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PREFACE

Tuis work is based upon the lectures which I delivered
for many years at the Mysore University and is published
with the intention that it may serve as a text-book for use
in colleges where Indian philossphy is taught. Though
primarily intended for students, it is hoped that the book
may also be of use to others who are interested in the Indian
solutions of familiar philosophical problems. Its foremost
aim has been to give a connected and, so far as possible
within the limits of a single volume, a comprehensive account
of the subject; but interpretation and criticism, it will be
seen, are not excluded. After an introductory chapter sum-
marizing its distinctive features, Indian thought is considered
in detail in three Parts dealing respectively with the Vedic
period, the early post-Vedic period and the age of the
systems; and the account given of the several doctrines in
each Part generally includes a brief historical survey in
addition to an exposition of its theory of knowledge, onto-
logy and practical teaching. Of these, the problem of know-
ledge is as a rule treated in two sections, one devoted to its
psychological and the other to its logical aspect. In the
preparation of the book, 1 have made use of the standard
works on the subject published in recent times; but, except
in two or three chapters (e.g. that on early Buddhism),
the views expressed are almost entirely based upon an
independent study of the original sources. My indebtedness
to the works consulted is, I trust, adequately indicated in
the footnotes, It was not possible to leave out Sanskrit
terms from the text altogether; but they have been sparingly
used and will present no difficulty if the book is read from the
beginning and their explanations noted as they are given.
To facilitate reference, the number of the page on which a
technical expression or an unfamiliar idea is first mentioned
is added within brackets whenever it is alluded to in a later
portion of the book.

There are two points to which it is necessary to draw
attention in order to avoid misapprehension. The view taken
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here of the Madhyamika school of Buddhism is that it is
pure nihilism, but some are of opinion that it implies a
positive conception of reality. The determination of this
question from Buddhistic sources is difficult, the more so
as philosophic considerations become mixed with historical
ones, Whatever the fact, the negative character of its teach-
ing is vouched for by the entire body of Hindu and Jaina
works stretching back to times when Buddhism was still
a power in the land of its birth. The natural conclusion to
be drawn from such a consensus of opinion is that, in at
least one important stage of its development in India, the
Madhyamika doctrine was nihilistic; and it was not con-
sidered inappropriate in a book on Indian philosophy to
give prominence to this aspect of it. The second point is
the absence of any account of the Dvaita school of Vedintic
philosophy. The Vedinta is twofold. It is either absolu-
tistic or theistic, each of which again exhibits many forms.
Anything like a complete treatment of its many-sided
teaching being out of the question here, only two examples
have been chosen—one, the Advaita of Samkara, to illustrate
Vedintic absolutism, and the other, the Visistidvaita of
Raminuja, to illustrate Vedintic theism.

I have, in conclusion, to express my deep gratitude to
Sir S. Radhakrishnan, Vice-Chancellor of the Andhra
University, who has throughout taken a very kindly and
helpful interest in this work, and to Mr. D. Venkataramiah
of Bangalore, who has read the whole book and suggested

various improvements.
M. H.

August 1932
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INTRODUCTION

TrE beginnings of Indian philosophy take us very far back
indeed, for we can clearly trace them in the hymns of the
Rgveda which were composed by the Aryans not long after
they had settled in their new home about the middle of the
second millennium before Christ., The speculative activity
begun so early was continued till a century or two ago, so that
the history that we have to narrate in the following pages
covers a period of over thirty centuriesf Dlmﬁ this long

riod, Indian thought developed practically unatiected by
outside influence: and the extent as well as the importance
of its achievementsjwill be evident when we mention that
it fhas evolved several systems of philosophy, besides
creating a great national religion—Brahminism, and a great
world religion—Buddhism. The history of so unique a
development, if it could be written in full, would be of
immense value; but our knowledge at present of early
India, in spite of the remarkable results achieved by
modern research, is too meagre and imperfect for it. Not
only can we not trace the growth of single philosophic ideas
step by step; we are sometimes unable to determine
the relation even between one system and another. Thus
it remains a moot question to this day whether the Sisnkhya
represents an original doctrine or is only derived from
some other. This deficiency is due as much to our ignorance
of significant details as to an almost total lack of exact
chronology in early Indian history. The only date that
can be claimed to have been settled in the first one thou-
sand years of it, for example, is that of the death of
Buddha, which occurred in 487 B.c. Even the dates we
know in the subsequent portion of it are for the most part
conjectural, so that the very limits of the periods under
which we propose to treat of our subject are to be regarded
as tentative. Accordingly our account, it will be seen,
is characterized by a certain looseness of perspective)In this

connection we may also perhaps refer to ano of its
drawbacks which is sure to strike a student who is familiar
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?Wﬁiﬁde the history of Indian thought into two st
M marks the close of the Vedic period’ and the beginning of

‘o /what is known as the Sanskrit or classical period. To the
:']urmer pelong the numerous works that are regarded by
» the Hindus as revealed. These works, which in extent have
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with Histories of European philosophy. Our account will
for the most part be devoid of references to the lives or
character of the great thinkers with whose teaching it is
concerned, for very little of them is now known. Speaking
of Udayana, an eminent Nydya thinker, Cowell wrote:!
‘He shines like one of the fixed stars in India's literary
firmament, but no telescope can discover any appreciable
diameter; his name is a point of light, but we can detect
therein nothing that belongs to our earth or material exis-
tence.’ That description applies virtually to all who were
responsible for the development of Indian thought; and
even a great teacher like Samikara is to us now hardly
more than a name. It has been suggested: that this indiffer-
ence on the part of the ancient Indians towards the
personal histories of their great men was due toa realization
by them that individuals are but the product of their
times—'that they grow from a soil that is ready-made for
them and breathe an intellectual atmosphere which is not
of their own making.' It was perhaps not less the result of
the humble sense which those great men had of themsei\m
But whatever the reason, we shall miss in our account
biographical background and all the added interest which
it signifies.

If we take the date given above as a landmark, we may
It

v been compared to ‘what survives of the writings of ancient

Greece,” were collected in the latter part of the period)If
we overlook the changes that should have crept into them
before they were thus brought together, they have been
+ Introduction to Kusumadjali (Eng. Translation), pp. v and vi,

1 55.p. 2

1 It is usual to state the lower limit of the Vedic period as zo0 B.C,,
including within it works which, though not regarded as ‘revealed’
{4ruti), are yet exclusively concerned with the elucidation of revealsd
texts. We are here confining the term strictly to the period in which
Vedic works appeared.

St
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preserved, owing mainly to the fact that they were held
sacred, with remarkable accuracy; and they are consequently
far more authentic than any work of such antiguity can be
expected to be. But the collection, because it was made
chiefly, as we shall see, for ritualistic purposes, is incomplete
and therefore fails to give us a full insight into the character
of the thoughts and beliefs that existed then. The works
appear in it arranged in a way, but the arrangement is not
such as would be of use to us here; and the collection is from
our present standpoint to be viewed as lacking in system. As
regards the second period, we possess a yet more extensive
literature; and, since new manuscripts continue to be dis-
covered, additions to it are still being made. The information
it furnishes is accordingly fuller and more diverse, Much of
this material also appears in a systematized form. But this
literature cannot always be considered quite as authentic
as the earlier one, for in the course of long oral transmission,
which was once themgmmdmodeofha.ndmgdm
knowledge, many of the old treatises have received additions
or been amended while they have retained their original
titles, The systematic treatises among them even in their
original form, do not carry us back to the beginning of the
period. Some of them are undoubtedly very old, but even
they are not as old as 500 B.c., to state that limit in round
numbers. It means that the post-Vedic period is itself to be
split up into two stages. If for the purpose of this book we
designate the later of them as ‘the age of the systems,’ we
are left with an intervening period which for want of a
better title may be described as ‘the early post-Vedic period.’
Its duration is not precisely determinable, but it lasted
sufficiently long—from 500 B.c. to about the beginning of
the Christian era—to be viewed as a distinct stage in the
growth of Indian thought. It marks a transition and its
literature, as may be expected, partakes of the character of
the literatures of the preceding and of the succeeding periods.
While it is many-sided and not fully authentic like its
successor, it is unsystematized like its predecessor.

Leaving the details of our subject, so far as they fall
within the scope of this work, to be recounted in the following
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chapters, we may devote the present to a general survey of
it.fA striking characteristic of Indian thought is its richness
and variety, There is practically no shade of speculation
which it does not include. This is a matter that is often lost
sight of by its present-day critic who is fond of applying to
it sweeping epithets like ‘negative’ and ‘pessimistic’ which,
though not incorrect so far as some of its phases are con-
cerned, are altogether misleading as descriptions of it as a
whole. There is, as will become clear when we study our
subject in its several stages of growth{no lack of emphasis
on the reality of the external world or on the optimistic
view of life understood in its larger sense, The misconception
is largely due to the partial knowledge of Indian thought
which hitherto prevailed ; for it was not till recently that works
on Indian philosophy, which deal with it in anything like
a comprehensive manner, were published. The schools
of thought familiarly kmown till then were only a few;
and even in their case, it was forgotten that they do not
stand for a uniform doctrine throughout their history,
but exhibit important modifications rendering such whole-
sale descriptions of them inaccuratel{The fact is that Indian
thought exhibits such a diversity of development that it
does not admit of a rough-and-ready characterization.
Underlying this varied development, there are two diver-
gent currents clearly discernible—one having its source
in the Veda and the other, independent of it. We might
describe them as orthodox and _heterodox respectively,
provided we remember that these terms are only relative
and that either school may designate the other as heter-
odox, claiming for itself the ‘halo of orthodoxy." The second
of these currents is the later, for it commences as a reaction
against the first; but it is not much later since it manifests
itself quite early as shown by references to it even in the
Vedic hymns. It appears originally as critical and nega-
tive; but it begins before long to develop a constructive
side which js of great consequence in the history of Indian
philosophy{ Broadly speaking, it is pessimistic and realistic./
The other doctrine cannot be described thus briefly, for
even in its earliest recorded phase it presents a very complex |
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character. While for example (;he prevailing spirit of the
songs included in the Rgveda is optimistic, there is sometimes
a mote of sadness in them as in those addressed to the
goddess of Dawn (Usas), which pointedly refer to the way
in which she cuts short the little lives of men. ‘Obeying the
behests of the gods, but wasting away the lives of mortals,
Usas has shone forth—the last of many former dawns and
the first of those that are yet to come.”t The characteristic
marks of the two currents are, however, now largely
obliterated owing to the assimilation or appropriation of
the doctrines of each by the other during a long period of
contact : but the distinction itself has not disappeared and
can be seen in the Vedinta and Jainism, both of which are
still living creeds.

These two types of thought, though distinct in their origin

* and general spirit, exhibit certain common features. We shall
dwell at some length upon them, as they form the basic
principles of Indian philosophy considered as a whole:—

L [i]ﬁe&ﬂnfthmhuinuwntﬂmﬁhmmthn
subject of a somewhat commonplace observation, viz. that
religion and philosophy do not stand sundered in India.
They indeed begin as one everywhere, for their purpose is in
the last resort the same, viz. a seeking for the central
meaning of existence. But soon they separate and develop
on more or less different lines. In India also the differentia-
tion takes place, but only it does not mean divorce. This
result has in all probability been helped by the isolated devel-
opment of Indian thought already referred to,* and has
generally been recognized as a striking excellence of it, But
owing to the vagueness of the word ‘religion,’ we may easily
miss the exact significance of the observation. This word,
as it is well known, may stand for anything ranging from
what has been described as ‘a sum of scruples which impede

t Cf. RV. 1. 124, 2.

s We may perhaps instance as a contrast the course which thought
has taken in Europe, where the tradition of classical eulture, which
is essentially Indo-European, has mingled with a Semitic creed.
Mrs. Rhys Davids speaks of science, philosophy and religion as being
*in an armed truce’ in the West. See Buddhism (Home University

Library). p. 100.
B



18 OUTLINES OF INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

the free use of our faculties’ to a yearning of the human spirit
for union with God. It is no praise to any philosophy to be
associated with religion in the former sense. Besides, some
Indian doctrines are not religion at all in the commonly
accepted sense. For example, early Buddhism was avowedly
atheistic and it did not recognize any permanent spirit. Yet
the statement that religion and philosophy have been one in
India is apparently intended to be applicable to all the doc-
trines. So it is necessary to find out in what sense of the word
the observation in question is true. Whatever else a religion
may or may not be, it is essentially a reaching forward to an
ideal, without resting in mere belief or outward observances.
Its distinctive mark is that it serves to further right living;
and it is only in this sense that we can speak of religion as one
with philosophy in India.* The ancient Indian did not stop
short at the discovery of truth, but strove to realize it in his
own experience. He followed up tattva-jiidna, as it is
termed, by a strenuous effort to attain moksa or liberation,?
which therefore, and not merely an intellectual conviction,
was in his view the real goal of philosophy. In the words of
Max Muller, philosophy was recommended in India ‘not for
the sake of knowledge, but for the highest purpose that man
can strive after in this life.’s The conception of moksa varies
from system to system; but it marks, according to all,
the culmination of philosophic culture. In other words,
Indian philosophy aims beyond Logic. This peculiarity of
the view-point is to be ascribed to the fact that philosophy
in India did not take its rise in wonder or curiosity as it
seems to have done in the West; rather it originated under
the pressure of a practical need arising from the presence
of moral and physical evil in life. It is the problem of
how to remove this evil that troubled the ancient Indian
most, and moksa in all the systems represents a state in
which it is, in one sense or another, taken to have been
overcome. Philosophic endeavour was directed primarily

llnﬁmphﬂmuphymyﬂnwnﬂhnuﬁthrdigiminmhﬂm
mbu:m:hamlmndmmttarmtmmmahmmﬁlﬂ:n{
all the doctrines,

s CL NS. L. i. 1. 1 55, p. 370.
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to find a remedy for the ills of life, and the consideration
of metaphysical questions came in as a matter of course.
This is clearly indicated for instance by the designation
—sometimes applied to the founders of the several schools
—of 'Tirtha-kara' or ‘Tirtharh-kara," which literally means
“fard-maker’ and signifies one that has discovered the way
to the other shore across the troubled ocean of sarnsira.
But it may be thought that the idea of moksa, being
eschatological, rests on mere speculation and that, though
it may be regarded as the goal of faith, it can hardly be
represented as that of philosophy. Really, however, there is
no ground for thinking so, for, thanks to the constant presence
in the Indian mind of a positivistic standard, the moksa ideal,
even in those schools in which it was not so from the outset,
speedily came to be conceived as realizable in this life, and
described as jivan-mukti, or emancipation while yet alive,
It still remained, no doubt, a distant ideal; but what is
important to note is that it ceased to be regarded as some-
thing to be reached in a life beyond. Man’s aim was no
longer represented as the attainment of perfection in a
hypothetical hereafter, but as a continual progress towards
it within the limits of the present life. Even in the case of
doctrines like the Nyiya-Vaisesika or the Visigidvaitas
which do not formally accept the jivan-mukti ideal, there is
clearly recognized the possibility of man reaching here
a state of enlightenment which may justifiably be so described
because it completely transforms his outlook upon the
world and fills with an altogether new significance the
life he thereafter leads in it. Such an ideal was already
part and parcel of a very influential doctrine in the latter
part of the Vedic period, for it is found in the Upanisads.
One of these ancient treatises says; ‘When all the desires
the heart harbours are gone, man becomes immortal and
reaches Brahman here.s It points beyond intellectual
satisfaction, which is often mistaken to be the aim of philo-
sophy, and yet by keeping within the bounds of possible
human experience avoids the dogma of moksa in the
+ See NSB. IV.ii. 2; NV. L i. 1, ad fimem.

s See SB. IV. i. 13. y Katha Up. 1L iii. 14.
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eschatological sense, The latter view also, known as videha-
mukti, has survived, but it is a relic from earlier times when
it was believed that the consequences of a good or bad life
led here were to be reaped elsewhere in a state beyond
death; and the retention of it by any school does not really
affect its philosophic standpoint.

(ii) A necessary corollary to such a view of the goal of
philosophy is the laying down of a suitable course of
practical discipline for its attainment. Philosophy thereby
becomes a way of life, not merely a way of thought. It has
been remarked with reference to Jainism that its funda-
mental maxim is ‘Do not live to know, but know to live's
and the same may well be said of the other Indian schools
also.* The discipline naturally varies in the two traditions;
but there is underlying it in both an ascetic spirit whose
inculcation is another common characteristic of all Indian
doctrines. Suredvara, a famous disciple of Samkara,
remarks+ that, though systems of thought including heretical
ones like Buddhism may differ in the substance of their
theories, they are all at one in teaching renunciation. It
means that while agreeing with one another in regard to the
necessity of renunciation, they assign different reasons for it.
That the heretical systems which in general were pessimistic
should have commended absolute detachment is quite intelli-
gible, for they were pervaded by a belief in the vanity and
nothingness of life. What is specially noteworthy here is
that the orthodox schools also, some of which at least were
optimistic, should have done the same. But there is a very
important difference between asceticism as taught in the two
schools. The heterodox held that man should once for all
turn away from the world whatever his circumstances might
be. But the orthodox regarded the ascetic ideal as only to be

1 0J. p. 112,

* Compare in this connection Professor Whitehead's characterization
of Buddhism as ‘the most colossal example in history of applied
metaphysics': Religion im the Making, p. 39.

3 The Cirvika view is an exception; but it is hardly a system of
philosophy in the form in which it is now known. See Ch. VIIL.

+ BUV. pp. 513-15. st. 405-411.
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progressively realized. As Dr. Winternitz observes,! it is in
their opinion to be approached ‘only from the point of view
of the dframa theory according to which the Aryan has
first to pass the state of Brahmacirin, the student of the
Veda, and of the householder (grhastha) who founds a family,
offers sacrifices and honours the Brihmanas, before he is
allowed to retire from this world as a hermit or an ascetic.’
The contrast between the two ideals is set forth in a striking
manner in a chapter of the Mahibhiirata known as the
‘Dialogue between Father and Son.’: Here the father, who
represents the orthodox view, maintains that renunciation
should come at the end of the dérama discipline, but is won
over to his side by the son, who holds the view that it is the
height of unwisdom to follow amidst the many uncertainties
of life such dilatory discipline and pleads for an immediate
breaking away from all worldly ties.3 That is, detachment
according to the former cannot be acquired without a
suitable preliminary training undergone in the midst of
society; but, according to the latter, it can be achieved at
once, any moment of disillusionment about the world
sufficing for it. The one believes social training to be indis-
pensables for the perfection of character; the other looks
upon it as more a hindrance than a help to it. But the social
factor, it should be added, is disregarded by the heterodox
only as a means of self-culture, and their attitude towards
it is neither one of revulsion nor one of neglect. For we know
as a matter of fact that they attached the greatest value to
society in itself and laid particular stress upon the need for
#*Ascetic Literature in Ancient India’: Calewtta Uwiversity Review
for October 1923, p. 3.

1 xii. 277,

! This does not mean that there is no place for the laity in heterodox
society, but only that lay training is not viewed as obligatory before
one becomes a monk.

4 The rule relating to the discipline of the d4ramas was, as we shall
see in a subsequent chapter, much relaxed in later times by the
orthodox; but even thus the option to become an ascetic is to be
exercised only after one has passed through the first stage of
brahma-carya. It should also be stated that the relaxation, to judge
from current practice, is mostly in theory and that early renunciation
is the exception, not the rule.
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sympathy and kindness for fellow-men. There are other
differences as well such as the pursuit of ascetic morality by
the heterodox, as the sole mode of practical discipline, and by
the orthodox as only a preparation for a fresh course of
training which may itself be different in different schools.
But whatever the differences in matters of detail, asceticism
as such serves as a bond of union between the two traditions,
Even systems which do not at first appear to countenance it
are, as a little reflection will show, really favourable to it.
Thus ritualism with its promise of prosperity in a world
to come actually results in complete self-denial so far as
this world is concerned, because the fruit of the deeds it
prescribes is to be reaped not here, but elsewhere and amidst
conditions totally different from those of the present life.
The principle of detachment implicit in such doctrines was,
as we shall see, rendered explicit, and even the ulterior motive
of self-love which is involved in striving for reward hereafter
was eliminated by the Gita with its teaching of disinterested
action.

Owing to the spirit of renunciation that runs through them
all, the way of life which the Indian doctrines prescribe
may be characterized as aiming at transcending morality as
commonly understood. In other words, the goal of Indian
philosophy lies as much beyond Ethics as it does beyond
Logic. As however the rationale of the ascetic ideal is
explained in two different ways by Indian thinkers, the
supermoral attitude bears a somewhat different significance
in the several schools; but this distinction does not, like the
previous one, correspond to the division into orthodox
and heterodox traditions. Some schools admit the ultimacy
of the individual self while others deny it in one sense or
another. Buddhism for example altogether repudiates the
individual self as a permanent entity, while Absolutism
takes it as eventually merging in the true or universal self
so that its individuality is only provisional. Theism on the
other hand like that of Riminuja and pluralistic systems
like Jainism or the Nydya-Vaiesika recognize the indi-
vidual self to be ultimate, but point out that the way to
deliverance lies only through the annihilation of egoism
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(ahamh-kiira). Now according to the systems which deny the
individual self in one form or another, the very notion
of obligation ceases to be significant finally, the contrast
between the individual and society upon which that notion
is based being entirely negated in it. Referring to a person
that has attained to such a super-individual outlook, the
Tasttiriya Upanisad says': "He is not troubled by thoughts
like these: Have I not done the right? Have I done the
wrong?' In the other systems which admit the ultimacy of
the individual self but teach the necessity for absolute seli-
suppression, the consciousness of obligation continues, but
the disciple devotes himself to its fulfilment with no thought
whatsoever of his rights. That is, though the contrast
between the individual and society is felt, that between
rights and duties disappears; and so far, the motive is
lifted above that of common morality. According to both
the views, the essential duality of the moral world is tran-
scended on account of the total renunciation of personal
interest; in neither is it merely an adjustment, however
difficult or delicate, of rights and duties between the
individual and his social environment.

There is a sense, we may add, in which the practical
training, even in its preliminary stages, may be said to aim
at transcending morality as ordinarily conceived. The indi-
vidual's obligations, according to the Indian view, are not
confined to human society, but extend to virtually the whole
of sentient creation. To the common precept ‘Love your
neighbour as thyself," it adds, as has been observed by one
than whom nobody now is better fitted to interpret the Indian
ideal of life, ‘And every living being is thy neighbour.’s Such
an extension of the world of moral action accords well with
the spirit of Indian ethics whose watchword is devotion to
duties rather than assertion of rights. Beings that are not
characterized by moral consciousness may have no duties to
fulfil, but it does not mean that there is none to be fulfilled
towards them. This ideal of the fellowship of all living beings
is best illustrated by the principle of non-injury (ahirhsd),
which forms an integral part of every one of the higher Indian
!l g 3 See Romain Rolland: Makaima Gandhi, p. 33.
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faiths and was practised not only by saints and sages, but also
by emperors like Adoka. It may minimize the importance of
human society. That is because the ideal has not less regard
for it but more for the wider whole which comprehends all
animate being. It does not thereby ignore the spirit of human
unity. Only it conceives of that spirit as consisting not in
striving for human well-being alone, but also in discharging
towards all living creatures the obligation corresponding to
the position of privilege which mankind occupies in the
scheme of the universe, Social morality, however much it may
widen our outlook from the individual's standpoint, really
keeps us isolated from the rest of creation. In addition to
personal egoism, there is what may be called the egoism
of the species which leads inevitably to the belief that the
sub-human world may be exploited for the benefit of man.
That also must be got rid of, if man is to become truly free;
and he will do so only when he has risen above the anthropo-
centric view and can look upon everything as equally
sacred—whether it be, in the words of the Gitd,' "a cow or
elephant or dog, the cultured Brahmin or the outcaste that
f on dogs.’

