one of three distinct
irreducible facts: attention, feeling, presentations,
but actually we leave him with the presentation and
the recipient self as predominant. Again, I make
bold to say, that had he confused, had he identified
the pure with the empirical self, he would not only
not have given away his case in his attack, he would
have taken up a sounder position. He should have
defended his self bowing to presentees as that who is,
for us, for us as yet, the real, the metaphysical, the
epistemological, the essential, the absolute self. He
should not have made this impressed self the mere
proxy of the very, the spiritual man.

I should have been a heretic in the eyes of my teacher
Croom Robertson, had I said this to him when he was
discussing Ward's then new essay to us in the 1880’s.
How, he would say, does Ward’s definition of presenta-
tions as to a self “ help us in his psychology, however
intelligible that definition may be in his philosophy ?
It had been better had he limited his psychological

\ Ewucy. Brit., 1885: art. ' Psychology.’

r
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inquiry to the manifestations of mental facts as they
are found.” My belief is, that my dear teacher now
knows better. We do not help either our psychology
or our philosophy by splitting up the self into (a) the
winged steed of an as yet inconceivable reality and
(b) a useful * biotic " hack, indispensable to the language
of psychology, and thereby to the mental procedure
in psychology. I cannot yet know what I really am,
as I shall know, when in the far future I shall come to
the culmination of life. But to say that the empirical
self is not the very  I,’ is to worsen the matter without
proof. The self I know in experience, as the mind-er,
the valuer, the will-er, is the one self whom I now know
in part, and shall know whole. Very children are we
yet, but the child knows the real in the degree in which
he can know it. ‘' Quum essem infans, ut infans
sapiebam . . . nunc cognosco ex parte, tunc vero
cognoscam prout cognitus fuero ' (1 Corinthians xiv).
Now I do not find that the teaching in the earliest
Upanisads made the distinction (¢) and (b). There was
a distinguishing between the self who taught or listened
and the self who was said to be Brahman, Deity, a
distinction as of non-attainment and attainment. But
there was no distinction between ‘ myself ’ as transcen-
dental and ‘myself’ as empirical. And it was just
here that the Indian had his safeguard in what may
look like an accident of language. He did not use that
possessive pronoun to make the self a mere appanage
of the man, or, to use our new slogan, of the ‘ person-
ality.” He never said myself, yourself, himself. For
him self was just ‘self ’ (@¢man). T1f he did anything
“himsel. or by himself, he called it ‘ of self,” or ‘ by
self.” He had no possessive pronoun, when dis-
tinctivelv claiming anything as his own. He called
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it ‘ for me the #’ (or ‘ of me’; the inflection is the same).
And he only called x so when he used emphasis.

Here he was usually more indefinite than the Greek.
Where we get, in the Gospels, “ dash thy foot (fon
poda sou) against a stone,” he would have said just
‘ dash foot.” It was only when he was speaking with
great and novel emphasis that we find him saying
“ the self of, or for, me.” In being able linguistically
to avoid our excessive emphasis of appropriation, the
Indian escaped much of the mistiness which hovers
about our thinking. We cannot rid ourselves of muddle
in our idiom: ‘ my self, my soul, my spirit.” Every-
where this darkens our vision. We do not see, that
self, soul, spirit is not ‘ of me,’ ‘ mine,” but is just I.
We do not see that the self, soul, spirit is the one and
only reality. Contrast with this the way in which, in
the Pali Jataka or ‘ birth ’ stories, the *“ Blessed One ”’
is made to wind up some reminiscence of his former
lives. He does not say: ‘ X was myself * (much less:
* X was a previous complex of what is now I’). He
is made to say * X was just I (eham eva).’

The Greek was a little less hampered than we, almost
as little as was the Indian.  In the Gethsemane utter-
ances, ‘ My soul is exceeding sorrowful . . .’ the text
has hé psyché mou. Here the reference to psyche as
“of me’ is perhaps less possessive than in the English,
yet is it still ‘mine.” How much more fitting is not
the pronoun when applied, not to the psyche, the very
man, but to an attribute of the man as in that other
utterance: ‘‘ that joy, my joy might remain with
you’ . .. hina hé chara, hé emé . . . ‘‘ the joy that
is of my nature, my life, my becoming,” an aspect of
Me, a feature of Me. But psyche is not aspect nor part
of Me; it is I, just I. And so had Sokrates said four
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hundred years earlier than when Jesus was speaking
Aramaic. Or at least was made to say, in the dialogue
knowrr as Alcibiades I.: “either man has no real
existence, or the psycke is man . . . surely there is
nothing which may be called more properly ourselves
than the soul 2"

The European translator, unable to be thus un-
distinctive, gives to his reader an exaggerated im-
pression of appropriation, or at least of allocation—and
be.it noted that I write mainly for such a reader. Let
the latter take up such a passage as Kausitaki 2, 11,
where a father welcomes his returning son:

From every limb of mine you come !
Right from my heart you are born forth !
You are myself indeed, my son !

So Dr. Hume? This literally rendered will read
thus:
From limb (and) limb you are produced (sambhavasi),

From heart you are boru forth,
Self indeed, son, are you !

Thus in three lines we have to eject four possessive
pronouns to get the Indian balance of emphasis. I
am not saying that the translator has thrust in wrongly
that which is implicit in the Vedic. But by using
our possessive pronouns he has imputed t » the religiously
minded Indian parent all the pr.scssive sentiment of
an average English or American father. The Indian
father had been taught to see in ‘heart’ and *self’
(Gtman) a More than the latter paremt would see.
For heart and self implied an innermost essence that
was very God. And this, in the translation we overlook.