These are the two elements common to all Indian thought
"_the pursuit of moksa as the final ideal and the ascetic
spirit of the discipline recommended for its attainment. They
signify that philosophy as understood in India is neither
mere intellectualism nor mere moralism, but includes and
transcends them both. In other words it aims, as already
stated, at achieving more than what Logic and Ethics can.
But it must not be forgotten that, though not them-
selves constituting the end, these are the sole means of
approach to it. They have been represented as the two wings
that help the soul in its spiritual flight. The goal that is
reached through their aid is characterized on the one hand
by jfdna or illumination which is intellectual conviction
that has ripened into an immediate experience and, on the
other, by vairigya or self-renunciation which is secure by
reason of the discovery of the metaphysical ground for it.
It is pre-eminently an attitude of peace which does mot

v, 18,
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necessarily imply passivity. But the emphasis is on the
attitude itself or on the inward experience that gives rise to
it, rather than on the outward behaviour which is looked
upon as its expression and therefore more or less secondary.
The value of philosophic training lies as little in inducing a
person to do what otherwise he would not have done, as in
instructing him in what otherwise he would not have known;
it consists essentially in making him what he was not before.
Heaven, it has been remarked, is first a temperament and
then anything else.

We have so far spoken about the main divisions of Indian
tradition, which, though exhibiting certain common features,
are fundamentally different. The history of Indian philo-
sophy is the history of the ways in which the two tradi-
tions have acted and reacted upon each other, giving rise to
divergent schools of thought. Their mutual influence,
however much desirable as the means of broadening the basis
of thought, has led to a considerable overlapping of the two
sets of doctrines, rendering it difficult to discover what ele-
ments each has incorporated from the other. It is impossible,
for instance, to say for certain to which of the two traditions
we owe the ideal of jivan-mukti to whose importance we
have drawn attention, In the course of this progressive
movement, now oné school and now another was in the
ascendant, The ascendancy at one stage belonged conspicu-
ously to Buddhism, and it seemed as if it had once for all
gained the upper hand. But finally the Vedinta triumphed.
It has naturally been transformed much in the process,
although its inner character remains as it was already fore-
shadowed in the Upanisads. We may indeed regard the
several phases in the history of the heretical tradition as
only so many steps leading to this final development. The
Vedinta may accordingly be taken to represent the
consummation of Indian thought, and in it we may truly
look for the highest type of the Indian ideal. On the
theoretical side, it stands for the triumph of Absolutism and
Theism, for whatever differences may characterize the
various Vedintic schools, they are classifiable under these
two heads. The former is monistic and the latter, though
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avowedly pluralistic, may also be said to be governed by the
spirit of monism owing to the emphasis it places on the
entire dependence of everything on God. On the practical
side, the triumph of the Vedanta has meant the triumph of
the positive ideal of life. This is shown not only by the social
basis of the ethical discipline which the Vedanta as an ortho-
dox doctrine commends, but also by its conception of the
highest good which consists, as we shall see when we come
to consider the several systems in detail, not in isolating the
self from its environment as it does for the heterodox schools
but in overcoming the opposition between the two by identi-
fying the interests of the self with those of the whole, Both
ideals alike involve the cultivation of complete detachment;
but the detachment in the case of the Vedinta is of a higher
and finer type. Kilidasa, who, as the greatest of Indian poets,
may be expected to have given the truest expression to the
ideal of practical life known to the Indians, describes it®
as ‘owning the whole world while disowning oneself.” The
Vedintic idea of the highest good also implies the recog-
nition of a cosmic purpose, whether that purpose be conceived
as ordained by God or as inherent in the nature of Reality
itself, towards whose fulfilment everything consciously or
unconsciously moves, The heretical schools, except in so far
as they have been influenced by the other ideal, do not see
any such purpose in the world as a whole, though they
admit the possibility of the individual freeing himself fmrm,/

evil.
' Malavikdgnimiira, i, 1.
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CHAPTER I

PRE-UPANISADIC THOUGHT

Ouvr source of information for this chapter is two-fold:
(i) the Mantras or metrical hymns composed by the Aryans
after they had settled in their new Indian home, and
(ii) the Brihmanas, a certain other class of works which
generally speaking belong to an age subsequent to that of
the Mantras and may be broadly described as liturgical in
character. The former have been preserved to us chiefly
in what are known as the Rk- and the Atharva-samhilas, The
first in its present form dates from 600 p.c, and the second
from somewhat later, They are religious songs in praise
of one or more deities and were intended generally to be
sung at the time of offering worship to them. These songs,
especially the earlier ones among them, are written in very
old Sanskrit; and it is for that reason not infrequently
difficult to determine what precisely their import is. The
difficulty of interpretation arising from the archaic
character of the language is increased by the break in
tradition which seems to have occurred quite early—even
before the composition of the Brihmanas.* To give only a
simple instance: Nothing is more natural for a poet than
to speak of the sun as ‘golden-handed’; yet this poetic
epithet appearing in a hymn is taken literally and explained
in a Brihmana by a story that the sun lost his hand which
was afterwards replaced by one made of gold. To these
factors contributing to the difficulty of understanding
aright the views of this early period, we should add the
fragmentary nature of the Mantra material that has come
down to us. The very fact that the hymns had been, for so
many generations before they were brought together, in
what may be described as a floating condition, shows that
some of them must have been lost. When at last they were
collected, not all of them were included in the collection,
but only such as had a more or less direct bearing upon ritual,
+ See Max Miller: Awcient Sanskrit Lilerature, pp. 432-134.
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which had by that time come to occupy the centre of real
interest. The result is that the information that can be
gathered from them is incomplete and one-sided. | Unlike
the Mantras, the Brahmanas are written in prose. They
profess to elucidate the earlier literature of the Mantras, but,
as already stated, they misread it at times, Their chief aim,
to judge from their present form, should have been the
affording of practical aid in the performance of rites by
getting together the sacrificial lore as known at the time
when they were compiled. They indicate the prevalence
then of a complicated ritual and their lucubrations have
generally little bearing upon philosophy. But while explain-
ing the nature of rites, the anthors of the Brihmanas
sometimes indulge in speculative digressions which give us a
glimpse of the philosophic thought of the age. As handed
down traditionally, the Brihmanas include the Upanisads,
which usually form their final sections. But in their thoughts
and sentiments they are essentially different. Moreover, the
Upanisads are of very great importance, so much so that
they have been viewed by some as the fountain-head of all
Indian philosophy. For these reasons they require a separate
treatment and we shall deal with them in the next chapter,
confining our attention here to the Mantras and the

Brahmanas strictly so termed.

1

\ The origin of religion is shrouded in mystery and has given
rise to much difference of opinion. We may take for granted
that its earliest form consists in the worship of natural
powers.. Man, when he first emerges from mere animal
consciousness, realizes that he is almost entirely dependent
upon the powerful forces of nature amidst which he is
placed; and, accustomed as he is in his own experience to
associate all power with voluntary effort, he ascribes those
forces to sentient beings working behind them unseen. In
other words, early man personifies the powers of nature
which in virtue of their great strength become his gods. He
cultivates a spirit of awe and reverence towards them, sings
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their praises and offers worship or sacrifice to them with a
view ecither to propitiate them or to secure their favour,
These deities, however, are divine only in a qualified sense,
for, though called ‘gods,’ they are necessarily conceived in
a human mould and are regarded as being actuated by the
same motives and passions as the person that conceives them,
They are:in reality glorified human beings and are therefore
neither wholly natural nor wholly supernatural. ‘Though
this faith looks simple and childlike, it is not altogether
without a philosophic basis. It signifies a conviction that the
visible world is not in itself final and that there is a reality
lying hidden in it. It is also at bottom a seeking after an
explanation of observed facts, implying a belief that every
event has a cause; and to believe in the universality of
causation is perforce to believe in the uniformity of nature,
Unless primitive man had noticed the regularity with which
natural phenomena recur and unless he were inwardly
convinced that every event has a cause to account for it, he
would not have resorted to the creation of such deities in
explanation of them. [t is true that he merely ascribed those
phenomena to certain agencies supposed to be working
behind them, and was therefore very far from explaining
them in the proper sense of the term. Besides he was for the
most part unaware that he was explaining at all. Neverthe-
less, there is clearly implied here a search for the causes of
observed facts, however unsuccessful or unconscious it may
be. Acquiescence in any kind of accidentalism is inconsistent
with the spirit of such speculation.

We are not, however, directly concerned here with this
early form of belief, for Aryan religion when it appears in
India has already a history behind it} As an American
scholar has paradoxically put it, ‘Indian religion begins
before its arrival in India.""\It is a continuation of the
primitive faith of the Indo-European race to which the
Aryans that came to India belonged. There are to be found
even nmow in Sanskrit old words which serve as clear
indications of this fact. The word ‘deva’ (div, ‘to shine’) for
instance, which means ‘god’ in Sanskrit, is cognate with

¢ Rel.V. p. 16.
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Latin ‘deus,’ and points to a period when the Indo-European
in his original home associated his conception of godhead
with the luminous powers of nature, The spirit of veneration
with which he regarded such deified powers is equally well
indicated by the root yaj, ‘to worship,” which is common to
more than one Indo-European language. Again we have for
example in the Vedic god Mitra the Indian counterpart of
Iramian Mithra, whose cult was once in great vogue in
Western Asia and Europe. These instances are sufficient to
indicate what the antecedents of éarly Indian religion were.
It had passed through the Indo-European stage as well as
the Indo-Iranian in which the ancestors of the future
Indians and Persians lived together and shared a common
belief. The Vedic pantheon includes not only the old gods
belonging to the two pre-Indian periods, but also several
others whose conceptions the Aryan settlers formed in their
new home, e.g. the river-deities like Sarasvati The number
of these gods—old and new—is indefinite. Sometimes they
are reckoned at thirty-three and classified into three groups
of eleven each according to their abode, viz.: (i) gods of the
sky, like Mitra and Varupa; (i) gods of mid-air, like Indra
and Maruts: and (iii) gods of the earth, like Agni and Soma—
a classification which, by the way, indicates a desire to
discover the interrelations of the gods and arrange them
systematically. They are all of co-ordinate power and no
supreme God as such is recognized, although some of them
are more imposing than others—particularly Indra and
Varuna, the gods respectively of the warrior and of the pious
devotee.

It is not necessary to dwell here at length upon the
details of Vedic mythology. We may note only such of its
characteristics as have a philosophic bearing. The first point
to attract our attention in it is how surprisingly close to
nature the Vedic gods are. There is for instance absolutely no
doubt in regard to what constitutes the basis in nature of
AgniandPu‘jmymTheyaregodsanﬂatthesameﬁmn
natural objects, viz. ‘fire’ and ‘cloud.” There are other gods,
it is true, like the Aévins and Indra, whose identity is not so
transparent; but what we have to remember is that, unlike



PRE-UPANISADIC THOUGHT 33

Greek mythology for example, the prevailing type of Vedic
gods is one of incomplete personalization. This is a remark-
able feature seeing how far removed, comparatively speaking,
Vedic religion is from its source. It is commonly described as
‘arrested anthropomorphism’; but the expression is apt to
suggest that the Vedic conception of divinity lacks a desirable
feature, viz, complete personification, while in reality it
points to an excellence—a frame of mind in the Vedic Aryan
highly favourable to philosophic speculation. It may be
that the particularly impressive features of nature in India,
as has been suggested, explain this ‘unforgetting adherence’
, to it; but it is at least as much the result of the philosophic

bent of the Indian mind. The fact is that the Vedic Indian
did not allow his conceptions to crystallize too quickly. His
interest in speculation was so deep and his sense of the
mystery hiding the Ultimate was so keen that he kept
before him unobscured the natural phenomena which he
was trying to understand until he arrived at a satisfying
solution.* This characteristic signifies a passion for truth and
accounts not only for the profundity of Indian philosophic
investigation, but also for the great variety of the solutions
it offers of philosophical problems.

Another feature of early Indian religion equally remark-
able is furnished by the conception of rta which finds
a conspicuous place in the Mantras)s Expressions like
‘guardians of rta’ (gopd rtasya) and 'practisers of rta’
(rtiyu) occur frequently in the description of the gods. This
word, which is pre-Indian in origin, originally meant
uniformity of nature or the ordered course of things such
as 1s indicated by the regular alternation of day and night,
while in the Mantras it not only bears this significance but
also the additional one of ‘moral order.’s The Vedic gods are
accordingly to be viewed not only as the maintainers of
cosmic order but also as upholders of moral law. They are
friendly to the good and inimical to the evil-minded, so that,
if man is not to incur their displeasure, he should strive to

' Rel.V. p. 82. + Cf. I'd. pp. 85, 151. 1 See Id. p. 12.
i Contrast anrta, which means "untrue’ or ‘false,” This extension of
meaning belongs to the Indo-lranian period,

c
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be righteous; This equal responsibility of divinity for the
maintenance of cosmic as well as moral order is particularly
clear in the conception of Varuna. He represents the sky and
is the god of heavenly light. He is described as having fixed
the laws of the physical universe which no one can violate.
Through his power for instance, it is said, the rivers flow into
the ocean without over-filling it. But his sway is not re-
stricted to the physical sphere; it extends beyond to the
moral, where his laws are equally eternal and inviolable. He
jsomniscient so that the least sin even will not escape detection
by him. To indicate the all-searching nature of his vigilant
sight, the sun is sometimes poetically described as his eye. The
conception of Varuna was soon superseded in Vedic mytho-
logy by that of Indra who, as we have stated above, is a
god of battles rather than of righteousness. This has led
some modern scholars to the conclusion that there was a
corresponding lapse in the moral standard of the Indian.*
But they forget the peculiar circumstances in which the
conception of Indra came into prominence. The immigrant
Aryans had to subdue the numerous indigenous tribes; and
it was in the process of this subjugation in which Varuna
—essentially a god of peace—could not well be invoked
that the idea of this warrior-god as known to the Rgveda
was developed. ‘Nations are never coarser,” it has been
said, ‘than when they put their own nationality into
antagonism against another nation." We may grant that
during the period of Indra’s supremacy the self-assertion
and violence which distinguish him were reflected in the
character of his worshippers. But it was only a passing
phase. Indra did not finally become the supreme God of the
Indians, but had to yield place to others ethically more
lofty so that it does not seem justifiable to conclude that in
the Indian view might once for all replaced right. Indra
besides is not altogether bereft of moral traits; nor is Varuna
the only support of rta, all the sun-gods of whom he is one
being regarded as equally so.3 Further, Varuna stands only
for a certain type of theistic conception—the Hebraic, as it

1 See e.g. Cambridge History of India, vol. i. pp. 103, 108,
s Rel. V. p, 175 3 See Macdonell: Vedic Mythology, pp. 18, 65.
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has been said. But the development of religious thought in
Vedic India, as we shall presently see, proceeded on alto-
gether different lines rendering the idea of divinity generally
speaking more and more impersonal. The neglect into which
. the Varuna ideal fell in the course of the period may there-
fore be taken as indicating the gradual rejection then of that
idea of godhead and it need not necessarily mean a fading
away from the Aryan mind of the moral idea itself. That
question has to be settled on independent considerations.
Without entering into the details of this discussion, we
may cite the opinion of Rudolph Roth, one of the deepest
Vedic scholars of modern times, who in considering this
question,* reviews the fundamental conceptions of the
Veda such as those touching the relation of man to god and
the future state of departed souls, and concludes that it is
impossible not to allow a positive moral value to them and
‘esteem a literature in which such ideas are expressed.’

IT

+ Early Vedic ritual was quite simple in its form as well as in
the motive which inspired it. The gods worshipped were the
familiar powers of nature, and the material offered to them
was such as milk, grain and ghee. The motive was to secure
the objects of ordinary desire—children, cattle, etc,, or to get
one’s enemy out of the way: Occasionally the sacrifice seems

to have served as thanksgiving to the gods for favours
already won from them. The idea of sacrament also was
perhaps present in some measure, the worshipper believing
that he was under a sacred influence or in communion with
the divine when he partook of the sacrificial meal, (This
simplicity soon disappeared; and, even in some of the early
Mantras, we find instead of this childlike worship an organized
sacrificial cult which is already hieratic. Yet the ritual in the
early Vedic period cannot be said to have outgrown its due
proportions. But it did so and became highly wrought
tin the age of the later Mantras and the Brihmanas! As
however the direct bearing of this development on Indian
1 JAOS, vol. iii. pp. 331-47. See also EL pp. 44, 61-62.
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y is not great, a detailed consideration of it is not
called for here. It will suffice to indicate some only of its
general features: One such feature is the great change that
takes place in the character of the gods to whom offerings

are made. In addition to the old ones, drawn chiefly from .

some sphere or other of natural phenomena, we NOW See
honoured at the sacrifice several artificial deities, Thus the
clay-pot used in a certain rite is made ‘the object of fervid
adoration as though it were a veritable deity of well-nigh
paramount power.”* The poet-priest, we sometimes find,
chooses to glorify any insignificant thing, if it only happens
to be connected in some way with a sacrifice. There is for
example an entire poem devoted to the sacrificial post,? and
we have another which seriously institutes a comparison
between the ornamental paint on it and the splendour of
Usas or the goddess of Dawn.s Symbolism also comes to
prevail on a large scale. According to an old myth, Agni was
the offspring of water. So a lotus leaf, betokening water, is
placed at the bottom of the sacrificial altar on which fire is
installed.+ More striking still is the change which comes over
the spirit with which offerings are made. In the place of
conciliation and communion as the motive, we now have the
view that the sacrifice is the means not of persuading the
gods, but of compelling them to grant to the sacrificer what
he wants, Not only can the gods be compelled by the
sacrificer to do what he likes; the gods themselves, it is
thought, are gods and are able to discharge their function
of maintaining the world-order by virtue of the offerings
presented to them. In other words, the sacrifice is now
exalted above the gods—a position the logical consequence
of which is their total denial later in the Piirva-mimamsi
system. It is now commonly held that in this new turn in

the efforts of the Vedic Indian to accomplish his desire, we

discover a distinctly magical element introduced into the
ritual; and that priest and prayer henceforward become
transformed into magician and spell. The relation of religion
+ See Eggeling: Safa-patha Brakmana, (SBE.) Part V. p. xlvi.

s RV. I viii. 1 RV. 1,02, 5
4 See Eggeling: op. cif. Part IV, pp. xix—xxi.



PRE-UPANISADIC THOUGHT 37

to magic and the extent to which magical elements enter
into the Vedic ritual are matters of controversy; but we
need not stop to discuss them as they are of little conse-
quence to us here,

It should not be thought that ritualism in this extreme
form was in any sense the creed of the people at large. The
Mantras of the Rgveda and the Brihmanas which have so
far been the basis of our conclusions were the compositions
of poet-priests who had developed a cult of their own, and
unfald but an aristocratic religion.t Even in the aristocratic
circles, we may remark in passing, the excessive development
of ritualism does not seem to have wholly superseded the older
idea of sacrifice as what man owes to the gods, for we find
that idea also persisting along with the other in later Vedic
literature. Thus sacrifice is sometimes pictured in the
Brihmanas as a rna or ‘debt’ due to the gods.* The creed of
the common people continued to be simple and consisted, in
addition to the more primitive forms of nature-worship
alluded to above, in various practices such as incantations and
charms intended to ward off evil and appease the dark spirits
of the air and of the earth. We get an idea of these folk-
practices from the Atharva-veda, which, though somewhat
later than the Hgveda, records in certain respects a more

ancient phase of religious belief.

I11

The emphasis on rites which appears in the literature that
has come down to us from this ancient period is due in part
to its selective character, to which we have already referred,
and thereforedindicates more of the spirit of the age in which
the selection was made than of the one in which that
literature was produced; Yet there is no doubt that ritualism,
with its implications of excess and symbolism, marks one
characteristic development of early Vedic religion: There are
other developments of it as well which also are attested by the
same literature, though their features appear there rather
faintly. We cannot, with the records at our disposal,

* CEL Rel.V. pp. 22, 210.  * See e.g. Taittiriya-samhitd, VL. iii, 1o, 5.
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describe them as anything more than tendencies of thought
showing themselves in the period in question. It is difficult to
trace these tendencies to their proper source, because they
appear in very close association with the sacrifice with the
spirit of which they seem to be essentially in conflict. They
may be due to speculative activity outside the circle of
priests, or more probably? they are the result of a reaction
among the priests themselves against ritual which had
become artificial and over-elaborate. Whatever their origin,
they are of great importance to the student of philo-
sophy, for in them are to be found the germs of much
of the later thought of India. We shall now give a brief
description of them.

(i) Monotheism.—The belief in a plurality of gods, which
was a characteristic feature of early Vedic religion, loses its
attraction gradually; and the Vedic Indian, dissatisfied with
the old mythology and impelled by that longing for simplicity
of explanation so natural to man, starts upon seeking after
not the causes of natural phenomena, but their first or
ultimate canse, He is no longer content to refer observed
phenomena to a multiplicity of gods, but strives to discover
the one God that controls and rules over them all. The
conception of a unitary godhead which becomes explicit
now may be said to lie implicit already in the thought of the
earlier period. For, owing to the incomplete individualization
of deities and the innate connection or mutual resemblance
of one natural phenomenon with another (e.g. the Sun, Fire
and Dawn), there is in Vedic mythology what may be
described as an overlapping of divinities. One god is very
much like another. Different deities thus come to be portrayed
in the same manner: and, but for the name in it, it would
often be difficult to determine which god is intended to be
pmisedinnhjmn.Thmisahutubemmﬁunedinthis
connection the well-known habit of the Vedic seers of
magnifving the importance of the particular deity they are
praising and representing it as supreme, ignoring for the
time being the other deities altogether. To this phase of
religious belief Max Miiller gave the name of ‘henotheism,’

1 CL. Rel.V. pp. 35, 212-220.
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i.e. belief in omne God as distinguished from monotheism or
belief in one only God; and, regarding it as the instinct for
unity asserting itself unconsciously, he represented it as a
definite stage in the advance from polytheistic to mono-
theistic belief.* This view has not commended itself to many.
Such overdrawing, it is thought, is natural to all religious
poetry and does not consequently involve any
implication of progress from the thought of the many to the
thought of the one. But yet this ‘'opportunist monotheism,’ as
the henotheistic tendency has been called, may be taken to
have on the whole conduced to the formulation of a belief
in a single God in place of the multiple deities of an earlier
time,

To reduce the many gods of early mythology to one, the
easiest course, we might suppose, is to elevate the most
imposing of them to the rank of the Supreme. That was not
the course followed in Vedic India. Varupa indeed at one
time and Indra at another were on the point of fulfilling
the conditions of a monotheistic creed in this sense; but
neither did in fact become the supreme God conceived
definitely as a personality. So we may say that monotheism
in the ordinary sense of the term proved abortive in the
Vedic period. The unity of godhead came to be sought after
in a different manner then, and attempts were made to
discover not one god above other gods but rather the
common power that works behind them all. (The basis of
even this ‘philosophic monotheism,” as it may be termed,
can be noticed in the early Mantras) for the Vedic poets
couple the names of two deities like Mitra and Varuna for
example—sometimes of even more—and address them as if
they were one. It is the outcome of this tendency that we
find expressed in passages of a m]ntively later date like the
following: ‘What is but one, wise people call by different
names—as Agni, Yama and Mitariévan.”s The same is the
significance also, no doubt, of the refrain of another hymn
of the Rgveda: Mahat devinim asuratvam ekam: ‘The
worshipful divinity of the gods is one.”? Though thus con-
85 P4 2 RV L. 164. 46.
J-I[Ijjﬂfﬂﬁ’l‘mlvp_;j‘
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vinced that there is but one ultimate cause which accounts
for the diverse phenomena of nature, the Vedic Indian felt
perplexed for long as regards what its exact nature might
be. He tried one solution after another, but could not rest
content with any. One of the earliest ways of arriving at a
unitary conception of divinity was by taking a collective
view of the gods, designating them Viéve-devas—an expres-
sion equivalent to ‘all-gods.” Such a mode of unity may
appear to be quite mechanical; but it is not really so, for it
implies a consciousness of the harmony of purpose under-
lying the workings of nature. A more abstract way of
arriving at unity was to select some one distinguishing
feature of divinity—'a predicate of several gods'—to per-
sonify it and regard it as the supreme God. Thus the word
viéva-karman, which means ‘maker of everything,’ originally
appears as a descriptive epithet of Indra and the Sun, But
later it ceases to be used as an adjective and becomes
installed as God above all gods.* A mere logical abstraction
thus grows into a concrete god. The same thing happens
in the case of several other predicative epithets. What is
remarkable about these supreme gods is that none of them
retains his supremacy long. ‘The god that takes hold of the
sceptre lays it down soon.” One conception is felt as inade-
quate and there quickly springs up another in its place, so
that Vedic monotheism even of the philosophic type may be
described as unstable and as continually shifting its ground.
It is with the broken idols of this period, some one has
observed, that in later times the temple of Purdnic mythology
was adorned.

There is no need to mention here all the gods that succes-
sively became pre-eminent during this long period. It will
suffice to refer to only one of them—Praji-pati, ‘Father
god,’ the most important of them all, who is the personifica-
tion of the creative power of nature, The origin of this god
is similar to that of Viéva-karman. His name signifies ‘lord
of living beings’ and is first applied as an epithet to gods like
Savitr, ‘the vivifier.” But later it assumes the character of an
independent deity which is responsible for the creation and

r RV. x. 81, 82,

———
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governance of the universe. This god occupies the first place
in the Brihmanas. There are, one Brihmana says, thirty-
three gods and Praji-pati is the thirty-fourth including
them all.* Even in the Rgveda, where the references to him
are not many, there is quite a sublime description.* One feels
that such a deity should have satisfied the yearning of any
people after a supreme God, and that Praji-pati might well
have constituted the goal in the Indian search after unity
in godhead. But even he ceases to appeal to the philosophi-
cally fastidious Vedic Aryan and yields place in course of time
to other principles like Prinas or ‘deified breath,’ the cosmic
counterpart of individual life and Time, the maker and
destroyer of all. To some of them we shall recur later.

(ii.) Monism.—The conceptions thus far described as
monotheistic are often found mixed with monistic ones;
and it is difficult to separate them. But yet in particular
passages, the one or the other view is seen to prevail. That
hmjm&ﬁcahmfursp&ahngufthemasmtmdmm
Of them, the monotheistic conception, regarded purely
as such, is bound to involve dualism, What it aims at is only
unity of godhead'—the reduction of the many gods to one
who is above and apart from the world which he makes and
guides. It regards nature as set over against God and can
therefore satisfy the longing for unity only in a qualified
sense. [ There is a higher conception of unity, viz, monism,
which traces the whole of existence to a single source. It is
fully worked out in the Upanisads, but is foreshadowed
more than once in the literature of the period we are now
considering, There are in it at least two distinct shades of
such monistic thought.To begin with, there is the pantheistic
view which identifies nature with God, One of its most
notable expressions is found in a passage of the Rgveda
where goddess Aditi (the ‘Boundless’) is identified with all
gods and all men, with the sky and air—in fact with ‘what-
ever has been or whatever shall be.'s The central point of
the pantheistic doctrine is to deny the difference between
God and nature which as we have shown is the necessary

' Sata-patha Brikmana, V. i. 2. 10 and 13, * N, 121
1 AV, XL iv. 4-AV, XTX. liii and Hlv. I, 8g. 10.
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implication of monotheism. God is conceived here not as
transcending nature but as immanent in it. The world does
not proceed from God, but is itself God. Although the object
of this view is to postulate unity, it retains, somewhat incon-
sistently as it seems, both the notions of God and nature and
so far fails to satisfy the mind in its search after true unity.
'Such a consideration may be regarded as having been at the
root of another conception of unity which we come across in
the literature of the period—for example, in the ‘Song of
Creation’* which has been extolled as containing ‘the flower
of Indian thought,' It is in parts obscure and almost baffles
translation, Yet there are several renderings of it into
English and the following metrical one by J. Muir is one of

the best3:

“Then there was neither Aught nor Nought, no air nor sky beyond.
What covered all ? Where rested all ? In watery gulf profound?

Naor death was then, nor deathlessness, nor change of night and day.
That One breathed calmly, self-sustained ; nought else beyond it lay.
Gloom hid in gloom existed first—one sea, eluding view.

That One, a void in chaos wrapt, by inward fervour grew.

Within it first arose desire, the primal germ of mind,

Which nothing with existence links, as sages searching find.

The kindling ray that shot across the dark and drear abyss—

Was it beneath ? or high aloft ? What bard can answer thia?

There fecundating powers were found, and mighty forces strove—
A self-supporting mass beneath, and energy above.

Who knows, who ever told, from whenee this vast creation rose?

No gods had then been born—who then can e'er the truth disclose?
Whence sprang this world, and whether framed by hand divine or no—
Its Lord in heaven alone can tell, if even he can show."

In this hymn, which may be said to have passed over into
world-literature, we have the quintessence of monistic
thought. Here the poet-philosopher recognizing, unlike the
pantheist, the principle of causality, not only traces the

' For this reason it is not right to adduce the Porusa-sikta (RV.X. go),
as it is the common practice to do, as an illustration of pantheism.
The siikta starts by emphasiring the transcendent character of the
ultimate Reality: ‘Having enveloped the earth on every side, he

stood out beyond it the length of ten fingers.”
: RV, X. 129. 3 OST. vol. v. pi 356.
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whole universe to a single source but also tackles the problem
of what its nature may be. All opposites like being and non-
being, death and life, good and evil, are viewed as developing
within and therefore as ultimately reconcilable in this funda-
mental principle. In regard to the origin of the universe, we
have here, instead of the view of creation by an external
agency, the view that the sensible world is the spontaneous
unfolding of the supra-sensible First Cause, The conception
is wholly impersonal and free from all mythological elements.
Even the theistic colouring discernible in pantheism is
absent here. It is denoted in this song by two most cautiously
chosen epithets—'That One' (Tad Ekam), which suggest
nothing beyond the positive and unitary character of the
ultimate principle. We are here on the threshold of Upani-

sadic monism.)
IV

Yet another tendency has to be noted which may compre-
hensively be described as ‘Vedic free-thinking.”* But it
must be remembered that it does not form part of the
teaching of the Veda. There are only allusions to it there
which, though occasional, are quite clear. Those that
indulged in it are denounced as 'haters of the Veda' (brahma-
dvis), ‘maligners of gods’ (deva-nid), ‘men of no principle’
(apavrata). That such heterodox views were not unknown in
ancient India may also be gathered from the tradition of
Jainism. It reckons several prophets who preceded Mahavira.
Of them at least one, Pirsvanitha, is now generally taken to
have been an historical personage and assigned to the
eighth century B.c., which according to the accepted chrono-
logy takes us back to the period* when the Brihmanas were
composed. This tendency manifests itself sometimes as
doubt and sometimes as disbelief. But under whatever form
it may appear, it sets itself against the orthodox teaching of
the Veda. There is a whole hymn3 in the Bgveda addressed
to Faith which concludes with the prayer: ‘O Faith, make us

i See RelV. p. 187,
* See Cambridge History of India, Vol. L p. 153. ¥ X, 151,
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faithful.’ Such an invocation, as Deussen has observed,’
would be unintelligible if we did not assume a certain lack of
faith as prevalent in the age in which the hymn was composed.
As other instances of unbelief we may mention two hymns,
also found in the Rgveda—ones which pointedly refers to
current disbelief in the existence and supremacy of Indra
and endeavours by recounting his great deeds to convince
the unbelievers of his majesty and power, and the others
which ridicules the votaries of the Veda by describing them
as 'selfish prattling priests that go about self-deluded.” It
was this tendency that in course of time gave rise to the
heretical schools (p. 16) whose importance in the history of
Indian philosophy has already been noticed.

Vv

We shall conclude this chapter with a brief description of
the general outlook on life and things in the period. Nature
and man alike form the subject-matter of speculation. The
external world, whose reality is never questioned, is looked
upon as an ordered whole, divided into the three realms of
earth, the atmospheric region and heaven, each guided and
illumined by itsown specific deities. In fact, it is toaccount for
its cosmic character that the several nature-godsare invented.
The gods may be many, but the world they govern is one.
This idea of unity naturally comes to be emphasized with
the growth of monotheistic and monistic beliefs. Notions of
creation and evolution both appear. Where the universe is
spoken of as created, only one creation is mentioned ; and the
belief, so well known to a later age, in a series of creations,
each being followed by dissolution, is absent.+ Various
accounts of the order of creation are found—one of the
commonest being that water was first created and that
everything else sprang from it afterwards. Sometimes we

i Indian Antiguary for 1900, p. 367. 2 II. 12, 3 X. 82,
4 There seems to be a stray reference to it in RV. X. 190. 3!

Dhitd yathd-piirvam akalpayat., But it may be interpreted differ-
ently. See PU. p. 221.
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meet with the idea that the world was built by the gods,
miuch in the manner of building a house. One poet who
pictures Varuna as the cosmic architect describes the moving
sun as his measuring-rod.* Another expresses wonder as to
wherefrom the material might have come: "What indeed was
the wood? What too that tree from which they fashioned
heaven and earth?'* Sometimes the world is stated to have
been generated, Heaven and Earth being its parents. There
is still another view which, under the influence of ritualism,
traces the world to a sacrificial act. This conceit occurs in
more than one place in the Veda and particularly in the
hymn known as the Purusa-siikta, where the cosmic man,
who is himself described as emerging from a transcendental
Being, is taken to have furnished, when sacrificed, the
material for the entire variety of the universe. ‘The moon
was born from his mind; from his eye, the sun; from his
mouth, Indra and Agni; and from his breath, Viyu. From
his navel came into being the mid-region ; from his head, the
sky; from his feet, the earth; from his ear, the quarters.” It
is really the breaking up of the seen whole into its parts—a
process which is the reverse of the one we sometimes find
in the Upanisads,3 viz. reconstructing the whole out of its
several parts as given in common experience. We have
already spoken of the more philosophical view of evolution
in connection with the Song of Creation.

. Naturally a prominent place is given in the plan of life to
the performance of sacrifices whose efficacy in securing for
man what he wants is never doubted. Indeed sacrifice, as we
have seen, is sometimes regarded as a rna. It is the first of
what is described as the ‘triad of obligations’ (rna-traya)—a
description which implies a clear conception of duty. The
second is indebtedness to the sages of old for the heritage of
culture which they have left behind. It is to be discharged by
receiving that tradition and handing it on to the coming
generation. The last obligation is what is due to the race,
which is to be met by becoming a householder and begetting
sons,; The ideal thus does not stop with the performance of
sacrifices but comprehends the preservation of the race and
+ RV, V, 8s. 5. 1 RV. X.31. 7. 1 Ci, Ch, Up. V. xi-xviii.
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the conservation of the culture for which it stands. It also
includes the practice of virtues like adherence to truth, self-
restraint and kindness to fellow-beings. Benevolence to
neighbour and friend is particularly praised and niggardli-
ness censured in the Rgveda,* which for instance states:
Kevaligho bhavati kevaladi: ‘He that eats by himself will
keep his sin to himself.” The tendency to asceticism also
appears in the period, the Rgveda alluding? to the muni with
long hair and coloured garments: We have already considered
the place of morality in the earlier part of the period. As
regards the later, some are of opinion that the excessive
importance attached to the sacrifice in it led to a neglect of
ethical ideas and gave rise to the practice of judging goodness
by the standard of ritualistic correctness. But in view of the
fact to which attention has been drawn that ritualism was
only one of the lines of development of early Vedic thought,
it would be more correct to hold that, though in circles where
the sacrifice was dominant it might have caused some con-
fusion between ethical and ritualistic values, the idea of
morality itself did not disappear. Thus Praji-pati, the
principal deity of the Brihmana period, is represented not
merely as the lord of creation, but also as an ethical autho-
rity? reminding us of the still earlier view that the gods were
responsible for upholding moral as well as cosmic order.
This ancient belief is more than a system of rewards and
punishments on this side of death.) Both the pious and the
impious are believed to be born in another world; but
except perhaps in a single passage in a Brihmana,s there is
no allusion to transmigration, The reward of virtue and piety
is enjoyment of happiness in heaven in the company of
the gods. Later this blessed existence is represented as being
led in the company of the virtuous dead and under the
control of Yama, who appears as the ruler of heaven and not
yet of the dread abode of hell. The punishment for sin and
vice is eternal damnation. The reference to hell is not
explicit in the Rgveda, but is clear in the Atharva-veda and
the Brihmanas. It is described as a place of eternal darkness
11X, 117. G 2 X, 1365, 2,
1 CL EIL p. s0. 4 See Macdonell: Vedic Mythology, p. 166.



PRE-UPANISADIC THOUGHT 47

below, in contrast to heaven, which is one of light above;
and those that go there, it is stated, can never escape from
it. All this points to a belief in the immortality of the soul.
Death does not mean destruction, but only the continuance
of existence elsewhere where happiness or misery results
according to one's deserts. J



CHAPTER 1I

THE UPANISADS

WEe now take up the study of the Upanisads which stand by
themselves although tradition associates them closely with
the Brahmanas (p. 30). Primarily they represent a spirit
different from and even hostile to ritual and embody a
theory of the universe quite distinct from the one that under-
lies the sacrificial teaching of the Brihmanas. All the earlier
Upanisads in some form or other indicate this antagonism
while in a few it becomes quite explicit.! Thus in the Mundaka
Upanisad: we have one of the clearest onslaughts against the
sacrificial ceremonial, in the course of which it is stated that
whosoever hopes for real good to accrue from these rites is a
fool and is sure to be overtaken again and again by death and
decrepitude. This opposition more often appears indirectly in
the substitution of an allegorical for a literal interpretation
of the rites.3 An illustration will show how this is done The
atva-medha is a well-known sacrifice whose celebration
signifies overlordship of the world. It is to be performed by a
Kshattriya and the chief animal to be sacrificed in it is &
horse. The Brhadiranyaka Upanisads gives a subjective turn
to this sacrifice, and transforms it into a meditative act in
which the contemplative is to offer up the whole universe in
place of the horse and by thus renouncing everything attain
to true autonomy—a result analogous to the overlordship
associated with the performance of the regular asva-medha.
The antagonism between the two teachings gradually
disappears or at least is considerably softened, indicating

+ See PU. pp. 61-2, 396; Macdonell: India’s Past, p. 46.

: LiLg.

3 Such interpretations are common in the Arapyakas or ‘forest-
hooks,” which in the several Vedas serve as a connecting link between
thnBﬁhmmupmpe:mdthnUpmimdi.mhwph:m
so called because their teaching was to be imparted in the seclusion
of the forest (aragya). See PU. pp. 2-3.

+ L i and ii. See Deussen: System of the Veddnta, p. 8.
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that as the Upanisadic doctrine more and more triumphed,
an attempt was made to reconcile them, The reconciliation
is clearly traceable in the later Upanisads. The Sveidfvatara
Upanisad for example alludes approvingly to Agni and Soma,
the chief sacrificial deities, and commends a return to the
old ritualistic worship.:

The divergence between the two views as embodied in the
Brihmanas and the Upanisads respectively is now explained
by some scholars as due to the divergence in ideals between
the Brahmins and the Kshattriyas—the priests and princes
of ancient India. There is indeed some ground for such a
view, because the Upanisads ascribe more than one of their
characteristic doctrines to royal personages and represent
Brahmins as seeking instruction of them in respect of those
doctrines. But it does not afford, as some modern scholars
themselves recognize, sufficient warrant for connecting this
difference in ideals with a social distinction. The prominence
given to the Kshattriyas in the Upanisads may after all
mmnmthingmumthnnthntkingnmpnhmu!
Brahmins and that the doctrines, though originating among
the latter, were first welcomed by the former rather than by
the ritual-ridden section of the Brahmins themselves
It also implies that Brahma-knowledge (Brahma-vidya) was
not confined to the priests as the knowledge of the sacrifice,
for the most part, was. But we need not further consider
this question for, being a purely historical one, it does not
directly concern us.

The word ‘upanisad’ has been variously explained by old
Indian commentators, but their explanations cannot be
regarded as historically or philologically accurate, for what
the commentators have done is merely to read into the word
the meaning which, as the result of long use, it had come to
possess by their time. Moreover, the same commentator
often derives the word in alternative ways showing thereby
that he was speaking not of a certainty, but only of what he
considered a mere possibility.s While thus the commentators

' ii. 6 and 7. See PUL pp. 64-5.

t See PU. p. 306; Rel.V. pp. 220 1.

3 Cf, Sathkara on Katha Up. Introduction.
D
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ive us no help, we fortunately find the word used in the
¥ Upanisads themselves, and there it generally appears as
synonymous with rahasya or secret. That should accordingly
have been its original meaning. Etymologically the word is
equivalent to ‘sitting (sad) near by (upa) devotedly (ni),’
and in course of time it came to signify the secret instruction
imparted at such private sittings.! That the teaching of these
works was regarded as a mystery apd that much care and
anxiety were bestowed upon keeping it from the unworthy
lest it should be misunderstood or misapplied, come out
clearly in several Upanigads. According to the Prasna

Upanisad, for example, six pupils go to a great teacher

seeking instruction of him in respect of the highest reality;

but he asks them to live with him for a year before instructing
them, obviously with the purpose of watching them and
satisfying himself of their fitness to be taught by him. Again,
| when Naciketas, according to the Katha Upanisad, d;ﬁi.r!ﬁ to
know whether or not the soul survives after death dma does
not reply until he has tested the sincerity strength of
| mind of the young inquirer. The reluctance to impart the
highest truth to every one without discrimination, we may
observe in passing, was not peculiar to India, but was
common to all ancient peoples. Heraclitus in early Greece, for
example, is reported to have stated, ‘If men care for gold,
they must dig for it; otherwise they must be content with
straw.’

The origin of Upanisadic literature as it has been handed
down to us is somewhat hard to trace. Hindu tradition places
it on the same footing as the other species of Vedic literature
—_the Mantras and the Brihmapas—regarding them all
alike as éruti or ‘revelation,’ i.e. as works not ascribable to
human authors. In the absence of any help from this source,
we are left to mere conjecture. In the Upanisads we now and
then come across short and pithy statements which bear
the impress of set formulas, and the literary material in which
thnymfmdimheddndmmﬂdytnampﬁiyand
illustrate the truth enshrined in them. Further, these sayings
are not infrequently styled there as ‘upanisad.’ From this

+ PU. pp. 10-15.

R e oo s b b e R TREE R e & ™
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it has been concluded, with much probability, that the term
was in the beginning applied only to these formulas which
contain in a nutshell some important truth of Upanisadic

hilosophy.! As an example of them we may instance

{‘f.!l" at fvam.ass, ‘That thou art,'* which teaches the ultimate
identity of the individual and the cosmic souls. It was these
philosophic formulas alone that were once communicated
by teacher to pupil, the communication being preceded or
followed by expository discourses. The discourses, it is
surmised, assumed in course of time a definite shape though
not committed to writing yet, giving rise to the Upanisads
as we now have them.\To judge from the way in which these
texts have grown, they contain not the thoughts of a single
teacher, but of a series of teachers, and thus represent a
growth in which new ideas have mingled with the old. Such
a view explains the heterogeneity sometimes seen in the
teaching of even one and the same Upanisad. At a later time,
when all the ancient lore of the Hindus was brought together
nndarmugad,thﬂUpanigdsinthisfurmmappendad to
the Brahmanas, The significance of such close association
of the Upanisads with the Brihmanas is that when this
grouping was effected the two were regarded as equally old—
so old that neither of them could be referred to any specific
authors{ Standing thus at the end of the Veda, the Upanisads
came to be known as ‘Vedinta' or ‘end of the Veda'—much
as the Metaphysics of Aristotle owed its designation to its
being placed after Physics in his writings. A word which at
first only indicated the position of the Upanisads in the
collection developed later the significance of the aim or
fulfilment of Vedic teaching, it being permissible to use ania
in Sanskrit, like its equivalent ‘end’ in English, in both these
senses, = A0

The number of Upanisads that have come down to us is
very large—over two hundred being reckoned, but all are
not equally old. The great majority of them in fact belong
to comparatively recent times and hardly more than a
dozen are of the period we are now considering. Even among
these classical Upanigads, chronological differences are trace-
' PU. p. 20. ¢ Ch. Up. V1. viii. 7.

3889
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able: but generally speaking they all exhibit a family
likeness both in their thoughts and in the language in which

those thoughts are clothed. Hence all of them may be referred
the evolution of Indian

to practically the same stage in
thought. We shall take into account here only the older
or canonical Upanigads. Their date cannot be exactly
determined, but they may all be regarded as pre-Buddhistic,
They represent the earliest efforts of man at giving a
philosophic explanation of the world, and are as such
invaluable in the history of human thought. They are the
admitted basis of at least one of the most important systems
of Indian philosophy, viz. the Vedanta, ‘“which controls at the

nt time nearly all the higher thought of Brahminical
India.’ Their importance is much more than historical, for
their unique spiritual power and the elements of uni
appeal which they contain may exercise @ considerable
influence on the re-construction of thought and realignment
of life in the future.

A word may now be added as regards the manner of these
works. They are generally in the form of dialogues, especially
the larger ones among them. Their method is more poetic
than philosophic. They have been described as philosophical

and indicate truths generally through metaphor and
allegory. The language, although never bereft of the charm
peculiar to the Upanisads, is sometimes symbolic. The style
is highly elliptical and shows that the works were intended
to be expounded orally by one that could readily supply
whatever was lacking in their presentation of the subject.
These peculiarities render the interpretation of many
not a little difficult and account for the varied

tions given of them in the past as well as in the
present. But the indefiniteness is only in regard to details,
the general tenor of the teaching being quite unmistakable.

Among the works comprising Vedic literature, the Upanisads

were the first to attract the attention of foreigners.

ofﬂ:eaewarkﬁwmtmmlatudintoPuﬁaninMoghulﬁmﬂ_

and were thence rendered into Latin about the beginning of
thelastceutury.ItmthroughmisLaﬂnmnﬂiﬁonthlt
theycamttubeknmmfurtheﬁrﬁttimﬂinEmpe;nndit
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was through it that Schopenhauer, for instance, learnt to
admire them.: In recent times, numerous translations of
them, direct from the Sanskrit, have appeared in Western
languages. The subject-matter of Upanisadic teaching also
has repeatedly engaged the attention of foreign scholars;
and, among the many works published, should be mentioned
Deussen’s masterly work on the philosophy of the Upanisads,
particularly for the wealth of information it contains and
for the care and thoroughness of its analysis,

I
The first point that has to be considered is whether all
the i ven the genuine ones—teach the same

doctrine or not. Indian commentators have all along held
the view that they do*; and it is inconceivable that they
should have thought otherwise, for they believed that these

waorks were revealed in the literal of that word. The
agreement of the commentators, h%ﬁ‘nﬂ”enmd

beyond the general recognition of the unity of Upanisadic
teaching. As to what the exact nature of that teaching is,
they differ widely from one another, This diversity of
opinion should be a long-standing one, for we have references
to it even in the earliest extant work systematizing the
teaching of the Upanisads, viz. the Vedimia-sitra of
Badariyapa.) Such wide divergence in interpretation
naturally suggests a doubt that, in spite of the traditional
insistence to the contrary, the Upanisads do not embody a
single doctrine; and the doubt is confirmed by an inde-
pendent study of these ancient works. A modern student, not
committed beforehand to follow any particular school of
Vedintic thought, will be forced to think that there are
not two or three discordant views in the Upanisads, but
several. Nor is there anything surprising in this, for the
! *Schopenhauer used to have the Oupnekhat lie open upon his table,
and was in the habit, before going to bed, of performing his devotions

from its pages"—Rel V. p. 55.
CLVS. Li 4. i See eg. VS, L ii. 28B-31.
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problem dealt with in them lends itself to such a variety

of solutions and these works were moulded into their
t form in a more or less casual way. All the doctrines

presented in them do not, however, stand out equally
minent. Some are merely flashes of thought, others are
only slightly developed and still others are but survivals
from the older period. (The most prominent and the best
developed teaching may) if we overlook for the moment
minor details, described as monistic_and | istic.
Statements like™ ‘There is no variety here,’ ‘All this is
Brahman,’ which insist on the unity of everything that
exists, are neither few nor far between in the Upanisads.
This monistic view may be described as idealistic for,
according to an equally striking number of Upanisadic
sayings, there is nothing in the universe which, if it is not
itself mental, does not presuppose mind. ‘Not there the sun
shines, nor the moon or the stars, not these lightnings either.
Where then could this fire be? Everything shines oply after
the shining spirit; through its light all this 5]].1:1«&5’:Jﬂ
Before giving an account of this doctrine Wwe should
explain the Upanisadic terms for the ultimate reality. These
terms are two— Brahman' and ‘atman,’ which have been
described as ‘the two pillars on which rests nearly the whole
edifice of Indian philosophy." Their origin is somewhat
obscure, The word ‘Brahman’ seems at first to have meant

or ‘to burst forth.! Brahman as prayer is what manifests
itself in audible speech. From this should have been derived
later the philosophic significance which it bears in the
Upanisads, viz. the primary cause of the universe—what
bursis forth spontaneously in the form of nature as a whole
and not as mere speech only.? The explanation of the other
word is more uncertain. In all probability “Ztman’ originally
meant ‘breath’ and then came to be applied to whatever
constitutes the essential part of anything, more i

v Katha Up. 1L ii. 15.

s This derivation is what Max Maller gives, following Indian
commentators. See SS. pp. 52-3. Otbers have scen in it other
meanings such as * magical spell.’ See article on *Brahman" in
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of man, i.e. his self or soul.* Thus each of these terms has its
own independent significance: the distinctive meaning of
‘Brahman' is the ultimate source of the outer world while
that of ‘atman’ is the inner self of man. What is remarkable
about these terms is that, though entirely different in their
original connotation and though occasionally bearing it still
in Upanisadic passages, they come to be prevailingly used
as synonymous—each signifying alike the et source of
the universe including nature as well as man) The develop-
ment of the same significance by these two distinct terms
means that the Indian, in the course of his speculation,
identified the outer reality with the inner: and by such a
happy identification at last reached the goal of his long
quest after unity—a goal which left all mythology far behind
and was truly philosophical.