1 130, C.
¥ Thivieen Principal Upanishads,
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But here comes a reader who checks his translation
with the original:—What then, he may say, do you
make of these renderings of the following:

esa ma dtmdntar-hrdaye (Chandogya, 3, 14, 3, and 4):

He is myself within the heart (Max Miiller);

Dieser ist meine Seele im inneren Herzen (Deussen);

This Soul of mine within the heart (Hume); )
Dieses mein Selbst im Innern des Herzens (Bothlingk) ?

I should prefer to see this rendered ‘ He is for me the
self. . . .” S$o also in this:

sa ma dtmeti vidyat, sa ma - Fimeli vidyat (Kaus., 3, 8):
he (is) for me the self——this one should know (bis).

And compare this:

bhatasya bhatasya tvam dwdst (ibid. 1. 6):
of each being thou the self art,

Well, here again the translators are not verbally
incorrect. But that which they render explicit is not
just what is in the Indian view implicit. The European
proprietary emphasis suggests the self as goods owned
by the man or ‘being.” For the Indian the man or
being is, in ‘ self,” 7.¢, in soul, spirit, referred to a More
than he, the visible live man, is. 1f there be a question
of property at all, it is the visible live man : the beminded
body, which is the property of the self, the datman, the
purusa, and not the other way round, no less than is
any tool or apparatus the property of its owner, the
user. We make the user the property of the tools.
And in the Indian way we come more clearly at the
‘more ’ in the man expressed by ‘self ’ or ‘ soul,” than
when, by the possessive pronoun, we make the very
inmost reality of him appear as a part, an appanage.

How little this is evident to European writers appears
in the very work which has done more to bring home
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to us the real gospel of Sokrates than perhaps anything
else: John Burnet’s ‘ Socratic Doctrine of the Soul.”
He renders Sokrates’ own account of his mission at
his trial as being a ““ caring and taking thought for
“your’ soul,” tis psychés, more carefully rendered by
Jowett as “ for the soul.” Burnet confessed elsewhere
to a contempt for Oriental philosophy.? Well, the
loss was his, that he spoke not out of knowledge.
Thus he mixes up mind or consciousness with the man,
when he wrote: * Sokrates was the first to say, that
“the normal consciousness was the true self.”
Sokrates never said this; at least he is not made to
say so in the two works included in the Dialogues from
which I quote.® He would have explicitly distinguished
mind from the man, as he did in the case of the body
and the man, had the Athens of his day paid attention
to the relation between mind (phrén, noiss) and the
man (psyché). He was very analytical, but just this
he did not analyze, as India had begun to do.

Again, Burnet rates the body as the ‘I, calling it
““ our personality ' .. . that misleading word! Thus,
he imputes to the Orphics the idea, that for them “ the
soul was not the normal personality ; it was a stranger
from another world that dwelt in us for a time.”
Note the “in us.’ This could only mean: dwelt in
our bodies with our mind-ways. This perverse seeing
the man or person as the ‘seen’ is a very willow-the-
wisp for Western writers. They see the man or person
as the corpse discarded by man or person, every time
they word dying or funerals. The Poet, the Press,
and the Churches are especially eloquent in flaunting

Y Transactions of the Brit, Acad., 1916,
* Larly Greek Philosophy, p. 17.
* jpBey dNNo Tov drfpwmror cupBivew 3 Yuxie.
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this error! every week, nay, every day. It may be,
as I get reminded, that ‘ we know what we mean’
when we read or utter this wretched perversion of the
true for either X or Y, who is certainly not the
crumbling body or ashes, is living on elsewhere, or is
persisting only in idea, our ideas or his or both. But
we are not yet at a stage when we can afford to speak
in this slovenly way, confounding, as Sokrates would
remind us, the instrument with the user, tools with
the shoemaker, harp with harpist2 And it would be
well if, I will not say journalists but, churchmen took
a vow for the duration of life to avoid speaking of some
dear or respected departed as here and now “ laid to
rest,” or of the place where he or she ““lies.” Let
them see to it that it is not they who, in another sense,
“lie”” ! It is too much to hope, that we shall ever
cast out our thievish pronouns here, and speak with
Orjental truth. But we can do much more than we
do to foster the true in outlook, by not using words
which we should be ready to admit were in meaning
false.

Once more India had here the advantage over us.
From very early days of her civilization, the word
‘man’ (purusa) had meant for her mainly the more
than the visible physical man. For us ‘ man ’is mainly
the less:—the vitally animated body, or again the in-
animate body, The unseen is relatively less real.
For India the unseen man was relatively the more
real. Name and shape he was, as we saw. But ndma
covered the “ More,” the bhayas, that he in very truth

1 T have but just seen this combination, in which we are
exhorted by a priest in a daily journal, in Tennysoa’s words,
having ‘ buried the great duke '—not his body—to *leave

him "—not his body—** in the vast cathedral ”’ (Sept., 1935).
2 0p. cit.
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was. Here I think we might, where pronouns are too
stubbornly ingrained for reform, succeed in making
language more true. We might use our great little
word ‘ man ' for spirit, soul or self, rather than for the
visible bodily instrument, including the instrumental
ways we call mind.

Herein we might win a double benefit in the true.
Our emphasis, our perspective would be sounder, for we
should see the real ‘less’ in the clothes, the real ‘ more’
in the clothes-wearer. And we should get less mixed
up in the many meanings of soul and spirit, and with
the degradation of ‘self.” We have won to the care,
in our ethics, of the fellow-man at the heavy cost of
debasing the ethical and religious meaning of ‘self’
to our ‘ worse self.” 'And either soul, spirit, tends to
mean for us little if anything more than the fluttering
kér of the Greek, or the term suggests many uses of
‘ soul ’ where the meaning is, if not the body or physical
life (as in the S.0.S. signal), just a phase or faculty of
man or men;