It is necessary to dwell at some length on how this identi-
fication was brought about and what its full significance is.
We have stated that the word dtman developed in course of
time the meaning of soul or self, That was the result of a
search for the central essence of the individual as distin-
guished from the physical frame with which he is associated.
The method here was subjective and the result was arrived at
through introspection. In place of the body, breath, etc.,
which may easily be mistaken for the individual, we find here
a deeper principle, which is psychical, finally regarded as the
essence of man. Now there was from the time of the later
Mantras and Brihmanas the habit of seeking for a corre-
spondence between the individual and the world and trying
to discover for every important feature of the one, an
appropriate counterpart in the other. It represented an
effort to express the world in terms of the individual. Such
an attempt at rising from the known particular to a know-
ledge of the unknown universal is clearly seen in the
Purusa-siikta for example, where parts of the universe
are described as parts of Purusa or a giant man (p. 45).
It is equally clear from one of the funeral hymnss which,
addressing the departed, says: 'Let thine eye go to the
sun; thy breath, to the wind, etc." And we have it again
* B8, pp. Jo-2. 1 RV. X. 16,
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when prina, which as vital breath stands for an important
aspect of the individual, is universalized and, as cosmic
Priina, is represented as the life of the world (p. 41).
This notion of parallelism between the individual and the
world runs throughout the literature of the later Vedic
period and is found in the Upanigads as well.1 The practice
of viewing the whole world as a cosmic individual naturally
had its influence on the conception of dtman and transformed
what was but a psychical principle into a world-principle.
Atman, which as the soul or self is the inmost truth of man,
became as the cosmic soul or self the inmost truth of the
world. When the universe came once to be conceived in this
manner, its self became the only self, the other selves being
regarded as in some way identical with it.

Though this process secures the unity of the self, it does
not take us as far as the unity of all Being. For the self in the
case of the individual is distinguishable from the not-self
such as the body; and the world-self similarly has to be
distinguished from its physical embediment, viz. the
material universe. Now there was all along another move-
ment of thought just complementary to the one we have so
far sketched. It traced the visible universe to a single source
named Brahman. The method there was objective, for it
proceeded by analysing the outer world and not by looking
inward as in the line of speculation of which &tman was the
goal. In accordance with the general spirit of Indian specula-
tion, several conceptions were evolved here also*—each
more satisfying than the previous one to account for the
universe, and Brahman was the last of the series of solutions.
At some stage in the evolution of thought, this primal source
of the universe, viz. Brahman, was identified with its inmost
essence, viz. dtman. Thus two independent currents of
thought—one resulting from the desire to understand the
true nature of man and the other, that of the objective
world—became blended and the blending led at once to the
discovery of the unity for which there had been such a
prolonged search. The physical world, which according
to the itman doctrine is only the not-self, now becomes
t See ep. Aitareys Up. i, = Cf, Taittiriya Up. iii.

|
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reducible to the self. The fusing of two such outwardly
different but inwardly similar conceptions into one is the
chief point of Upanisadic teaching and is expressed in the
‘great-sayings’ (mahdvikya) like ‘That thou art,’ ‘T am
Brahman® or by the equation Brahman = dtman, The
individual as well as the world is the manifestation of the
same Reality and both are therefore at bottom one. There
is, in other words, no break between nature and man or
between either of them and God. )

Such a synthesis, besides showing that Reality is one,
carries with it an important implication. The conception
of Brahman, being objective, can at best stand only for a
hypothetical something—carrying no certainty necessarily
with it. It is also likely for that very reason to be taken as
non-spiritual in its nature. The conception of itman on the
other hand has neither of these defects; but in the sense in
which we commonly understand it, it is finite and cannot
represent the whole of Reality, Even as the cosmic self, it is
set over against the physical world and is therefore limited
by it. When, however, the two conceptions of Brahman and
dtman are combined, then by a process of dialectic a third is
reached which is without the flaws of either taken by itself,
Like dtman it is spiritual and at the same time it is infinite
unlike it. It is also indubitable, since it is conceived as
fundamentally one with our own immediate self. So long as
we look upon the ultimate as something not ourselves—as
mere Brahman—it remains more or less an assumption and
a dogma; but the moment we recognize it as one with our
own self, it becomes transformed into a positive certainty,
we being under an intuitive obligation to admit the reality
of our own existence, however much we may be in the dark
in regard to its precise nature. It is this higher reality that
is described for instance as satyam jfiinam anantam,® where
satyam points to its immediate certainty, jiinam to its
spiritual nature and anantam to its all-inclusive or infinite
chmcter‘.]?nut is the Upanisadic Absolute—neither Brah-
man nor itman in one sense, but both in another. Tt
manifests itself better in the human self—though not fully

+ Cf. Taittiriya Up. ii. 1,
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even there—than in the outer world which inhibits still
more of jts nature, because it appears there as mere insentient
matter.The enunciation of this doctrine marked the most
important advance in the whole history of India’s thought.
It introduced almost a revolution in the point of view from
which speculation had proceeded till then. The following
illustration may perhaps be of use in comprehending the
nature of this change. Let us suppose that some people know
Venus as only appearing in the East, and others know it as
appearing only in the West—each set of people regarding the
planet they observe as distinct from what the others do. If
then the discovery is made by some one that the two are but
the same and that the Eastern star is the Western star, the
resulting transformation in the view of Venus would
correspond to the change in the present case. The true
conception of unity was reached in India only at this
stage.?

All this is very beautifully brought out in a celebrated
section of the Chindogya Upanisad.3 Tt is in the form of a
dialogue between a father and his son. The name of the
father is Uddalaka and that of his son, Svetaketu, Svetaketu
has been to a gwru and has just returned home after com-
pleting his education in the conventional sense. The father,
who notices a lack of humility in Svetaketu, fears that he
might not after all have learnt from his teacher the true
meaning of life. Inquiry only confirms him in this view; and
he himself therefore undertakes to instruct his son. The
teaching that is imparted, as is clear from these prelimi-
naries, should be of the highest value. Uddalaka begins by
postulating an ultimate entity which is to be regarded as
mental or spiritual because it is stated to have thought
t See Adtareya Avopyaka, 11 iii. 2.

: Even this synthesis is not quite unknown to literature anterior
to the Upanigads (See AV, X. viii. 44); but it appears there only
faintly and may therefore be justifiably described as Upanigadic.
C&mmminﬂi:mﬂcﬁmthnrm:knf&um[ﬁ}ﬂmnjm
Vedanta, p. 18) that ‘the sparks of philosophic light appearing in the
Rigveda shine out brighter and brighter until at last in the Upani-
shads they burst out in that bright flame which is able to light and
warm us to-day.’ 3 Ch. Up. VL
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(aiksata) and which he terms Sat or Being. He then proceeds
to describe how the whole universe is a manifestation of it.
‘In the beginning Sat alone was, without a second. [t
thought “May I be many,” * Its diversification—first into the
three elements, viz. tejas or fire,” ap or ‘water’ and prthivi or
‘earth’ and then into others until organic bodies, including
those of human beings, have emerged—is afterwards
explained. What is made out by this is that the spiritual
entity postulated in the beginning is all-comprehensive and
that whatever is, has sprung from it. Then ‘suddenly and
with dramatic swiftness’ the original Sat is identified with
the self of Svetaketu: Tat tvam asi, Svetaketo, The purpose
of the identification is obviously to bring home to the mind
of Svetaketu the undoubted reality of the postulated source
of the universe. However splendid the account of Sat and its
transformations which Uddilaka gives at first, it is objective
and therefore lacks a most essential feature, viz. certitude.
It is merely to be taken for granted. Uddilaka puts it
forward as a hypothesis and, though convincing to Uddilaka
himself because he has realized the truth, it can be nothing
more than a probability for Svetaketu, But this probable
source of the universe becomes a positive certainty to him
the moment he realizes that it is identical with his own self,
which he knows to be real even without being taught. This
teaching of course does not leave Svetaketu'’s view of his own
self unchanged, for it is not his individual self that he can
regard as the source of the world, but rather the universal
self that is immanent in it. It is true that the world has
emerged from the one and that that one is Svetaketu's self;
yet it is not his private self that can explain the universe,
but his self only in so far as it is one with Sat or the universal

. 'Ilive; yet not I, but God liveth in me.’

Vhen we come to consider in detail this doctrine of
idealistic monism, we find it appear in two forms between
which there is rather an important difference. In some
passages the Absolute is presented as cosmic or all-compre-
hensive in its nature (saprapafica); in some others again,
as acosmic or all-exclusive (nisprapafica). There are many
passages and even whole sections in the Upanisads treating
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of either. To illustrate their character, we shall refer here to
one of each type:—

(1) Cosmic Ideal—One of the best-known descriptions of
this ideal is found in a section of the Chdndogya Upamisad:
designated Sandilya-vidyd. After defining Brahman crypti-
cally as tajjalin—as that (tat) which gives rise (ja) to the
world, reabsorbs (li) it and supports (an) it—the section
proceeds to describe it as ‘comprehending all activities, all
desires, all odours, all tastes, reaching all, and so seli-
complete as ever to be speechless and calm.’ Then follows its
identification with the individual self: “This is my self within
the heart, smaller than rice, or barley corn, or mustard seed
or grain of millet or the kernel of a grain of millet ; this is my
self within the heart, greater than the earth, greater than
the mid-region, greater than heaven, greater than all these
worlds. This is Brahman. May I become it when I depart
hence.’

(2) Acosmic Ideal—For this we shall select a passage
from another Upanisad:: Here a learned lady, Girgi by
name, asks Yajiavalkya, the greatest thinker of the age and
probably the first idealist of the world, to tell her what
the basis of the universe is. Yajfiavalkya, tracing it to
its penultimate source, answers that it is space (ikdsa)
Further asked to explain what constitutes the basis of space
itself, Yajiavalkya mentions a principle which he describes
only in a negative way, implying thereby that the ultimate
reality is beyond the grasp of human experience. The
negative description given is as follows: 'This is the
imperishable, O Gargi, which wise people adore—not gross,
not subtle, not short, not long, not red, not adhesive, without
shadow, without darkness; without air, without space;
unattached, without taste, without smell, without sight,
without ears, without speech, without mind, without light,
without breath, without mouth, without form, and without
either inside or outside. Not that does anything eat; nor
that does eat a.nytmng Lest the description shl:mld be
taken to mean ‘pure nothing," Yijiavalkya adds immedi-
ately after it that whatever is, owes its being to this tran-
v [T, xiv. * Br. Up. IIL viii.
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scendental reality, suggesting that if the Ultimate was
a sheer blank or non-entity, it could not have given rise
to the world of appearance) ;

It is not difficult to discover the basis for this two-fold
teaching in pre-Upanisadic tradition. The first or saprapafica
ideal resembles the doctrine underlying the ‘Song of Creation’
(p. 42). Only the First Principle here, unlike Tad Ekam
there, is not conceived objectively, but as Brahman—&tman
in the sense explained at the beginning of this section. As
regards the second or nisprapafica ideal, we have already
drawn attention (p. 41) to the prevalence of the pantheistic
tendency in the later Mantras and the Brahmanas and
described it as somewhat inconsistent, since it aims at unity
and yet clings to the double notion of God and nature. To
arrive at true unity, one only of these two should be retained,
Ii it is the notion of nature that is retained, there will be no
God apart from the world. This outcome of the pantheistic
tendency, viz. viewing the unity of the world as itself the
Absolute, doesnutﬁgurewrymﬂchmtheUpamqads
probably because it tends towards naturalism, which,
though not wholly unfamiliar to them, is widely removed
from their prevailing spirit.r If, on the other hand, it is the
notion of God that is selected for retention in preference to
that of nature, the world of common experience with all its
variety will cease to exist apart from God. That is precisely
the acosmic conception; only the theistic term is here
replaced by the philosophic one of Brahman.

The determination of the relative position and importance
of these two conceptions is one of the most difficult problems
connected with the Upanisads and has occupied the attention
of thinkers for a very long time. According to Sarhkara, this
problem is discussed by Badariyapa in the Vedidnla-sitras;
and it is not improbable that at one stage it engaged the
attention of the Upanisadic sages themselves.3 The two
views as they appear here have been explained by Sarhkara
as really the same, and the apparent distinction between
them as due to a difference in the standpoint from which

1 We have an example of this in Ch, Up. V. xi-xviii. See p. 45, ante.
2-IIT. #l an H. 1 See e.g. Prada Up.i. 1;v. 2,
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the Absolute is looked at—cosmic from the empirical stand-
point, but acosmic from the iranscendental, This view 1s
supported by the juxtaposition sometimes of the two
conceptions in one and the same passage, as for example in
the Mundaka Upanisad* where we have "What is invisible,
intangible, colourless, nameless, eyeless and earless, devoid
of hands and of feet—that is what is coeval with time and
space, is all-pervading, subtle and changeless, which the
wise know to be the source of beings.” The saprapaiica con-
| ception must in that case be understood negatively as signi-
fying that the world is not outside Brahman and the nigpra-
paiica conception positively as signifying that Brahman is
more than the world. There is no world apart from Brahman,
but it is not therefore unreal for it has its basis in Brahman.
Brahman again is not nothing for it furnishes the explanation
of the world, though it is not identical with it or exhausted
in it. The former view would emphasize the immanence of
Brahman and the latter, its transcendence, the Upanisadic
view being that it is both immanent and transcendent, Or
probably we have here two different views as the result of a
difference in interpreting the result of the synthesis of the
conceptions of Brahman and itman alluded to above. The
Upanisadic Absolute which represents this result is not, as
we have seen, something objective; nor is it the subject as
such, though neither is unrelated to it. Such an Absolute
may be understood as being both. That would be saprapafica
Brahman. In this view, the manifold things of experience
have a real place in the Absolute. They actually emerge
from it and are re-absorbed into it. It is Brahma-paripdma-
vida or the doctrine which maintains that Brahman evolves
into the world. Or the Absolute may be regarded as the
mere ground of both the subject and the object, in which
case we would have the nisprapafica ideal. The things of
common experience are then to be regarded as only
phenomena, Brahman being the noumenon. That would be
Brahma-vivarta-vida® or the doctrine which maintains that
t Li 6,

: ‘Bralma-parigima-vida' and ‘Brahma-vivarte-vida® are later
Vediintic terms. See Ch, XIIL
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Brahman does not change into, but merely appears as, the
world, Whatever the truth may be, the distinction has given
rise to a good deal of controversy. We shall have to consider
this question when treating of the Vedinta system. Mean-
while we shall proceed on the basis that, though idealistic
monism is the prevalent teaching of the Upanisads, that
doctrine is presented in them in two somewhat distinct forms.

The second of these forms necessarily involves the notion
of Miyd, it being understood as the principle which shows
the nisprapafica Brahman as saprapafica. It is not, therefore,
right to maintain, as some have tried to do, that the doctrine
of Miyd is unknown to the Upanisads. It is already there,
but naturally it does not yet exhibit all the various features
which, as the result of later elaboration and development,
are associated with it in Sarhkara’s Advaita. The word
‘Maya’ again, it is true, occurs only rarely in the earlier
Upanigads; but it is found in literature still older though
its meaning there may not always be clearly determinable,
and also in the Upanisads which are not very late.* Even in
the earliest Upanisads where we do not find "Miyd," we
have its equivalent ‘avidyd.'s There are also statements in
them like the following: ‘Where there is duality as i were
(iva) one sees another’s which, as recognized by scholars
like Deussen,+ clearly point to the existence in the Upanisads
of the idea that the world is an appearance,

In whichever of these two forms they may present
Brahman, the Upanisads distinguish from it the common
things constituting the universe as known to us by pointing
out that they are merely nima and riipa. By riipa is here
meant the specific form or nature of a thing; and by
nima, the name or word that serves as its sign. By the two
terms together we have to understand, in the case of any
object, its particularity or determinate character; and the
emergence of the world from Brahman is conceived as the
differentiation of names and forms. Whether we regard
these particular things as actual modes or as only appear-
i Ses Svefdivatara Up. iv, 10

: Cf. Kapha Up. 1. ii. 5. 1.Br. Up, IV, ¥, 15.
4+ PU. pp. 228 ff. Sec also Macdonell: Indie's Past, p. 47.
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ances of Brahman, they are not real apart from it, which
according to the monism of the Upanisads is the sole reality.
It is not easy to discover the necessity for nima in this
characterization, as riipa by itself seems sufficient for
jcularization, It probably has reference to a belief,
current at the time, in the existence of a speech-world
answering to the world of things and to the need there
generally is for names as much as for things in practical
life.: Sometimes the description of empirical objects is made
more complete by introducing a third term, karma or
“movement,* and thus explicitly referring to the dynamic
factor, an important aspect of the world of experience.

As regards the details of the things derived from Brahman
which are characterized by nima and riipa, there is to be
made at the outset a distinction between the inorganic and
the organic. While the latter are the abode of transmigrating
souls or jivas, the former are not. They serve only as ‘the
stage erected by Brahman on which the souls have to play
their part.'{,ln the inorganic realm, the Upanisads recognize
five fundamental elements (bhiitas) termed prthivi (earth),
ap (water), tejas (fire), viyu (air) and dkasa (ether). All the
five were not known from the beginning. ‘Water' seems to
have been the sole element thought of at first (p. 44). The
next stage of advance is marked by the recognition of three
elements, earth, water and fire, as in the Chindogya Upanisad,
which are stated to emerge from Brahman in the reverse
order. They correspond roughly to the solid, fluid and
gaseous phases of the material universe. The last stage in the
evolution of this thought, which was final and was accepted
by practically all the later philosophers of India, was
reached when the number of the so-called elements was
raised to five by the addition of air and ether.3 It is clear
that in this its last form the classification is connected with
the fivefold character of the sensory organs, whose dis-
tinctive objects, viz. odour, flavour, colour, temperature
and sound, are respectively the distinctive features of earth,

+ Cf. BP, p. 101, where its association is referred to a primitive
period when the name was treated as ‘a possession and part of the
individual." s B Up L vin 3 Taittiriva Up. 1L i.
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water, fire, air and ether. But these elements, it should be
remembered, are subtle or rudimentary (siiksma-bhiita). Out
of these are made the gross ones (sthilla-bhiita), each of which
contains an admixture of the other four, but gets its name as
a compound from the element predominating in it.* The
gross elements are what we find in nature; and strictly it is
they that are to be understood by the terms prthivi, ap,
etc,, the corresponding subtle elements being known as
prthvi-mitra, &po-mitra, etc.? The organic bodies are
divided into three classes 'born from the egg’ (anda-ja),
‘born from the germ’ (jiva-ja) and 'bursting through the
soil’ (udbhijja).s To these is afterwards added+ a fourth
variety ‘born from sweat’ (4veda-ja), thus making four
classes altogether. When organic bodies disintegrate, they
are reduced to the form of the five gross elements out
of which other similar bodies may be built up, Their
dissolution into their constituent subtle elements does not
take place until the whole universe breaks up, Regarding
the time when such breaking up takes place, there is some
vagueness. As in the earlier literature (p. 44), the theory of
kalpa or the eternal recurrence of creation and dissalution
is not explicit in the Upanisads. We have not, however,
to wait long for its appearance, The Sveldsvatara Upanisad,
which, though one of the classical Upanisads, is among the
latest of them and is so rich in suggestions helpful in tracing
the history of early Indian thought, points to it in more
than one place. Thus the Highest is there stated to have ‘got
angry at the end of time and retracted all the worlds' and
to repeat that act many a time.s The theory is closely con-
nected with the doctrine of karma to which we shall refer
in a subsequent section.

t Strictly the mode of deriving the gross from the subtle elements
(tri-vrtkaraga) is explained in the Upanisads only with reference to
three elements (see Ch. Up. VI il 3-4). The Vedinta extended it
to the five elements (paficl-karapa). See VS, 11, iv. 22,

* Praina Up. iv. 8. 3 Ch. Up. VL iii. 1.
¢ Aitareya Up. v, 3. $ i, 2iv. 3.
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When the word ‘psychology’ is used in Indian philosophy,
it should be understood in its original sense as the science or
doctrine of the soul (‘psyche’), for its teaching, except in one
or two cases, is based upon the supposition that the soul
exists. This study in India never branched off from
philosophy and every system has therefore its own psycho-
. The various psychologies have, of course, a common
body of doctrine; but each has its own special features as
well, which are adapted to the particular school of thought
to which it is affiliated. To the Upanisadic seers the existence
of the soul is a necessary presupposition of all experience.
It is the basis of all proof and itself therefore stands in need
of none. ‘By which, one knows all this—whereby could one
know that ? Lo, by what means could the knower be known' ?»
Although for this reason the Upanisads do not attempt to
adduce any direct proof of the existence of the soul, they
contain various suggestions touching the point. For example,
the soul or jiva is often described as purusa, which is
explained as puri-$aya or ‘what lies in the citadel of the
body." It means that the existence of the physical body, with
its diverse but co-operating parts, implies the existence of
something whose end it serves. That something, apart from
which the mechanism of the body would be meaningless,*
is the soul. Another suggestion, which is based upon the
karma theory, is sometimes found. In the narrow span of a
single life, we cannot possibly reap the fruits of all that we
do. Nor can we, so long as we confine our attention to this
life alone, fully account for all the good or evil that may
come to us. A single birth being thus inadequate to render
intelligible all the observed facts of life, we must, if the
common belief in moral requital be well founded, admit a
transmigrating soul to whose actions in past lives we must
look for an explanation of whatever is inexplicable in its
present condition and in whose continuance after death we
must find redress of any seeming injustice in this life.3
L Br. Up. 1L iv. 14. 2 Kajhs Up. 11. il 1, 3 and 5.
1 Kafha Up, 11, ii. 7.
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The relation of the soul to the ultimate reality or of the
jiva to Brahman is somewhat differently conceived in the
two views of the Absolute found in the Upanisads. According
to the cosmic view it is an actual, though only a provisional,
transformation of Brahman and is as such both identical
with and different from it. According to the acosmic view, it
is Brahman itself appearing as the jiva and therefore not at all
different from it. Whether the jiva is an actual transformation
or not, its jiva-hood consists in the forgetting of its essential
identity with Brahman. Though ordinarily believing that it
is finite and therefore distinct from the Absolute, the soul
sometimes—whenever, for any reason, desire is absent—
rises above such belief and ceases to be conscious of its
individuality., Such self-transcendence suggests, according
to the Upanigads, that the jiva is not in reality the limited
entity it generally takes itself to be. The question is dealt
with in what is known as ‘the doctrine of kofas’ in the
Taittiriya Upanisad.r The unique experience characterizing
this self-transcendent state is represented there as higher
than the experience of the conscions (manomaya) and the
self-conscious (vijiinamaya) levels of life, because the con-
flicts and confusions typical of them are overcome in it; and
it is described as Anandamaya? to indicate that its essential
mark is peace. Yet it is not identifiable with moksa,s for it is
only a passing phase and those who rise to it quickly fall away
from it. The peace and self-forgetfulness that distinguish it
show that the attitude induced by the contemplation of Art
is its best illustration.s It stands midway between common
experience and moksa, where the soul's true nature is fully
revealed ; and if it points in one direction to the empirical self

t i, T-5,

* The corresponding adjuncts constitute three of the five kofas or
‘sheaths® regarded as enfolding the soul. The remaining two are
termed annamaya and prinamaya—the first, which is the outermost
of the kosas, being the body or material covering of the jiva and
standing for the physical side of individual existence; the second,

representing its vital or organic side.

1 Cf. Brahma puccham pratisthi.
4 Compare in this connection the use of the term rasa, ‘aesthetic

pleasure,’ for Brahman: Raso vai sab (Taittiriya Up, i 7).
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with its many struggles and imperfections, it does so equally
definitely in the other to its oneness with Brahman, which
is beyond all strife and contradiction.

The word ‘jiva' is derived from the root jiv, which means
‘to continue breathing.’ The name gives prominence to one of
the two aspects of life’s activity, viz. the biological or un-
conscious such as breathing, which goes on even when the
mind is quiescent as in deep sleep. The Upanisads use two
other terms for the soul, viz, bhoktd, ‘experient’ and karta,:
‘agent,” which together emphasize the other, viz. the psycho-
logical or conscious aspect of the activity. The principle of
unconscious activity is termed prina; and that of conscious
activity, manas. Every soul is conditioned by these two
principles throughout its empirical existence. To these
comparatively permanent adjuncis of it should be added
the material body, which alone is replaced at every birth.
These three together—the body, prina and manas,? form a
sort of ‘empirical home’ for the soul. The conscious side of
the soul’s activity is carried on by manas with the aid of
the ten indriyas—five of knowledge, viz. caksus, 4rotra,
tvak, ghriipa and rasand, which are respectively the organs
of sight, hearing, touch, smell and flavour; and five of
action—vik, pani, pida, piyu and upastha, which are
respectively the organs of speech, holding, moving, excretion
and generation. Various faculties of manas like vijiiina and
aharih-kira are mentioned; but the Upanisads, at the same
time, are careful to emphasize its unity, The Brhadiranyaka
Upanisad,s after giving a list of several such faculties, avers
‘All these are manas only.’ As the central organ of conscious-
ness, it is one, however widely its functions may differ, It
controls both the sensory and motor organs. It co-ordinates
the impressions received from outside through the former
and also resolves, when necessary, upon acting with the aid
of one or other of the five organs of action, The relation of

* Cf. Praéna Up. iv. 9; Katha Up. L iii. 4.

* If we rechkon manas as three-fold with its conscious, self-conscious
and seli-transcendent phases, we have here the five ‘sheaths’ of the
doctrine of kodas. See Note 2 un the previous page,

3L v 3
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manas to these two sets of organs has been compared: to the
relation of brain to the sensory and motor nerves.

The theory of cognition according to the Upanisads is not
easy to find out. Yet there are a few hints which we may
put together here: The usual Upanisadic expression for the
things of experience, we know, is nima-riipa, which signifies
that whatever is thought of or spoken about is the particular,
The mind and the organs of sense function only within the
realm of names and forms. That is, empirical knowledge is
inevitably of the finite. But this does not mean that Brahman,
the infinite, is unknowable. The very purpose of the
Upanisads is to make it known. So Brahman also is
knowable; only its knowledge is of a higher type than
empirical knowledge. The Mundaka Upanisad® classifies all
knowledge into two—the higher (pard vidyd) and the lower
(apari vidyd), which are respectively the knowledge of
Brahman and of empirical things. The higher knowledge
may not enlighten us about the details concerning particular
things, but it gives us an insight into the principle of their
being, as the knowledge of a lump of clay for example may be
said to do in regard to everything made of clay.3 In this sense
it may be described as complete knowledge, and, as such,
different from the lower knowledge, which even at its
best is fragmentary. But there is no conflict between them.
That is, however, only according to the cosmic conception
of Brahman. There is another view equally prominent
in the Upanisads, which harmonises with the acosmic
conception. Brahman, according to it, transcends the very
conditions of knowledge and consequently cannot be known.
‘Speech and thought recoil from it, failing to find it."s The
Upanisads bring out this unknowability of Brahman in itself
in various ways. The [$a Upanisad, for example, does so by
predicating contradictory features of Brahman: ‘It moves;
it moves not. It is far; it is near. It is within all this and also
without all this."s But the best instance of it seems to have
been found in an Upanisad, no longer extant, to which

refers in his commentary on the Vedinia-siitra$
1 PU. p, 263, s L. 1. 4-5. 3 CL Ch. Up. VL. L. 34
4 Taittiriya Up. ii. 4, 5 Mantra 5. & IIL ii. 17.
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Badhva, asked by Baskali to expound the nature of
Brahman, did so, it is stated, by keeping silent. He prayed:
‘Teach me, Sir.' The other was silent, and, when addressed a
second and a third time, he replied: ‘I am teaching, but you
do not follow. The self is silence: Upadintoyam atmd." This
view denies the name of vidyd to empirical knowledge, which,
from the ultimate standpoint, is not knowledge at all, but
only a sort of ignorance or avidyd. It may be asked whether
such a view, by denying the possibility of knowing Brahman,
does not make the teaching agnostic. The answer is that
ﬂ:mugh we cannot Anow Brahman, we can be it. ‘He who
“knows’’ Brahman will be Brahman.'s It is to the means
leading to such a consummation that the name vidya is
confined here, Even before this result is reached we may
realize that Brahman is though not what it is, for Brahman
being fundamentally the same as our self, its existence, as
already pointed out, is an immediate certainty. We cannot
think of the Absolute, but all the same we are always in
immediate contact with it in our own selves. Indeed we can
never miss it.

We have so far had in view only the waking state. The
Upanisads take a wider view of life and study the self under
three other heads, viz. dream, dreamless sleep and what is
termed the turiya state. Of these, dreaming like waking falls
under psychology proper, for in it the mind functions; but
the other two are supra-mental and are considered with a
view to discover the real nature of the soul. It is noteworthy
that at so early a period Indian thinkers should have thought
of studying phenomena under varying conditions, which by
eliminating or introducing one or more factors aid the
discovery of their true character, Out of these four states
only two seem to have been known at first, viz. waking and
dream.? Later, not only is a distinction made between dream
and dreamless sleep, but a fowrth or the turiya state is added
whose very name implies a precedent stage when only three
states were recognized. We shall now briefly characterize
these three states:

(1) Dreams.—The references to dreams in the Upanisads
T Mugdaka Up, 111. ii. g. : PU. p. 208,
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are frequent, implying that they attracted a good deal of
attention at the time. The dream-state is intermediate
between waking and deep sleep. Its physical condition is
that the organs of sense should become wholly quiescent;
and the senses then are stated to unite with the manas. The
essential difference therefore between waking and dreams is
that while the manas in the former receives from outside
impressions which it builds up into ideas, in the latter it
fashions a world of forms unaided and by itself, For this
purpose it uses the material of waking hours—generally
visual and auditory. Although the stuff of which dreams are
made is thus revived impressions, the experience of a dream
is quite unlike reminiscence. It is felt as real for the time
being—as real as perceptual experience, for as everybody
knows the things dreamt of are apprehended as present and
not as belonging to the past. For this reason, dreams have
been described as ‘perception without sensation.’

(2) Dreamless sleep—In this state, described as susupti,
the manas as well as the senses is quiescent and there is
consequently a cessation of normal or empirical conscious-
ness. There is no longer any contrasting of one object with
another or even of the subject with the object, and the
embodied self is then said to attain a temporary union with
the Absolute. As however susupti is not identified with the
state of release, this statement has to be understood
negatively—as only signifying that the consciousness of
individuality is absent at the time though the individual
himself continues to be, as shown by the sense of personal
identity connecting the states before and after sleep. It is
not a state ot consciousness in the ordinary sense; but it is
not a state of blank or absolute unconsciousness either, for
gsome sort of awareness is associated with it. It is not,
howewver, the 'objectless knowing subject’ that endures in it,
as it is sometimes statedr; for along with the object, the
subject also as such disappears then. It is rather a state of
non-reflective awareness, if we may so term it. This state
is above all desire and is therefore described as one of un-
alloyed bliss. ‘Sleep makes us all pashas." In a dream-state

¥ See e.g. PLUL p. 306,
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the interests of the waking state may be absent, but it can by
no means be called disinterested. It has its own pains and
pleasures and lacks that complete calm which characterizes
deep sleep. The perfect peace or happiness of sleep we even
recollect after waking, for then our feeling is not merely that
we have slept but that we have slept soundly.

(3) Turiya state—This is a state which, as its improvised
name suggests, is not within the experience of ordinary man.
It may therefore be regarded as lying outside the strict
limits of any empirical investigation. It is brought about
voluntarily by the elimination of discursive thought, and
resembles dreamless sleep in all respects but one. There is in
it the same withdrawal of normal consciousness, the same
absence of desires and the manifestation of almost the same
bliss. But while the self fully reveals itself in the fourth
state, the experience of dreamless sleep is extremely dim.
The turiya is a mystic state to be testified to only by the
person that is gifted with yogic power. But the truth he
vouches for is not wholly beyond us. For we have on the one
hand the negative evidence of susupti and on the other the
positive one of the dnandamaya phase of experience, which
together enable us to get a ‘conjectural insight’ into the
nature of the knower's experience, The attainment of this
state is regarded as the culmination of spiritual training.

117

The diversity of views noticed in connection with the
theoretical teaching of the Upanisads has its reflex in their
practical teaching—both in regard to the ideal to be achieved
and the means of achieving it. To take the latter as an
example: We find one Upanisad® mentioning three such
different means for the attainment of immortality—devotion
to truth, penance and Vedic study and ascribing them to
three specific teachers. There is sometimes also an attempt
made to reconcile two opposing views current at the time,
each of which was probably pursued independently. The
Isa Upanisad, whose main feature seems to be this spirit of
' Taittiriya Up. i. 9.
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synthesis, tries to harmonize two such views in regard to
attaining salvation. In the first of its eighteen verses it
inculcates renunciation, but in the next verse qualifies it by
adding that incessant exertion also is necessary. The
Upanisad means thereby that one should mot renounce
activity and withdraw from the world, but give up only all
thought of reaping any personal benefit from it—thus
anticipating the well-known teaching of the Bhagavadgita.
We cannot consider all this diversity of views here, but shall
refer only to the more prevalent among them.

}‘he basis of Upanisadic ethics is to be found in the
conception of evil, not as offending against the will of the
gods or swerving from sacrificial rectitude as in the earlier
period, but as the result of a metaphysical error which sees
variety alone where there is also the unity of Brahman.:
Empirical thought, failing to grasp the ultimate reality,
distorts it or cuts it up into parts and presents them as
distinct from one another. Evil is due on the practical side
to this mistaken view of Reality as finiteness is on the
theoretical side. It is thus contingent and has no place in
the Absolute rightly understood. This misleading presenta-
tion of Reality is seen in the case not only of the objective
world, but also of the self. It is because each of us regards
himself as distinct from others that he strives to guard or
aggrandize himself. “When unity is realized and every being
becomes our very self—how can there be any delusion or
sorrow then?'s In other words, all evil is traceable to ahari-
kira, the affirmation of the finite self, and the consequent
tendency to live not in harmony with the rest of the world,
but in opposition or at best in indifference to it. The impulse
behind this aharh-kéra is not in itself bad and does not need
to be wholly suppressed. The instinct to live or to strive to be,
* According to the acosmic ideal, no doubt, both the unity and
diversity are equally unreal. Yet even in that view evil disappears
the moment unity is realized. In other words, there is no difference
between the two teachings so far as the problem of ethics is concerned.
Evil originates, according to both alike, in the consciousness that
diversity alome is true and it is overcome by the knowledge that
unity underlies it, whatever explanation may eventually be given of
that unity-in-diversity itself. s lia Up. 7.
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which is what aharii-kiira signifies, is a common feature of
all animate existence and is only a manifestation of the
desire for self-realization. But, being really a desire to
transcend finite being, it will remain unsatisfied until it is
rationalized through a knowledge of the ultimate truth and
the wider self is averred in place of the narrower one. That
is the meaning of Aham Brahma asmi,® which represents
the realization of Brahman in one's own self as the highest
ideal of life.

There are two well-defined descriptions of the ideal in the
Upanisads. What is sought after in the Mantras and the
Brnhma:;las is the continuance after death of individual
existence in some exalted form (p. 46). This ideal of reaching
life's goal after death survives in the Upanisads ; and Brahma-
realization is represented as taking place after dissociation
from the physical body, as for instance in the passage quoted
in a previous section to illustrate the cosmic ideal.? This
eschatological ideal, however, appears here very much
modified for, in accordance with the prevalent view of the
Upanisads, what is to be reached is represented not as other
than but as identical with what reaches it. ‘This is Brahman.
May I become it when I depart hence.’ The significance of
such a view is that moksa is a state of eternal bliss (@nanda),
for it transcends duality which is the source of all strife.3
Along with this is found another ideals which regards moksa
as a condition, not to be attained after death, but to be
realized here and now, if one so wills. A person that has
reached this state continues to see variety, but he is not
deluded by it because he has realized in his own experience
the unity of all. We have already drawn attention (p. 19) to
the significance of this ideal in the history of Indian thought.
What is most noteworthy about it is its recognition of the
adequacy of the present life to perfect oneself. Unlike the

' Br. Up, Liiv. 10,

* Deussen regards this as the moksa doctrine appearing in an em-
pirical form and therefore as derived from the other. See PU, pp. 358-0.
3.Cf. By. Up. L iv. 2: 'Fear springs from a second.’

# These two views were described later as krama-mukti and jivan

mukti respectively.
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former, it signifies that moksa or release does not consist in
a becoming something. It only means the discovery of what
has always been a fact, and is compared to the discovery of
a treasure which was all along lying hidden under the floor
of one’s house, but which one had so far failed to find,
though passing to and from over it constantly.* It is the view
that accords with the acosmic conception of Brahman with
its implication of the phenomenality of the universe.

The practical teaching of the Upanisads is devised to
bring about Brahma-realization in the above sense. It aims,
as all such teaching should do, at the rectification of our
thoughts and of our deeds. Broadly speaking, the course of
discipline prescribed comprises two states:—

(1) Cultivation of detachment (vairdgya).—The prime object
of Upanisadic discipline is the removal of aharh-kira, which
is the basis of all evil; and vairiigya is the name given to
that attitude towards the world which results from the
successful eradication of the narrow selfish impulses for
which it stands. Its accomplishment necessarily presupposes
a long course of training through the three isramas or discip-
linary stages—those of the religious student (brahma-carya),
the householder (girhasthya) and the anchorite (vina-
prastha)—so far as they were understood at the time. As the
very word dsrama ('toil’) means, they are stages of strife
when selfishness is slowly but steadily rooted out. ‘The good
is one thing, the pleasant, another; and he that wishes to
live the life of the spirit must leave the sensual life far
behind.”* This training leads to sarinydsa; but we should
remember that the term does not yet bear in the Upanisads
its present significance of a formal stage in the spiritual
ascent of man. It there means only the transcending of the
triple mode of dframa life, and is regarded as a consequence
of Brahma-knowledge rather than a means of attaining it.
In the latter sense, sathnydsa appears comparatively late.3
The Upanisads, while fully recognizing the value of this
preparatory training, do not ordinarily dwell at length upon
it. They rather take it for granted and address themselves

1 Ck. Up. VIII. iif. 2.
' Kajha Up. 1. ii. 1 and 2, 1 See PU. p. 374.
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to such as have already successfully undergone that training
and have acquired vairigya.r That is the implication, for
example, of the efforts made to keep the Upanisadic truth
as a secret which we have already mentioned. The prelimi-
nary discipline, however, should not be viewed as wholly
implicit in the Upanisads, for occasionally direct references
to it in one or other of its various aspects are found, as for
instance in a very short but most interesting section of the
Brhadaranyaka Upanigad.* Here the inmates of the world
are classified as gods (deva), men (manusya) and demons
{asura), and are all described as the children of Praji-pati.
They approach their father seeking instruction from him
as to how they should conduct themselves. The answer is
brief, but it clearly indicates the necessity for grades in
moral discipline according to the capacity and temperament
of the persons in question. To the asuras, the commandment
given is ‘'Have compassion on man’ (dayadhvam); to the
manusyas, '‘Be generous’ (datta); and to the devas, 'Learn
self-control’ (dimyata), The first two of these prescribe
regard for others as the chief principle of action. The third
is unlike them and may appear to be purely individualistic;
but, being addressed to the best, it should be taken to pre-
suppose the training of the other two stages. The same
Upanisad in another of its sections represents the gods as
unwilling to allow man to withdraw from the sphere of
social or relative morality, which is merely a rhetorical way
of expressing that man ought not to break away from
society (p. 21) until he has discharged his duty towards it and
gained its goodwill, so to speak.3

(2) Acquisition of knowledge (jidna).—Evil being due to a
misconception of the nature of Reality, its removal can be

* The failure to recognize this fact has been the source of some
incorrect views regarding the place of morality in the Upanisadic
scheme of life. Thus one of the common criticisms levelled against
it is that it cares little or nothing for social morality and concerns
itself solely with pointing out the way for individeal perfection,
Deussen e.g. has stated (PU. pp. 364—5) that among the ancient
Indians "the consciousness of human solidarity, of common needs

and interests was but slightly developed.’
Vi 3 L iv. 1o, Ci. Sathkara’s commentary.



THE UPANISADS 77

only through right knowledge; and if the cultivation of
detachment is also laid down as necessary, it is only to
render the acquisition of such knowledge possible. Detach-
ment is a pre-condition of right knowledge. ‘Having become
calm, subdued, quiet, patiently enduring and collected, one
should see the self in the self' says the Brhaddrapyaka
Upanisad,' The training of this second stage is threefold:
éravapa, manana and nididhydsana.® The first stands for
the study of the Upanisads under a proper guru: ‘He that
has a teacher knows.'s It defines the place of precept and
tradition in the training. It also means that the influence
of an ideal is never so great on us as when we are brought
into personal contact with one who is a living embodiment
of that ideal. Though necessary, Sravana is not enough; so it
is supplemented by manana or continued reflection upon
what has thus been learnt with a view to get an intellectual
conviction regarding it. This training is to be further supple-
mented by nididhydsana or meditation, which assists directly
in the realization within oneself of the unity underlying the
multiplicity of the universe. The necessity for this part of
the training arises as follows: Our belief in the reality of
diversity as such is the result of perception and is therefore
immediate, So nothing but an equally immediate appre-
hension of unity can effectively remove it. If variety, in the
reality of which we almost instinctively believe, is not to
delude us, we must see the unity underlying it, not merely
know it. Seeing is believing. That is why the Upanisads speak
of darfana or ‘spiritual perception’ in respect of the dtman
or Brahman.4 A mere reasoned conviction is not enough,
though it is necessary to give us the mark, as it were, at
which to shoot.s A successful pursuit of this course of train-
ing will result in right knowledge, which, according to the
eschatological view, will lead to moksa later, but which,
according to the other, secures it at once.

Nididhydsana in this sense is the highest form of medita-
t Br. Up. IV. iv. 23.
3 Id. IL iv, 5. 1 Aciryaviin purugo veda: Ch. Up, VL xiv. 2.
s« Cf. Atmil vi are drastavyah: By, Up. 1L iv. 5.
s Cf. Mupdaka Up. I1. ii. 2—4.
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tion and is possible only after considerable practice in
concentration of thought. Hence the Upanisads prescribe
several meditative exercises of a preliminary character.

' They are usually called upasanas, and the prominence given

to them in the Upanisads is comparable to that given to
rites in the Brihmanas. We need notice only one or two

points about them. In updsanas, the thought may be directed

" wholly outwards and two selected objects, both external,

may be mentally identified as in the meditation of the uni-
verse as a 'horse’ alluded to above; or only one external
object may be chosen and it may be thought of as identical
with the contemplative's own self. There is an important
difference between the two forms of meditation. While the
former affords exercise only in concentration, the latter
gives scope, in addition, to the cultivation of sympathetic
imagination—the power to place oneself in the position of
another. It accordingly serves as a more direct aid to
Brahma-realization, wherein also what is contemplated,
viz. Brahman, is to be identified with the contemplative’s
self. Again the objects of contemplation may be real objects
or only symbols. Among real objects which the disciple is
asked to think of as one with Brahman, we often find con-
ceptions which were once taken for ultimate reality itself,
but which in course of time, as philosophic thought progressed,
were superseded by higher conceptions. Such for instance is
the case with Priipat which marked an actual stage in the
evolution of the conception of the Absolute. Among the
symbols used for Brahman may be mentioned the famous
Om, the mystic syllable, which finds a very important place
in the Upanisads.* Whatever form these meditations may
take, they prepare the disciple for the final mode of con-
templation as Aham Brahma asmi. When a person that has
morally purified himself and has after formal study and
reflection convinced himself intellectually of the truth of
unity, succeeds through nididhy3sana in transforming what
was heretofore known only mediately into an immediate
certainty, he attains the spiritual goal.

It is, however, only a very few that can achieve this goal.
t See e.g. Br. Up. L iii 3 Cf. Praina Up. v,
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The Upanisads themselves refer to a knower of Brahman as
a rarity. "What is hard for many even to hear, what many
fail to understand even though they hear: a marvel is he
that can teach it and lucky is its obtainer—a marvel is he
that knows it, when taught by the wise."t The many fail, the
one succeeds. The majority, according to the Upanisads, are
born again after death.? The constant stream of births and
deaths until moksa is attained is what is known as sarhsiira
or transmigration. It is the lot not only of those that are not
virtuous, but also of those that restrict their activity to
works of piety and lack right knowledge. The law which
governs the kind of birth which such a jiva gets every time
it dies, is known as the law of karma. It signifies that nothing
can happen without a sufficient cause in the moral as in the
physical world—that each life with all its pains and pleasures
is the necessary result of the actions of past lives and be-
comes in its turn the cause, through itsown activities, of future
births. It traces all suffering eventually to ourselves and thus
removes bitterness against God or our neighbour. What we
have been makes us what we are. According to it the future,
as we shall see in a later chapter, lies entirely in our own
hands so that belief in this law serves as a perpetual incentive
to right conduct. The principle underlying it is thus essen-
tially different from the notion of good as a gift of the gods
which we found prevailing in an earlier period.3 It may
appear to substitute fate for the gods of old, but it is a fate
of which man himself is the master. The doctrine, however,
cannot be regarded as embodying a demonstrable truth.
Nevertheless, its value as a hypothesis for rationally explain-
ing the observed iniquities of life is clear.

There is some difference of opinion as regards the origin
of this doctrine. Some have stated that it was borrowed by
the Aryans from the primitive people of their new home,
among whom a belief in the passing of the soul after death
into trees, etc., was found. But the view ignores that
that belief was a superstition and therefore essentially

' Katha Up. 1. ii. 7. : See Ch. Up. V. x. 8.
1 It is more nkin to the view that sacrifices properly performed

antomatically yield their result.
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irrational, while the doctrine of transmigration aims at
satisfying man’s logical as well as his moral consciousness.
On account of this important difference, the doctrine should
be regarded as not connected with any primitive belief, but
as gradually evolved by the Indians themselves. It is true
that it is not distinctly mentioned before the age of the
Upanisads and, even among them, not all lay equal emphasis
| an it. All that can be said with certainty is that it had fully
| developed and belief in it had widely spread by the time of
| Buddha. But it is not difficult to trace its gradual develop-
| ment from earlier times.! The Mantras indicate a belief in
the immortality of the soul; and there is also prevalent in
them the idea of rta or moral order. But these notions,
though underlying the doctrine of transmigration, do not
constitute its distinctive features. The survival of the soul
after death and the determination of its condition then by the
moral worth of its deeds in this life are assumed by practically
all religions. A true link with the doctrine is found in the
notion of istipiirta, which indeed has been described as a
‘distant precursor’ of karma?; and it already occurs in the
Rgveda. Ista stands for the sacrifice offered to the gods and
the word piirta’ means the gifts given to the priests. The
main point about it for us to note is that the merit resulting
from these acts cannot strictly be termed ethical and that it
was yet believed to precede the person to the other world and
there to await his arrival like a guardian angel, to secure bliss
for him. In a funeral hymn the dead man is asked to join his
istapirta. If we dissociate this belief from its exclusively
sacrificial reference and widen it so as to include all deeds—
good and bad, religious and secular—we see its closeness to
the belief in karma. Again a gradation of rewards and punish-
ments corresponding to the good and evil deeds of this life
appears in the Brihmanas and among the serious punishments
meted out to the sinful is ‘repeated dying’ (punar-mrtyu),
which is represented as taking place in another world. The
notion of repeated birth is not mentioned; but it is clear that
it is implicit in that of repeated death. What the Upanisads
1 See PU. pp. 313 1.
: Prof. Keith: Religion and Philosophy of the Veda, pp. 250, 478.
3 The word in classical Sanskrit means “charitable deeds,’
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did was to render this idea explicit and transfer the whole
circle of births and deaths to this world from a hypothetical
region. The soul according to this belief passes at death into
another body whose character is determined by its former
deeds. In its initial form, as enunciated by Y&jhavalkya,®
there is no interval between the end of one life and the
beginning of the next. The belief did not, however, long
remain unmodified, because it got mixed up with the earlier
belief in recompense in another world. In this modified
form the doctrine teaches a two-fold reward or punishment,
first in the world beyond and then in a life here.* But that is
a detail of Hindu faith which need not be further dwelt

upon here.

v

We have described how the theism of the Mantras decayed
in later times under the ritualistic preoccupation of the
priests. So far as it survived, it was transformed by the
general philosophic bias of Indian thinking and resulted in
the monotheistic conception of Praji-pati—a god who does
not represent any of the old Vedic deities, but is one above
and beyond them (p. 40). The old nature-gods do not regain
their position in the Upanigads. They are not indeed aban-
doned, but find mention in one connection or another. Some
of them even continue to be cosmic powers which i1s not
different from their original character; but they pale before
the single reality that has now been discovered and are
invariably represented as subordinate to it. Asked how many
gods there are, Yajfiavalkya makes light of the number
thirty-three fixed in an earlier period (p. 32) and replies
that there is but one, viz, Brahman.3 All the other gods,
being only its manifestations, are necessarily dependent
upon it. The Kena Upanisad speaks of Agni, Viyu and even
Indra as worsted by the might of Brahman and represents
them as unable to meddle even with a blade of grass without
its aid.+ Elsewhere the sun and the other gods are described
+ By. Up. 1L ii. 13. s See By. Up. VL ii; Ch, Up. V. iii-x.

i By, Up, I11. ix. 1. 4 iil; iv. 1-3.
F
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as discharging their functions through its fear.* This is the
case not merely with the ancient gods of the Mantras; even
Praji-pati, the supreme god of the Brihmapas, becomes
thus subordinated. The Kaugitaki Upanizad portrays him
and Indra as the door-keepers of the abode of the Highests;
and in the Chidndogya Upanisad he figures as but a preceptor.3
The fact is that we cannot properly look for any theistic
view in the Upanisads whose main concern is with the
philosophic Absolute, except where that Absolute itself is
personified and spoken of as God. Such a theistic rendering
of the doctrine of the Absolute is sometimes found. Of the
two forms of this doctrine, it is the cosmic that lends itself
easily to such transformation. But a God so derived, being
identical with the dtman, cannot ultimately be differentiated
from the jiva. He can stand only for an inner principle and
not for an object of adoration distinct from him that
adores. The Upanisads explicitly repudiate such an objective
conception of God. ‘Whoever worships a deity thinking
that to be one and himself another—he does not know.'s
The idea of God in the Upanisads therefore differs funda-
mentally from the old Vedic view of deva—a luminous
something presented as external to us (p. 32)—or even from
that of the later Praji-pati and can be described as theistic
only by courtesy. The Upanisadic God is described as the
‘inner ruler immortal’ (antaryimyamrtah) or the ‘thread’
[sfitra) that runs through all things and holds them to-
gether.s He is the central truth of both animate and inani-
mate existence and is accordingly not merely a transcendent
but also an immanent principle. He is the creator of the
universe, but he brings it into being out of himself as ‘the
spider does its web’ and retracts it again into himself, so
that creation really becomes another word for evolution
here. In the terminology of the later Veddnta he is the
efficient and, at the same time, the material cause of the
universe (abhinna-nimittopadana).é

t Cf. Kagha Up. 11, iii. 3. *f..5. 3 VIII. vii-xii.
+ Br. Up. L iv. 10. Cf. Kena Up. i. 4-8. § See By. Up. IIL. wvii.
# Such a conception, being the personalized form of Brahman, may
well have been designated Brahma. It does not, however, seem to be
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Though theism in the ordinary sense thus really is incom-
patible with the general spirit of the Upanisads, we occa-
sionally come across it in them. In the Kafha Upanisad:
references are made to a God who appears to be differentiated
from the individual soul. A clearer indication of it is seen in
the Sveldfvalara Upanisad, where we find all the require-
ments of theism—belief in God, soul and the world and the
conviction that devotion to the Lord is the true means of
salvation,* But even here the personal conception more than
once gets assimilated to the impersonal or all-comprehensive
Absolute: and it is difficult to believe that we have here
anything more than monotheism in the making, though
some scholars like Bhandarkar are of a different opinion and
take it as distinctly personal.3
the case anywhere in the Upanisads or in the literature of the earlier
period. Where the word Brahmf occurs as in the Mundaka Upanigad
(L. i. 1), it is not the name of the Highest but represents Praji-pati
regarded as a secondary deity or the "first embodied’ (pﬂt:lul.t.nﬁ-jn}.

= LR

Ses SS. p. 281,
* i. 1o and 12. s Vaigpavism, Safvism, etc. p. 110,
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CHAPTER III

GENERAL TENDENCIES

So far we have dealt with the religion and philosophy of the
Vedic period. We have now to give an account of the growth
of Indian thought between the close of that period and the
beginning of the age of the systems. These limits are not
easily determinable; but, as stated in the Introduction
(p. 15), it is certain that they were separated by a long interval
when speculation made great strides. The diversity of
doctrines which we found characterizing the previous period
becomes more pronounced now, and the views that we have
to deal with here include not only those whose development
we have thus far described, but also those that are the
result of a secession from them. This schismatic tendency,
no doubt, existed in earlier times also, the Upanisadic
doctrine itself in some of its chief aspects being a departure
from the earlier teaching of the Brihmanas (p. 48). But
these earlier differences were either such as could in course
of time be somehow composed or such as did not attain to
sufficient prominence in the period to find a conspicuous
place in its literature. It was otherwise in the period we are
now to consider when definite heterodox schools of thought
emerged, the breach between which and the old faith has
never since been wholly repaired. In addition to Hindu
thought, we shall consider in this Part two such prominent
schools—Buddhism and Jainism. The doctrines of this
period, whether orthodox or heterodox, exhibit certain
common features which it is instructive to note. First,
they are not intended, broadly speaking, for any specific
sections of the community, but are for all, without distinction
of caste or sex. It is not only Buddhism and Jainism that
manifest this liberal spirit; Hinduism also does the same,
as is clear from the view entertained to this day that the
Mahdbharata—a very important source of information for
this period—is designed chiefly for the instruction of such
as have no direct access to the sacred scriptures, viz. women,
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Sidras and degenerate Brahmins.® This extended appeal
should have started with the teachers of heterodox schools;
but soon, and probably as a consequence of it, the orthodox
also threw open their teaching in substance, if not also in
form, to a wider public. Secondly, the thought of this period
is predominantly realistic. Buddhism and Jainism are
avowedly so. Hinduism, so far as it is the outcome of
Upanisadic influence, no doubt still retains the old idealistic
background; but it also manifests a certain concern to
emphasize the reality of the external world as such and
prefers to dwell on the idea of the cosmic Absolute rather
than the acosmic, remodelling it into well-defined theism.
Characteristics like these unmistakably point to a general
awakening of the common people at the time, but it is not
necessary for us to enter into the details of this popular
movement, which is a matter for history rather than for
philosophy.

Our authorities for the period in respect of heterodox
views are, in addition to Sanskrit sources, a vast literature
written in one or other of the Prikntic languages such
as Pili in which the teachings of early Buddhism appear.
As regards orthodox thought, we have for our source of
information, some out of the many remaining Upanisads and
a species of literature consisting of concise aphorisms and
known as Kalpa with its triple division into the Srouta,
Grhya and Dharma Siitras.? The Upanisads, though
setting forth the doctrine of the Absolute, exhibit a develop-
ment particularly on theistic and realistic lines. The
classical Upanisads all alike deal with practically the same
doctrine; but the later ones fall into groups, each dealing
predominantly, if not exclusively, with a special topic which
is either new or is but brefly touched on in the earlier
ones. Thus there are Upanisads treating of contemplation
{(yvoga) or renunciation (sarhnydsa) as means of salvation or
glorifying Siva or Vispu conceived as God supreme. But we
r Bhdgavata 1. iv. 25-26; Mbh. xii. 327, st. 44 and 49 (Bombay Edn.).

3 Much of the material in the smrtis like that of Manu relates to
this period, though the version in which it now appears is generally

late,
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cannot take them all into consideration here, as there is
considerable doubt regarding the date of many of them.
We shall select as a representative of the class but one,
viz, the Maitri Upanigad, about whose assignment to this
period there is a more general agreement, though even that
Upanisad is not free from portions appended later. Of the
latter, viz. the Kalpa, the Srouta-siitras profess to systema-
tize the sacrificial lore of the Brihmanas, but doubtless
include much later material. The Grhya-siitras portray the
ideal of life from the standpoint of the family and describe
ceremonies such as marriage and upanayanam or the initia-
tion by the teacher of the pupil into the study of the Veda,
The Dharma-siitras, dealing as they do with customary law
and morals, present the norm of life from the standpoint
of the state or society. All these aphonistic codes, like the
Mantras and the Brihmanas, are concerned chiefly with
priestly life; and whatever advance they indicate or what-
ever further amplification they contain is ritualistic in
character so that their interest for philosophy is but indirect,
A much more valuable source of information for us here than
either the Upanisads or the Kalpa-siitras is to be found in
the older sections of the epics, especially of the Mahibhdrata,
which has been described as a great store-house of post-Vedic
mythology and doctrine, and whose comprehensive character
is well indicated by a statement occurring in the last of its
eighteen sections—'Whatever is worthy to be known in
matters relating to the welfare of man is here; and what is
not here is nowhere else to be found.' Strangely, however, it
contains orthodox and heterodox views side by side and
often mixes up one doctrine with another 'without any
apparent sense of their congruity.” This is accounted for by
the fact that it is not the work of a single author or of a
single age, but represents the growth of many generations
—even of centuries. Though it contains a good deal bearing
upon the period we are now considering, it includes much
that is undoubtedly subsequent to it; but it is very difficult
to distinguish the old from the new in it. This cause,
combined with the vastness of the work and the uncritical
character of its editions so far published, prevents us from
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entering into details. We can indicate only the broad
tendencies of thought discoverable in it so far as the period
we are now considering is concerned.' We shall take up the
Sanskrit works in the present chapter, postponing to the last
two chapters of this Part the consideration of Buddhism
and Jainism whose early teachings have come down to us
through the medium of Prikrt. We shall also in dealing with
the Mahabhirata reserve the Bhagavadgitd for separate
treatment on account of its great importance,

1

All the four currents of thought alluded to in the previous
Part are represented here—Ritualism, Absolutism, Theism
and what, following Bloomfield, we have described as
'Vedic free-thinking.” But each exhibits more or less
important modifications which we shall now briefly indicate:

(1) Ritualism.—This is the teaching of the Kalpa-siitras,
whose aim is to elaborate and systematize the ritualistic
teaching of the Veda. For this purpose they attempt to
consolidate the literature in which that teaching is contained.
They define its limits and lay down strict rules for its study
and preservation, speaking of the very recitation of the
Veda (svidhydya) as a “sacrifice’ and as the highest form of
self-discipline (tapas).? In this connection they further
regulate the institution of the four déramas (p. 75)—particu-
larly that of the religious student by whom the Veda is to be
studied and that of the householder to whom most of its
behests are addressed. The Sfitras are thus essentially retro-
spective in their attitude and represent the conservative
element in the thought of the period. Ritualism as a creed
15 not of much consequence for us now; and whatever
further observations on it are necessary will be postponed to
the chapter on the Mimirnsi system in the next Part. The

* We shall take as the chief basis for our conclusions the Moksa-
dharma of the Santi-parva, which is the biggest philosophical section
of the epic and which in importance stands next only to the
Bhagavadglti. + ADS, 1. xii. 1 and 3.
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only point that may be noticed is that we are here almost
entirely in the realm of tradition regarded as an inviolable
authority. Respect for tradition can be traced in the
Brihmanas also, which now and then, by way of supporting
their views, cite an earlier text or mention an old taacher
But it is only implicit there, and is not formally

as here, The tradition itself is two-fold; it is either that of the
Veda or of samaya, as it is termed, whi:ch means the habi-
tual observances of the cultured Aryans (Sistas). But the
Kalpa-sfitras try to make out that such observances also are
based upon the authority of the Veda, if not in its extant
form in some other which, as it is nafvely declared, has since
been lost. The diligent attention paid to the codification of
old laws and customs implies a consciousness of inferiority
in its authors as compared with their forefathers.2 It also
signifies a fear that their social and religious institutions
might become corrupt by outside influence—a fear justified
by the fact that the heretical sections were then growing
in strength and had begun to exhibit constructive power
and formulate their own rival doctrines,

In the later Upanisads, as we have already had occasion
to notice (p. 49), there is a tendency to revert to sacrificial
worship as taught in the Brahmanas. In the Masiri Upanisad,
which we have chosen as our specimen for the period, the
tendency reaches its climax, for there we find adherence to
Vedic ceremonial represented as indispensable to a knowledge
of the self. After defining duty as ‘what is taught in the Veda,'
the Upanisad adds that no one that transgresses it can be
said to lead a disciplined life.3 But these Upanisads at the
same time contemplate a state when the obligation to per-
form Vedic rites is transcended so that their attitude towards
ritualism, though not unfavourable, is not the same as that
of the Kalpa-siitras which subordinate everything else to it.
Thus the same Upanisad,+ speaking of a knower, says: ‘He

* All rules for guidance, it is stated, are given in the Brihmanas,
but where there is no quotable text to support a current practice,
its existence once is to be inferred from such practice, See ADS, 1. xii,
10. There were also other ways of justifying samaya. See com.
on GDS. i. 6. s CLADS. L. v. 4. 3 iv. 3. 4 vio.
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meditates only on himself; he sacrifices only in himself'—a
statement which, in the light of the view the Upanisad takes
of Vedic ceremonial in general, should be understood not
as suggesting any hostility towards it, but only as denying
the need for it in the case of one that has passed the stage of
preparatory discipline, Here we find a new conception of
ritual which becomes quite prominent later, It is neither a
seeking of material favours from the gods nor a mere
magical device, but a ‘cure for sin’ (durita-ksaya)—a means
of purifying the heart and thereby qualifying for a successful
pursuit of the knowledge that brings salvation.® 'Discipline
leads to purity ; and purity, to discrimination. Discrimination
wins the self, winning which one does not return to this life.2

The attitude of the Mahibhirata towards Vedic ritual is
quite indefinite. Passages can be cited from it which glorify
sacrifice; but there are others in it whose general spirit is
unfavourable or even antagonistic to ritualism. Thus in one
of the chapters,’ significantly styled ‘Reviling of Sacrifice’
(Yajiia-nindi), is narrated the story of a pious Brahmin
dwelling in a forest who, desiring to perform a sacrifice, but
unwilling to injure any living being, presents only grains
to the gods. Observing this, an antelope living there, which
in reality is only Dharma or the god of righteousness in
disguise, addresses him on the futility of such a rite and
offers itself to be sacrificed. The Brahmin at first declines the
offer, but when the animal reminds him of the good that
will result to itself thereby, he assents—a turn in the story
obviously to bring out the sophistry of those that were
justifying animal sacrifice on the ground that the victim like
the sacrificer stood to gain by it, But the story adds that
the moment the antelope was immolated the Brahmin lost
all the merit that he had acquired by his previous pious life,
and that the animal, reassuming its original divine form,
taught him the principle of non-injury (ahirhsd), describing
it as ‘virtue entire’ (sakalo dharmah).+

¢ This idea is already found in the Svefddvatara Up. (ii. 7). Cf. EL
P- 53- ' Maitri Up. iv. 3. 3 xii. 272,
4 Ahirhsll is an integral part of heterodox thought as we now know
it from Buddhism and Jainism. But it should not be taken as
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(2) Absolutism.’—While it is evident that monism is the
prevalent teaching of the later Upanisads, there is, as in the
case of the earlier ones, an ambiguity sometimes as to what
particular form of it they inculcate. Passages can easily be
found in them which taken by themselves support either the
cosmic or the acosmic view. But the general tendency is to
lay stress upon the realistic side—to look upon the physical
world as an actual emanation from Brahman—and to dwell
upon the distinction between the soul and Brahman as well
as that between one soul and another. The latter, for instance,
is very well brought out in the Maitri Upanisad, where the
empirical self or jiva is termed bhiititman—the self as
enmeshed in the body constituted out of the five elements,
and is described as another (anya) and as difierent (apara):
from Brahman. ‘Overcome by nature's qualities, it feels
deluded and therefore fails to perceive the almighty Lord
dwelling within itself." The distinction no doubt is not
intrinsic, being entirely due to the association of the jiva
with the physical body, as signified by the name bhiititman:
and it can be overcome and oneness (siyujva) with Brahmans3
attained by the jiva when it realizes that truth. But yet the
recognition of its provisional separateness from Brahman
here is clear and its implication is that the physical universe,
springing into being from Brahman, is real. Such views
already appear in the older Upanisads, but the point to be
noted is the elaboration and the emphasis they receive here.

As regards the epic, the influence of the Upanisads is
unknown to the orthodox. The Kalpa-siitras like that of Gautama give
quite a prominent place to it in their teaching (ii. 19, 23; ix. 70);
and it is also found taught in the Ch. Up., for instance, in I11. xvii. 4.

The fact is that it was originally part and parcel of the vinaprastha
ideal of austere life to which the objection commonly urged against
this virtue being Vedic, viz. that it is incompatible with the i

of animals, is not applicable. See EI. pp. 165-6 and Prof. Jacobi,

SBE. vol. XXII. pp. xxii. ff.

t The Kalpa-siitras refer to ‘self-realization’ (itma-libha) and
‘oneness with Brahman' (brahmapah siyujyam) as the highest end
of man, But the reference is quite incidental, their foremost aim
being to expound ritual. We shall recur to the former aspect of their
teaching in the chapter on the Mimfrhsi system in the next Part. See
ADS, I xxii. z ff.; GDS. viii. 22-3; iii. 9. * fil 2. 1iv. 4
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distinctly traceable both in its thought and in its expression,
and monism is a prominent feature of its teaching. But owing
to the general uncertainty attaching to such accounts found
in the work, it is not easy to determine what particular shade
of it we have in any section of it. Both the cosmic and acos-
mic conceptions appear, and often an account which begins
with the one easily drifts on to the other. It is equally hard
to say which of these two conceptions is the older there. To
judge from the popular character of the original epic, the
cosmic conception should be the earlier. Though the same
as the Upanisadic account, it is set forth with added detail,
for, like other epic accounts, it also appears in a mythological
setting reminding us of early Vedic thought. Thus in a long
section® professing to reproduce the conversation between
sage Vydsa and his son Suka, the Creator is described as
having his own ‘day’ and ‘night’—each of which, speaking
from the human standpoint, is of almost infinite duration.
Creation takes place each day at dawn, and at its close what
was created is withdrawn, Brahman is described heres as the
sole reality existing before creation—'without beginning
and without end, unborn, resplendent, above decay, con-
stant, imperishable, difficult to be thought of or known.'
It is said to evolve (vikurute)s into the universe so that the
view is what we have described as Brahma-parinima-vida
(p. 62). There emerge from it first ‘intellect’ (mahat) and
‘mind’ (manas); then in order, the five elements beginning
with Akasa, each with its own unique property.+ In other
words, the undifferentiated primal Being becomes differen-
tiated or the timeless comes to be in time. But these
apart from the rest, cannot help on the process of evolution.
So they combine together to produce an organic body
(sarira). Spirit as embodied in it, the ‘first-embodied’
(prathama-ja)s as it is sometimes styled, is Praji-pati and
he creates individual beings—both animate and inanimate—
constituting the world as we know it. Dissolution takes place
3 xii. 231, 11,

1 xii, 231-255. x
¢ xii. 232. 3-7.

¥ xii. 231. 32
$ See Note 6 on p. Bz ante,
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in the reverse order when Brahman retracts the whole
universe into itself. The processes of evolution and dissolution
go on successively as implied by the terms ‘day’ and ‘night’
in the above account. The points of special interest here
are (1) that Mayd has no place in the scheme of creations;
(2) that evolution takes place in two stages—the first
proceeding from Brahman and giving rise to what may be
described as ‘cosmic factors’ or physical and psychical
elements in the aggregate, and the second proceeding from
Praji-pati and bringing into being individual things::
and (3) that creation takes place periodically, involving the
idea of kalpa which, though not unknown to the earlier
literature (p. 63), is by no means conspicuous there,

(3) Theism.3—We have indicated the place of Theism in
Vedic literature. The transformation of the impersonal
Brahman or the Absolute into a personal God which was
still in progress in the older Upanisads is now complete,
the earliest of the monotheistic conceptions to appear in
the post-Vedic period being Brahmd.¢+ According to the
evidence of early Buddhistic literature, this conception
occupied the highest rank already in Buddha's time.s It
is to be met with in the earlier portions of the epic; but owing
to an old confusion between Praji-pati and Brahman, who
are alike deemed the source of all, Brahmi, whose concep-
tion is derived from the latter, is frequently identified
with Praji-pati. To illustrate his supremacy, we may cite
the section known as the ‘Dialogue between Mrtyu and
Praji-pati,’® which propounds in the form of a legend an
1! There is indeed a reference to avidyd in one of the two accounts
here (Ch. 232, 2); but, as ohserved by Prof. Hopkins (The Great Efric
af India; p. 141), it is an after-thought,

* Respectively known as samasti-spsti and vyasti-spsti.

1 We restrict ourselves here to the epic, as theism has but & small
place in the Kalpa-siitras or even in the later Upanisads, if we leave
out those that glorify Visnu or Siva specifically.

¢ Macdonell: History of Sanskrit Literature, p. 285; and I'ndia’s Pas,
p. 34. $ Cf. Mrs. Rhys Davids: Buddhism, p. 57.
& Mbh. xii, 256-8, It is not suggested that these sections, in the form

in which we now have them, necessarily belong to the period under
consideration. They only contain an allusion towhat is recognized on

all bands now to be the earliest form of post-Vedic monothejsm,
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answer to the important problem of death. As set forth
here, Praja-pati, who is the same as Brahmd,! creates living
beings; and when, after the lapse of some time, he finds the
three worlds dense with them—‘oppressed as it were for
want of breath’—he gives vent to his wrath in order to bring
about total destruction. All ‘movable and immovable things®
begin to be consumed by the fire of his anger. Thereupon
god Siva, filled with compassion, approaches Brahmi
offering prayer to him. Moved by that prayer, Brahma
substitutes for total destruction individual death, the
implication being that death in some form is necessary, in
order that life—universal life—may continue and that the
disappearance of the particular, so far from being an evil, is
imperative for the preservation of the world as a whole. He
appoints for the purpose of determining who should die and
when, one that is figured, strangely enough, as a lovely
maiden sprung from his own wrath. The maiden shows great
reluctance to play this doleful part, especially as she is to
put an end to the lives of the young as well as the old,* but
is pacified by Brahmi, who assures her that no sin or blame
will attach to her for assisting in the work of destruction,
since she acts according to law. The goddess of Death is the
goddess of justice (dharma). The underlying thought is
what has so long characterized the Indian view of life and is
the essence of the belief in karma that neither death nor
any other form of punishment is inflicted by an external
agency, but is merely the recoil of the deed upon its doer.
The wicked suffer in consequence of their sin. Brahma is here
termed the supreme God (paramo devah). He controls all
the affairs of this world being its creator, preserver and
destroyer. He is depicted as subject to the emotions of
anger, love and pity, indicating that the conception is fully
personal. He is higher than all the gods and goddesses for
even Siva admits his inferiority by saying that he has been
employed by Brahma to look after the welfare of the
world,’ and goddess Death thinks of nobody else to pray to
for escaping from the terrific work that has fallen to her lot.

The shifting character of Vedic monotheism is to some
* 258. 13. 3 258, 4. 3 287. 1I,
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extent repeated here and Brahmi’s place comes to be taken
by Siva. The conception of Siva seems to have attained to
this position of eminence by the time of the Greek invasion.t
It occupies that rank in certain comparatively late portions
of the epic. The elevation, however, is merely ascribing
supremacy to an old Vedic god, for Siva or Rudra, as he
usually appears there, is not only older than Brahma,
but also Praji-pati, whose conception is not found #ll the
later Vedic period. Being a nature-god, he also represents a
different type of divinity. It is interesting to trace the history
of this conception from the very beginning. Amongst the
powers worshipped by early man there would naturally be
benignant as well as malignant ones. Rudra was one of the
latter—the ‘howling' god that went about spreading
devastation with the assistance of Maruts or storm-gods
represented as his sons, But in course of time he came to be
designated Siva or ‘the auspicious.” A truly divine power
cannot in itself be malignant; and whatever dread it may
inspire should be ascribed to a sense of sin in man. It is the
recognition of this truth that in all probability explains the
change in the title of the deity.: In this double form of
Rudra-Siva, he was the object of love as well as of fears:
and, as his importance gradually grew, he became the
supreme God. In the Atharva-vedas and at least once in
the Rgveda,s where there is a reference to his ‘universal
dominion’ (simrdjya), Siva seems to assume that role
already; but taking all things into consideration, his pre-
eminence there should be explained as due to the henotheistic
tendency to which we have alluded (p. 38). The Sveldévatara
Upanisad® alludes more than once to this god and there he
does more definitely stand for the Highest: but the con-

* Macdonell: History of Sanskrit Lilerature, p. 286,
* See Bhandarkar: Vairpavism, Saivism, etc. p. 102. Compare also
what Nilakantha says in his commentary on Mbh. xii. 284 According
to others, the new name is only euphemistic—due to the habit of
referring to the dreadful by a gentle name (Macdonell: India’s Pasi,
. 30).
fTo this doality of nature is doubtless dus the conception of
Siva as half man and half woman (ardha-ndrisvara).
1 IV, 28, 1, § VIL 46. 2. & See e.g. iii. 4.
G
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ception appears in it assimilated to the philosophic Absolute
(p. 83), and is hardly that of a people’s god as it generally is
in the epic. As an instance of his supremacy in the Mahibha-
rata, or rather as that of a stage in his attaining to it, we may
refer to the section® where the well-known story is narrated®
of the destruction of Daksa’s sacrifice by the emissaries of
Rudra because their chief had not been invited to it, and
where he is described as the highest of the gods and as both
creator and preserver of the world.

About the same period and probably in a different part
of the countrys Vispu, another god, came to prominence.
He also, like Siva and unlike Praji-pati, is an old Vedic
god and appears in the Rgveda as a minor deity or at best
only on a footing of equality with the others, He is there
intimately associated with Indra and is even in later mytho-
logy known as 'the younger brother of Indra’ (Indrivaraja).
In the Brihmanas, his position is more exalteds; and he is
repeatedly identified with the sacrifice—an honour which he
shares with Praji-pati and which foreshadows his coming
supremacy. He gradually supersedes the other gods and
becomes supreme, His elevation, especially above Praja-pati,
can be distinctly traced, for the achievements once ascribed
to the latter are gradually transferred to him. Thus accord-
ing to the Sala-patha Brahmana,s Praji-pati assumes the
forms of a tortoise and of a boar; but they later come to be
represented as the avatirs or incarnations of Visgpu. The
desire to manifest himself in this way for saving mankind is
indeed regarded now as a mark of Vispu, showing his special
characteristic of benevolence. The word avaldr, we may state
by the way, means ‘descent,’ i.e. a coming down of God to
earth and the thought contained in it is that of a deity
that intervenes when man, forgetting the divine within him,
shows a tendency to lapse into the state of a mere natural
being. ‘“When righteousness wanes and unrighteousness

r xii. 284.

3 The antagonism to the sacrificial cult implied here may be noted.
3 See Macdonell: History of Samskrii Lilerature, p. 411,

4« Prof. Keith: Religion and Philosophy of the Veda, pp. 110-12.

s VIL. iv. 3, 5; XIV. i. 3, 11,
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begins to flourish, then I become incamate.” Assuming a
mortal form then, he re-establishes dharma; and in doing
so serves as an embodiment of the ideal for man which he
should ever keep before himself. There is evidence to show
that, like the conception of Siva, that of Vispu also had
reached pre-eminence by the time of the Greek invasion.
There was also another conception, viz. that of Niriyana,
gradually evolving in the later Vedic period. The word
‘Niriyana' means 'descendant of Nara or the primeval
male," i.e. Purusa from whom the whole universe springs into
existence (p. 45), according to the Purusa-sitkta. He appears
as supreme in certain passages of the Brihmanas,: and later
is identified with Vispu giving rise to the conception of
Visgpu-Niriyana, parallel to that of Rudra-Siva. Thence-
forward these two conceptions dominate the religious thought
of India.s Brahmi ‘has his origin and basis in
rather than in popular cult and therefore he did not appeal,
in spite of his sublime character, to the religious feelings of
the masses.’s

The supremacy of the Vispu-Niriyana conception appears
oftenest in the Mahabharata. But it is generally found blended
there with another, whose origin and general features we
must now indicate. This second current of theistic thought is
what is described as theism of the Bhigavata type. It
recognized only a transcendent God while Vedic theism, as
may be expected from its kinship with the Upanisads,
tended to view him as both immanent and transcendent.
The Bhigavata creed seems to have been non-Brahminic
in its origin, though not non-Aryan. It probably originated
in that part of the country which lies west of the classic
Madhya-desa between the Ganges and the Jumna, where
most of the early Upanisads were composed. The creed was
founded long before Buddha’s time by Sri Krsna, a hero of

t BG, iv. 7.

* Sata-patha Brakmawa, XIIL vi, 1. 1.

3 But neither, like Brahmi prior to them, is a sectarian deity. That
phase of Indian belief is still later and belongs to a period subsequent
to the one we are now considering.

+ ERE. vol. ii. pp. 810-811.
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the Aryan tribes dwelling there.” Its essential features were
belief in a single personal God, Visudeva, and in salvation as
resulting from an unswerving devotion to him. Briefly we
may say that it resembles the Hebraic type of godhead
which we found in Varuna (p. 34) in the Rgveda. In fact
the influence of Christianity has been traced in it by some
like Weber, the German orientalist; but, since the existence
of the creed long before the Christian era is indubitable, the
theory has not commended itself to scholars in general.:
Later, as it so often happens, the hero who preached this
creed was himself deified and identified with the Supreme.
In Sri Krsna's time, the designation of the supreme God was
probably ‘Bhagavat's or ‘the worshipful,’ whence the name
Bhigavata or ‘worshipper of Bhagavat." The name ‘Bhaga-
vadgitd’ ('Lord’s song’) given to the well-known work, which
appears as an inset in the epic, suggests that when it was
composed Sri Krsna had come to be worshipped as the
Supreme. This religion in still later times was amalgamated
with the theistic teaching of the Madhya-desa, probably as a
set-off against the secessions that were gaining strength in
the East: and then Sri Krsna was identified with Visnu-
Nariyana, who had by that time come to be looked upon
there as the Highest. In this final form the doctrine is very
elaborately treated of in the sections of the Mahabhirata
known as the Ndrdyaniyas; but it there indicates a develop-
ment which almost certainly is in advance of the period with
which we are now concerned. An earlier phase of the same
is seen in the Bhagavadgitd where, for instance, the identi-
fication of Sri Krsna with Vispu-Niriyapa does not yet
appear.s It may be assigned to the period under consideration

' “The worship of Krishna seems to have been popular during the
first centuries of the development of the Jaina creed’—Prof. Jacobi:
SBE. vol. XXII. p. xxxi. n.

s See e.g. Prof. Winternitz: History of Indian Literature (Eng. Tr.),
wvol. L p. 431 1.

3 It could not, however, have been the exclusive title of this god,
since it is used of Siva in Svetddvatara Up. (iii. 11). Compare also the
term diva-bhdgavata used in the Mahdbhdsya under V. ii. 76.

+ xif. 334-51. 5 Cf. Bhandarkar: of. cil. p. 13.
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now, and we shall consider it in some detail in the next
chapter.

(4) Heretical Views.—It is perhaps necessary to remind
the reader that by ‘heretical’ we mean nothing more than
antagonism to the Vedas (p. 16), particularly to their sacri-
ficial teaching and the customs and institutions directly
connected with it. We know (p. 43) that the opposition to
Vedic religion is very old and that allusions to unbelievers
are found so early as the hymns of the Rgveda. There is
plenty of evidence to show that it was continued in the
period under consideration and was further strengthened
under the influence of the general reawakening of the people
already mentioned. Buddhistic and Jaina works refer to
numerous philosophical schools' other than the Vedic, as
having existed when Gotama and Mahivira taught. Hindu
tradition also, reaching back to about the same time, refers
to the courts of ancient kings, teeming with teachers
expounding separate doctrines including heretical ones.?
Yiska again, the well-known Vedic exegete who flourished
about 500 B.C., mentions in his Nirukia one Kautsa, who
seems to have criticized the Veda as either meaningless or
self-contradictory, and controverts at length his anti-Vedic
opinions.3 The Kalpa-siitras also occasionally refer to
infidels (ndstika) classing them with sinners and criminals.
It is this heretical thought, almost as ancient as the doctrine
of the priests and now become prominent, that gives rise to
the distinction between the ideals of the Brihmanas and the
Sramanas or non-priestly ascetics, frequently mentioned
in the records of the period and noticed even by foreigners
like Megasthenes.s

These views from their very nature must have originated
outside the hieratic circles, but it does not mean that
Brahmins were not connected with them. We know that
there were Brahmins that dwelt in the forest who were not

v Cambridge History of India, vol. i. p. 150.

: See e.g. Mbh. xii. 218. 4-5. 1 I xv—xvi. « Cf. GDS, xv, 15,
s Cambridge History of India, vol. i. pp. 419 fi. Compare also Prof.
Winternitz: Ascetic Literature in Ancient India, already mentioned

pp. 1-2.
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priests by profession.® It is most likely that they contributed
not a little towards the development of such doctrines. This
is also corroborated by tradition. Thus while Vidura, who is
of ‘low origin,' appears as the spokesman of this type of
doctrine often in the epic, there are others like Ajagaras who
expound the same, but are Brahmins. According to the
evidence of early Buddhistic literature also, there were
Brahmins as well as Sramanas who denied a surviving soul
and refused to believe in transmigration.’ In fact, we have
here an exact parallel to what happened in the case of the
Indian language.s As in the history of the Indian language
we have an epic phase distinguished from the language of
the priests (Sistas), so we have in the history of Indian
philesophy a creed, with ramifications of its own, of the
upper refiective classes other than the professional priests.s
The influence of the heterodox doctrine is transparent in
more than one sphere of Indian thought, as we now know it.
It has given rise directly or indirectly to religious systems
like Jainism and Buddhism® and in later scholastic philosophy
it is represented, however inadequately, by the Carvika
system. On the other schools also like the Sankhya it has, as
we shall see, left its indelible mark. But it is sometimes very
difficult to say in the case of a tenet whether it owed its
origin to the priests or to the others; for, as in the case of
language whose evolution serves as a pattern for us here, the
secular creed, as we may term it, has influenced the orthodox

! Cambridge History of Imdia, vol. i. pp, 421-2. CI. Prof. Jacobi:
SBE. vol. XXII. p. xxxii. 1 xii. 179.
} Seee.g. passage quoted from the Sasyuitaka-nikdya in Oldenberg's
Buddha (pp. 272-3).

4 Cf. Keith: Classical Sanskrit Lilerature, pp. 11-12.

§ To complete the parallel, we have to mention the existence of
popular faiths corresponding to the many Prikrts spoken by the
common folk.

& 'The similarity between some of those ‘heretical’ doctrines on the
ope side, and Jaina or Buddhist ideas on the other, is very suggestive,
and favours the assumption that the Buddha, as well as Mahavira,
owed some of his conceptions to these very heretics and formulated
others under the influence of the controversies which were con-
tinually going on with them.” SBE. vol. XLV, p. xxvii. Cf, also Prof.

Winternitz: op. cit. pp. 1 and 18.
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belief and has in turn been influenced by it leading to the
obliteration in great part of the distinction between the two
sets of tenets (p. 25). The very early alliance with Vedic
teaching of the Upanisadic doctrine, which should have
initiated many a ‘heretical’ view, is also largely responsible for
this result.

Though the heretical doctrine represents so important a
stream of thought and incidental references to it in philo-
sophical works are far from scanty, no detailed exposition of
it is to be found in any part of early Sanskrit literature. It
no doubt appears now and then in the Mahibhirata; but
owing to the revision which the epic has undergone at the
hands of its later editors, it appears re-touched or largely
mixed up with the tenets of other faiths. That the doctrine
as now found set forth in that work has also come under
the review of unsympathetic thinkers and has possibly
suffered distortion is clear from its being traced there often
to such objectionable sources as demons (asuras).* Though
thus modified, the Mahibhirata account is the only con-
siderable one from which we have to draw our information
about it for the present period. The doctrine seems to have
had its own divergences. The Svetdsvatara Upanisad already
mentions nearly half a dozen?® views of the kind, and the epic
accounts also suggest a similar diversity in its teaching;
but we cannot state the exact scope of any of them. Two of
them, however, may here be distinguished for their knowledge
will be of service to us in understanding certain aspects of
the later history of Indian thought. They are ‘accidentalism,’
described as Yadrcchi-vida or Animitta-vida, and ‘natural-
ism’ or Svabhiva-vida. Both are found separately mentioned
in the Sveldsvatara Upanisad and later works also make that
distinction.s While the one maintains that the world is a
chaos and ascribes whatever order is seen in it to mere
chance, the other recognizes that 'things are as their nature
makes them.’s While the former denies causation altogether,
* For example, Bali and Prahrida appearing respectively in xii. 224

and 222 are asuras. ' a2
3 Cf. Kustumanjali, i. 5, There is o reference to Animitta-vida in

NS, IV. i. 22-24.
4 Svabhiiva-bhilvino bhilviin. Mbh. xii, 222, 27. See also st 15 ff,
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the latter acknowledges its universality, but ouly traces all
changes to the thing itself to which they belong. Everything
is unique and its entire history is predetermined by that
uniqueness. Hence according to the Svabhiiva-vida, it is
not a lawless world in which we live; only there is no external
principle governing it. It is self-determined, not unde-
termined. So this doctrine, unlike the other, recognizes
necessity as governing all phenomena; but it is a necessity
that is inherent in the very nature of a thing, not imposed
upon it by any external agency. It is because we are blind to
this fact that we imagine that things obey no law or that we
can intervene with success in the course of events. Both the
doctrines are at one in rejecting the idea that nature reveals
a divine power working behind it or indeed any transcen-
dental being which controls it or is implicated in it. Nor does
either school seek for its views any supernatural sanction.
In the former of these, we have to look for the main source
of the later sensualist doctrine of the Carvika, which also
ascribes the events of life to mere accident. It is the latter
that is of real philosophic importance and we shall therefore
say a few words more about it.

The Svabhiva-vida should once have been well known,
for we come across references to it in old philosophical
works! like those of Samkara. In the Mahabhirata, there are
allusions to it in more than one place.2 What needs to be
noticed about it first is its positivistic character which is
implied by the contrast that is sometimes drawn between
it and the Adrsta-vida’ or ‘belief in the supernatural,” In
this it differs from the supernaturalism of the Mantras and
the Brahmanas on the one hand, and, on the other, from the
metaphysical view of the Upanisads. This positivistic
character of the teaching—its ‘mundane metaphysics'—
seems to have been the original significance of the term
lokdyata (‘restricted to the experienced world’), more
generally applied to the doctrine in later literature. Another

* See e.g. Sathkara on VS. I. i. 2; BUV. L iv, 1487,

2 E.g. xii, 179, 222 and 224,

3 Nilakaptha makes this distinction in his com. on the Mbh, xii,
213, 11,
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point of importance regarding it is its denial of a trans-
migrating soul, although it might have admitted a self last-
ing as long as life does.” In this respect the doctrine may be
contrasted with what is described as Adhyitma-viida, which
took for granted an immortal soul. One of the Mahabhirata
sections, on which our account is based, states ‘Death is
the end of beings.”2 In fact the repudiation of such tran-
scendental entities is the very aim of this doctrine. As a
necessary corollary to the rejection of a permanent soul, the
Svabhdva-vida, it seems, did not believe in the law of
karmas as commonly understood. As regards the ultimate
source of the material universe, we have no means of
deciding whether it was conceived as one or many. There is
evidence in support of both in the epic accounts. Thus in one
of them, the animal organism is finally traced to the five
elementss; and the epic elsewheres explicitly associates the
Svabhiva-vida with belief in the ultimacy of the elements.
Another account seems to favour a unitary source, describing
the infinite phenomena of existence as its modifications.®
Before we leave this part of our subject, it is necessary to
mention another tendency of thought noticeable in the epic
which seems to be a modification, particularly under the
influence of the Sviibhiva-vida, of the Absolutism of the
Upanigads—more especially that aspect of it which is
described as Brahma-parinima-vida. Its aim is realistic and
pluralistic. It tends to do away with the conception of the
Absolute and to set soul or purusa against matter or prakrti
1 See BP. p. 135 for the prevalence of such a view in the period.
Cf. also Kagha Up. (L. i. 20 fi.), where the point raised is not the
general one whether there is a soul or not, but only whether it
survives the body (prete). See also SAS. p. 175.
1 Bhiitindm nidhanam nigthd 4rotasimiva sigarah: 224. 9. ef.
NM. p. 467.
3 Compare the following statement of Gugaratna in his com. on the
Saddariana-samuccaya (st. 50): Afiye punarihul: Milatah karmaiva
niisti; svabhiva-siddhah sarvopyayam jagat-prapafica iti. "Others
again say: All the variety of this world is explained by its own
nature and there is no karma whatever serving as its basis.” Cf. also
SV. p. 166, 4 224, 17.
$ 232, 19. Svabhivam bhita-cintakdh. The Svetfsvatara Up.,
however, distinguishes between the two. 6 222, 26 and 31.
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as mutually independent entities, conceiving the former at
the same time as many. But this result has not been
completely effected. The notion of the Absolute as the
supreme—or sometimes that of God—is retained, with
purusa and prakrti regarded as subordinate to, though
distinct from, it. The relation between the Absolute and
prakrti is not further defined; but it is clear that the latter is
taken to be the source from which the whole of the physical
universe emerges. Purusa and prakrti are sharply dis-
tinguished. The one is the subject in experience; and the
other, or rather its products, the object—each with charac-
teristics which, generally speaking, are not predicable of
the other. It is a knowledge of the distinction between
them which is commonly hidden from man that is believed
in this new doctrine to qualify for release from sarhsira. The
noteworthy point here is the conception of the Absolute as
passive and the transfer of creative activity almost entirely
to prakrti' In the recognition of permanent souls, the
doctrine differs from the Svibhiva-vada as we have sketched
it above. But it resembles that doctrine in endowing matter
with practically all the power necessary to unfold the whole
universe out of itself. Similarly the view, though resembling
Absolutism in finding a place for a cosmic spirit conceived
as pre-eminent and eternal, differs from it in being dualistic,
admitting matter as virtually a second entity by the side of
spirit. These characteristics look much like those of the
Sinkhya doctrine; and some like Garbe are of opinion that
it is the fully fledged Sankhya itself appearing in the epic in
a popular form.? But it seems preferable to regard it, as we
shall point out in the next Part, as only proto-Sankhya or
Sankhya in the making. It occupies in the epic a very
prominent place, comparable only to that of Theism in it.
Its importance in the history of Indian thought is great, but
for an adequate consideration of it we have to wait till the
Sankhya system is taken up. We may observe in passing
that this alliance of a heretical doctrine with orthodoxy
gave rise to a new stream of tradition in ancient India which
v Cf. Mbh. xii. 314, 12; BG. iii. 27, ix. 10, xiii. 19, 20 and 29,
* Prof. Keith: The Simkhya System, pp. 46 .
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can be described as neither quite orthodox nor as quite
heterodox. The old heterodoxy, like the old orthodoxy,
continued to develop on its own lines, That may be repre-
sented as the ‘extreme left,’ while the new became a middling
doctrine with leanings more towards orthodoxy than
towards heterodoxy. Accordingly orthodox belief itself
henceforward may be said to run in two channels, the
distinction between which often leads to important con-
troversies.* There is indirect reference to this extension of the
sphere of orthodoxy in the literature of the early classical
period as, for example, in the Veddnta-siitra of Badariyana.:

II

S0 much about the theoretical teaching of the period. It
will be useful to bring together in the same way the various
modes of discipline commended then for reaching the goal of
life, Broadly speaking, this disciplinary teaching is three-
fold, viz. (1) karma, (2) yoga and {3) bhakti, which are
respectively to be associated, though only predominantly,
with the first three of the four schools of thought briefly
sketched above:

() Karma.—By the term karma, as used here, is to be
understood the sacrificial rites and acts allied to them as first
taught in the Brihmanas and later systematized in the
Kalpa-siitras, as well as certain duties and practices which,
though not explicitly set forth in the Veda, had become
sanctified by tradition. But it must not be thought that
ordinary virtues—whether social or self-regarding—were
ignored,s for ethical purity was made the necessary condition

¢ Such, for example, as the one relating to the guestion whether the
Veda is pauruseya or not, See Ch, X,

* See eg. IL. i. 1, where two classes of smyrtis are distinguished—one
like that of Manu based upon the Veda and therefore fully authori-
tative, and the other like that of Kapila, which, though i
by some distas, are not so, because they do not go back to the Veda.
3 The emphasis on moral merit which the word dharma in its
. Popular, as distinguished from its technical, use often signifies is to be
traced to this insistence on the initial condition of purity of character,
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for entering upon the path of karma as shown by statements
like the following from Vadistha: ‘Neither the Veda, nor
sacrifice, nor liberality can save him whose conduct is base,
who has departed from the right path.’ The nature of
virtues insisted upon can be gathered for instance from the
following characterization by Apastamba of the religious
student: ‘He is gentle and serene. He exercises the highest
self-control. He is modest and courageous. He has cast off
all lassitude and is free from anger.'s Gautama not only
prescribes, in addition to religious rites, what he calls ‘the
virtues of the soul’ (dtma-guna) or the inner ethical virtues,
viz. kindness towards all, forbearance, absence of envy,
purity, perseverance, cheerfulness, dignity and contentment
but also places them on a higher plane than mere cere-
monial.3 Karmas in the above sense are either (i) ‘permitted’
or ‘optional’ (kimya) which aim at specific results such as
the attainment of heaven, (i) ‘prohibited’ (pratisiddha),
indulgence in which will lead to sin and to its unwelcome
consequences, or (iii) ‘obligatory” or ‘unconditional’ (nitya)
which comprehend the duties appropriate to the four
varnas or classes of society and to what we described in the
last chapter as the four déramas (p. 75). It is not necessary
to enter into the details of these varieties of karma. We
shall merely draw attention to one or two principles
underlying this view of discipline which are of interest to
us here.

The whole code of conduct presupposes the survival of the

self after death and takes for granted that the present life is
essentially a preparation for the coming one.+ Whatever we
may think of the metaphysical basis of such a view, its
disciplinary value is apparent. By emphasizing the enduring
character of the self, it discountenances present indulgence
¥ Dharma-stitra, vi, 2 and 6, See EI. p. go.
: ADS, L. iii. 17-24. 3 GDS. viii, 20-23.
¢ 'The chief subject on which the Brihmanas talk is death: for
this present life, they hold, is like the season passed in the womb, and
death for those who have eultivated philosophy is the birth into
the real, the happy life. For this reason they follow an extensive
discipline to make them ready for death’—Megasthenes, See
Cambridge History of India, vol. 1. p. 419.
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in all its forms and leads to the cultivation of self-restraint
in whose train so many virtues follow. The rule for the
disciple here is, as Vasistha says, ‘Look far; not near. Look
toward the highest, not toward that which is less than the
highest."t In the result, an austere life replaces a life of
instincts and passions. The discipline does not indeed aim at
abolishing desire altogether as in some other schools of
thought, for it holds out the prospect of one’s own welfare
in a future life and may therefore be characterized as
‘self-seeking beyond the grave.” But it does dissuade a man
from pursuing the goods of this world for their own sake,
The true ideal of life is well indicated by the formulation in
this period in a definite wayof what are called the purusirthas
or human values—literally, ‘the aims of man." They are
three (tri-varga), viz. dharma, artha and kiima, if we leave
out moksa, which, though not wholly excluded from the
Kalpa-siitras, occupies by no means a prominent place there,
Artha and kima stand respectively for the acquisition of
wealth and the enjoyment of the present life, while dharma
represents religious merit. The first two also are accepted
as legitimate so that worldly aims are not despised. In fact
the Stitras sometimes speak of succeeding in this world as
well as in the next,’s thus linking up, as it has been so well
put, ‘the realm of desires with the perspective of the eternal.’s
But dharma is under all circumstances to be preferred.s He
that adheres to dharma, says Apastamba, reaps worldly
benefits also; but if he does not, it matters little for the
attainment of dharma is the supreme aim$ The idea of
dharma is accordingly of great importance here, as indeed it
is in understanding the Hindu view of life as a whole. The
word, which may be compared to the earlier rta, means
literally ‘what supports or upholds,’ i.e. the final governing
principle or law of the universe. In the present period it
stands for all established ways of living—secular, moral and
religious. This all-embracing significance of the term explains

1 Dharma-siitra, x. 30; xxx. 1. See EL pp. g1-2.

1+ GDS. ix. 48. 1. Cf. ADS, II. xx. 22-23.
4 Prof. Radhakrishnan: The Hindu View of Life p. 79.

§ CL GDS. ix. 49; ADS, L xxiv. 23. & ADS, I. xx. 3-4.
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the vagueness sometimes met with in its use. But, however
diverse the significance, dharma is essentially what bears
fruit in a future life and implies moral purity as a necessary
condition of earning it. So persistent is this idea that in
popular mythology it comes to be identified with Yama or
the god of death, who allots rewards and punishments to
men in another life according to their deserts. The authority
for deciding what is dharma or adharma is the Veda and
tradition traceable to it. This is the significance of the term
vidhi which about this time comes to be used,* and stands
for a behest from above. That is, dharma in its technical
sense is extra-empirical and can be known only through a
channel other than common experience, viz. a divine or
traditional code. Apastamba explicitly says that the prin-
ciples underlying the conventions and observances of the
Aryas are not knowable in the ordinary way: ‘Dharma and
adharma do not hover about us saying—'‘We are so and
s0.” "* Where empirical considerations alone sufficiently
explain conduct, there is no need for such a code, The
cultivation of worldly prudence is all that is needed.

(2) Yoga.—This term is cognate with English 'yoke' and
means ‘harnessing.” It is essentially a process of self-
conquest and was not unoften resorted to in ancient India
for the acquisition of supernatural or occult powers.’ But
we are at present concerned with yogic practice as the
means of securing release. In this sense it is practically the
same as updsana taught in the Upanigads (p. 78), and is
predominantly associated with Absolutism. We should
remember that yogic meditation is to follow intellectunal
conviction regarding the unity to be realized and is therefore
very far from being an artificial process of self-hypnosis or
anything of the kind. It has, on the other hand, been
compared to ‘the entirely healthy and joyous phenomenon
of aesthetic contemplation.’s Yoga is thus really a joint aid

r Cf. ADS, 1. xxiii. 6. : ADS, I xx. 6.
3 Cf. ADS. II. xxvi. 14, which implies a distinction between two
kinds of ascetics—one described as dharma-para and the other,
ag abhicira-para, which may respectively be rendered as ‘ben-
évolent’ and ‘malevolent.” ¢« See PU. p. 383,

N TR ————
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with jiifina or right knowledge, the need for which in one
form or another is admitted by nearly all the schools of
thought.* This means of attaining oneness with the Absolute
was known to the early Upanisads and, since we have
already alluded to it under the name of nididhyisana,
nothing more need be said about it here. It undergoes
systematization in this period, but it will be convenient to
refer to its details in the chapter treating of the Safkhya-
Yoga system in the next Part. We have, however, to observe,
before passing on to the next mode of discipline, that the
path of yoga in this form, like that of karma, does not
neglect the discipline of common morality, whatever may
be said of its other forms, which were also in vogue then and
aimed at securing various supernatural powers or worldly
ends. The Katha Upanizad for example—to mention an old
authority—in referring to concentration of mind as an
indispensable aid to Brahma-realization expressly couples it
with ethical purity.2

(3) Bhakti—This is ‘loving devotion’ and is the discip-
linary means specially appropriate to theism, with belief in
a single personal God. Speaking generally, it represents a
social attitude’ while yoga does the reverse. The bhaktas
meet together and they find spiritual exaltation in the
company of others that are similarly devoted. The yogins,
on the other hand, are apt to seek God or the Absolute
singly. Their aim is to be alone with the Alone. Bhakti again
is predominantly emotional while yoga is predominantly
intellectual, for it adds an element of love to devotion. There
has been in modern times a good deal of discussion on the
origin of the bhakti cult in India.4 Some have traced it to
Christian sources; but, as in the case of the Bhagavata
religion, the hypothesis of a foreign origin has not commanded
the assent of scholars in general. The word bhakti derived
* The necessity for this element appears least in ritualism; but even
there a distinction is made between a blind performance of Vedic
rites and a knowing pursuit of them. The latter is spoken of as
fetching a greater good, showing thereby that the value of jAdna was

not overlooked. See GDS. xv, 28. Cf. also Ch, Up. 1. i. 10.
L5 TR 3 Cf. BG.x. 9.

+ See Bhandarkar: Vairpavism, Saivism, ctc., pp, 28-30.
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from a root meaning 'resorting to,’ signifies an attitude of
mind towards the godhead which was not unfamiliar to the
Vedic Indian. Varupa, for instance, inspired it to a con-
spicuous degree. Again in the Mantras, we often come across
epithets like ‘father’ prefixed to the names of gods which
indicate that a certain intimacy of relation was felt by the
worshipper between himself and the deity which he thus
addressed, The very first hymn of the Rgveda gives expres-
sion to such a feeling: 'O Agni, be easy of access to us, as a
father is to his son.’ The same idea of love towards what
was held to be the Highest can be traced in the Upanisads.
The Katha Upanisad' possibly alludes once to the need for
divine help, the reward of bhakti, before one can be saved.
The Svetdsvatara Upanisad uses the very word and speaks
of the necessity for the highest devotion not only to God but
also the guru,* who is the channel through which a knowledge
of God comes to us. Finally, the grammarian Péinini
(350 B.C.) has a separate aphorism to explain the word,
though only as meaning ‘the object of loving devotion.’s
Thus the ideas of devotion to God and of his grace (prasida),
the reward for it, were well known to the Indians long before
the Christian era; and there is no need to seek for their
source outside India. Of the three Gods whose supremacy
belongs to this period, Vispu-Krspa is most prominently
connected with this idea of bhakti: but it is found mentioned
in respect of the others also, as, for instance, Siva, who is
described as ‘kind to the devotee' (bhaktinukampin).4

Of these modes of discipline, yoga alone can be associated
with the heretical views, and even that only as a way of
withdrawal from the world and not as a means of attaining
union with the Ultimate, It seems to have been so prominent
a form of discipline amongst the heterodox that their ideal
man, it is stated,s was not the half-divine rsi as among the
orthodox, but the world-renouncing yogin. As in the case
of the other doctrines, the need for moral purity is not
ignored here also. Prahrida, who appears as a heretic in
the Mahibhirata, is described as ‘adhering to principle’
¢ 1. ii. 20 and 23, » vi 23, 1 IV. iii. gs.
4 Mbh. xii. 284. 167. s Prof. Winternitz: op. ¢t p. 3.
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(samaye ratam).! But, as may be expected, the heretical
teachers, unlike the orthodox, did not believe in the cleansing
effect of Vedic karma; and the course of preliminary training
which they prescribed was exclusively ethical. Our know-
ledge of the different heretical schools in the early part of
this period is so imperfect that we cannot speak in detail
of the moral training prescribed in them. As a general
characteristic, we may note its stoic severity. It is a discipline
of denial and is intended to free man entirely from personal
desires, which are regarded as the prime source of all the
ills of existence, Such a view, no doubt, has a pessimistic
basis: but, to judge from the generality of accounts found
in the epic,? it is as far removed from cynicism as it is from
hedonism.

Over and above these modes of discipline, we find
sarhnyisa or formal renunciation of the world also recognized
in this period, particularly in the heretical schools. Ajagara
for instance, to whom reference has already been made
is described as a muni3 and he dwells in the forest. Simi-
larly Samanga, who has achieved complete equanimity
of mind, says: ‘Having given up artha and kima, having
given up desire and delusion, I traverse the earth without
pain and without torment.” Though an outstanding feature
of the practical teaching of this period, sarmnydsa was by no
means universal, at least among the orthodox. Some of
them refused to include it in the normal scheme of life.
The only legitimate &frama other than studentship,
according to them, was that of the householder; and the two
remaining Asramas of the anchorite and of the monk were
explained as intended only for such as were for some reason
or other disqualified for performing the karmas appropriate
to a householder. This is probably the oldest view, for it is
here that full significance attaches to the numerous rites that
are with so much elaboration taught in the Brihmanas.s
Even according to those among the orthodox who accepted
sarhnydsa as a normal stage of life, it could be assumed

' xii. 222. 4. 2 Cf; xii. 170. 18 #, ¥ xii. 179, 2.

« Mbh. xii. 286, 19. s GDS. iii. 36.
H
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only last®* From this standpoint, then, the modes of
discipline prevalent in the period admit of a fresh division
into the positive and the negative. The former is deéscribed
as the path of pravrtt or active life, because it insists on
strict adherence to Vedic ritual and the discharge of the
manifold duties taught in the Kalpa-siitras; and the latter,
as that of nivitti or quietism, because it demands an escape
from the absorptions of social and sacrificial life in order
that one may devote oneself entirely to contemplation. The
distinction, we shall find to be of value in following the later
development of Indian thought.

What is the nature of the condition that is to be reached
by such discipline ? According to those that follow the ideal
of the three-fold aim of man (tri-varga), the goal of life is the
attainment of heaven after death by means of earning
religious merit (dharma) in this life. Those on the other hand
that recognize moksa as the highest ideal, conceive of it
in more than one way. It may be union with the Ultimate as
in Absolutism, or reaching the presence of God as in Theism,
or the merely negative one of escape from the trammels of
sarhsfira as in some heretical schools. In the last sense, it
is more often styled nirviipa (literally "blowing out'), which
brings out clearly its negative character. But however it is
conceived, the ideal of jivan-mukti continues and, we may
say, receives greater emphasis in this period. In a series of
verses in the Dialogue between Sagara and Aristanemi ending
with the burden ‘He indeed is free," the Mahibharata? pro-
claims an attitude of passionless serenity attainable in this
life as itself moksa. This ideal, though adhered to by many
of the orthodox schools like the Advaita, may have origi-
nated in heretical circles with the general world-view of
some of which it so well agrees. The conception of moksa

v Cf. Maws-smrti, vi. 35. It was only later that restrictions ceased
ta be placed on the freedom of the individual to select, after student-
ship, the course of life he preferred. The only criterion thereafter is
detachment; Whoever has it is entitled to renounce the world.
Ci. Yadahareva virajet tadahareva pravrajet: fabdla U'p, 4. See Note
3 on p. 21,

3 xii. 288, st. z5 fl.
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as a condition to be attained after death is incompatible,
for instance, with the Svabhiva-vada, which did not look
forward to a future life; and it should naturally have
represented the ideal as achievable within the limits of
the present one. But on account of the early mixing up
of doctrines, already mentioned, it is difficult to be sure

about it.7
© Compare in this connection ADS. II. xxi. 14-16.



CHAPTER IV

BHAGAVADGITA

I point of popularity the Gitd is second to no work in the
world of Indian thought. It has always commanded great
admiration and its popularity now, if anything, is on the
increase. This unique position it owes to a variety of causes.
It forms a portion of an epic whose study has enraptured
generations of men. and women. The two characters that
figure in it are most fascinating; and the occasion which calls
forth its teaching is one of extreme seriousness when the
fate not only of the country but of righteousness (dharma)
itself is at stake. The work is written in a simple and charming
style, and is in the form of a dialogue which imparts to it a
dramatic interest. But such formal excellences alone are not
adequate to account for its great attractiveness. It has, as
we shall see, a specific message to give. For the present, it
will suffice to refer to one or two other points in its teaching
which invest it with special wvalue. The work breathes
throughout a spirit of toleration which is an outstanding
characteristic of Hindu thought. “Whoever with true devotion
worships any deity, in him I deepen that devotion; and
through it he fulfils his desire.” ‘Those that devotedly
worship other gods, they also worship me though only
imperfectly.”” The thought here is not, as it sometimes
unfortunately is, that 'one man's God is another's devil,’
but that every conception of God, however crude or
defective in itself, still has its own divine side and that
it is not so much the nature of the object worshipped
as the spirit in which the worshipper turns to it that
counts. To this feature, which entitles the poem to the
first place in Hindu scriptures as bringing out best their
governing spirit, it adds another which explains why it has
been reckoned as part of the world’s literature ever since
it came to be known outside India. Its author, as may be
expected from one whom tradition reckons as the inspirer
' vil, 21-22; ix. 23. See also iv. 11.
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of practically all the Sanskrit poets, does not discuss here
the subtle and recondite details of ethics or metaphysics, but
deals only with the broad principles underlying them,
relating them at the same time to the most fundamental
aspirations of man, And this he does not by means of any
abstract disquisition, but by selecting a specific situation
involving a moral dilemma and pointing out how it is
overcome. This concrete mode of treatment, with the
suggestiveness natural to it, very much widens the scope of
the teaching and makes its appeal almost universal.

All this, however, does not mean that the work is easy of
understanding. Far from it. It is one of the hardest books to
interpret, which accounts for the numerous commentaries
on it—each differing from the rest in some essential point or
other. Part of this diversity in interpretation is due to the
assumption that the Gitd not only concerns itself with the
problem of conduct whose solution is a pressing need for man
if he is to live without that inner discord which arises from
consciousness of the ideal unaccompanied by mastery over
self, but also is a treatise on metaphysics. Dealing as it does
with a moral problem, the work necessarily touches upon
metaphysical questions now and again; but they form only
the background to the ethical teaching. To regard a con-
sideration of ultimate philosophical questions as falling
within the main aim of the Gita, appears to us to misjudge
its character. Though the features characteristic of the
background are only vaguely seen and explain the divergent
accounts given of them by interpreters, what is in the
focus of the picture, viz. its practical teaching, is quite
distinct. Another cause of difference among the interpreters
of the work is the forgetting of the occasion that evoked the
teaching and expecting to find in it a complete theory of
morals. The occasion is a particular one and Sri Krspa, in
enunciating a course of conduct suited to it, naturally draws
attention only to some of the principles on which right living
should be based. The theme of the work is not accordingly
the whole of moral philosophy ; and there are, as will become
clear later, omissions of importance in it. Our aim will be
to explain the nature of the central moral truth inculcated
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in the work and point out its importance in the history of
Indian thought. We shall also try to indicate the general
features of the theory which underlies that teaching, but
we shall not attempt a complete exposition of the work,
by taking into account all the other teachings that may be
found interspersed here and there in it. The Gitd in that
respect resembles the Mahfbhdrata, whose heterogeneous
character has already been described. Since the motif of the
poem is in its practical teaching, we shall take it up first.
As regards the age to which the work belongs, there has been
a great deal of controversy; but scholars are now mostly
agreed that in its essential portions at least, it is not later
than 200 B.c.—a date which falls within the period at
present under consideration.

I

We have stated that so far as the practical teaching is
concerned, there is no ambiguity. The reason for this is the
setting of the poem. In the beginning, we find Arjuna
despondent and declining to fight; but, as a result of Sri
Krsna's persuasion, he makes up his mind to take part in
the contest. This important element in the conception of the
poem would lose its entire significance if we did not regard
action as its essential lesson. We may accordingly conclude
that the central point of the teaching is activism, or, to use
the expression of the Giti, karma-yoga. To understand
what exactly is meant by this expression, it is necessary to
consider separately the two terms constituting it. Karma
literally means ‘what is done,” ‘a deed’; and the word of
course appears with this general meaning sometimes in the
work.! But by the time of the Gitd it had also come to

signify that particular form of activity which is taught in the .

liturgical portion of Vedic literature, viz. sacrifice. Though
we cannot say that the word does not at all bear this special
sense in the poem,? it by no means represents its prevailing
use. What it usually signifies here is duties that, in accord-

v Cf. i, 5; v, 8-g. * See iii. 14~15; xviii. 3.
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ance with custom and tradition, were found associated at
the time with particular sections or classes of the people,
the varpa-dharmas as they are described.z The word is also
sometimes used in a fourth sense in the work, viz. divine
worship and devotional acts connected with it such as
prayer.s Of these several meanings, we should, when thinking
of karma-yoga as taught in the Giti, ordinarily take the
third, viz. social obligations which in one form or another
are acknowledged in all organized society. The word yoga
means ‘harnessing’ (p. 110) or ‘applying oneself to’ so that
karma-yoga may be rendered as ‘devotion to the discharge
of social obligations.” A characteristic of all voluntary deeds
is that they are preceded by a desire for something, which is
described as their motive or phala. Whenever we knowingly
act, we aim at achieving some end or other. In the present
case, for instance, Arjuna is actuated by a desire for
sovereignty over his ancestral kingdom; and he has under-
taken to fight for regaining, if possible, that sovereignty
which through the force of circumstances has passed on to
his wily cousins. Such an undertaking, however, would not
be devotion to karma. It is devotion to its phala, because
the karma here, viz. fighting, but serves as a means to bring
about a preconceived end. For karma-yoga, the act should
be viewed not as a means but as an end in itself. That is, the
idea of the result, which is to ensue from the action, must be
dismissed altogether from the mind before as well as during
the act. The term signifies, as Sri Krspa is never tired of
repeating, the doing of a deed without any the least thought
of reaping its fruit. 'Your concern is solely with action—
never with its fruit.'s There follows, no doubt, a result from
the deed that is done, but in the case of the karma-yogin, it
ceases to be his end for this simple reason that it is not
desired and that there can be no end conceivable apart from
relation to desire. An important consequence of following this
principle of action is that one can act with complete

! Cf. iv. 15 (plirvaih piirva-taram krtam) and xviii. 41, where the

four castes are mentioned.
* There is not much reference in the work to the f4rama-dharma, the

twin companion of varpa-dharma. 1 Cf. xii. 10. 4 il 47,
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equanimity. Desire or self-interest when allowed to have its
sway over us may blind us to what is right; and even when
we succeed in choosing to do the right deed, undue eagerness
to secure its fruit may induce us to swerve from the path of
rectitude. The term yoga is in one place! explained as
signifying just such equanimity or ‘balance of mind’
(samatvam). This teaching that we ought to engage ourselves
in our work as members of a social order in the usual way and
yet banish from our mind all thought of deriving any
personal benefit therefrom is the meaning of karma-yoga
and constitutes the specific message of the Gita.

The importance of this teaching will become clear if we
refer to the two ideals of life that were prevalent at the time
among the orthodox—the negative ideal of renunciation and
the positive one of active life (p. 114). The first deal of nivrtti,
as it is called, advocated the giving up of all karma and
withdrawing from the work-a-day world entirely. The second
one of pravrtti, no doubt, recommended living in the midst
of society undertaking all the obligations implied thereby ;
but it did not exclude the element of selfishness altogether.
This is clear in the case of ritualistic activities. Those
that engaged themselves in such activities, because they
realized the enduring character of the self, did not, it is true,
yield to the impulse of the moment, but strove for a good
which was attainable in another life. Yet it was their own
good they sought. Though their belief in a future life saved
them from rating too high the value of worldly good, what
they worked for was similar in character and their efforts
can not therefore escape being characterized as at bottom
selfish. And in the case of activities which are not other-
worldly, they directed their thoughts as much towards
rights as towards duties. They regarded themselves as not
only bound to discharge their indebtedness to others, but
also as having a claim upon those others for what was due
to themselves; and so far they fell short of a truly spiritual
conception of life (p. 23). The object of the Gitd is to
discover the golden mean between the two ideals of pravrtti
and nivrtti or of action and contemplation, as we might term

1 ji. 48.
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them, preserving the excellence of both. Karma-yoga is such
a mean. While it does not abandon activity, it preserves the
spirit of renunciation. It commends a strenuous life, and yet
gives no room for the play of selfish impulses. Thus it
discards neither ideal, but by combining them refines and
ennobles both. That particular attitude of the soul which
renunciation signifies still remains; only it ceases to look
askance at action. In other words the Gita teaching stands
not for renunciation of action, but for renunciation % action.

Arjuna who at the outset undertook to fight under the
influence of one of these old ideals has, as we see him
portrayed at the beginning of the work, come to be influenced
by the other. He has resolved on a sudden to renounce the
world and withdraw from the contest. But he forgets that
the advocates of that ideal require, as a condition of adopting
it, real detachment in the would-be disciple. Arjuna is but
slenderly equipped for it, and yet he thinks of giving up the
world. That he has not really risen above the common level
in this respect is clear from the fact that his vairigya does
not spring from true enlightenment, but from narrow-
mindedness, viz. the love of kith and kin.* He continues to
make a distinction between his own people and others: and
his excuse for inaction, as set forth in the beginning of the
poem, leaves the impression that his interest even in his
subjects, as distinguished from his kinsmen, is after all
secondary.®* His detachment, or rather his disinclination to
fight, is in a large measure due to the uncommon situation
in which he finds himself somewhat suddenly. It is not,
therefore, his considered view of the universe or of the life
that he has to lead in it which prompts him to this indiffe-
rence. It is the result of weakness—surrendering to the
power of the moment. Arjuna’s vairigya is also in a subtle
and unconscious manner due to the diffidence and fear that
he might not after all win the battle, so that it is at bottom
faint-heartedness (hrdaya-daurbalyam) as Sri Krsna charac-
terizes it and eventually riga, not viriga.s He is still worldly-
minded; and it is on empirical, not on ultimate, grounds
that he adopts an attitude of inaction. He fails to realize that
* Cf. i 31;ii 6. a2 Cf 1 33. 3 i 3.
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he is not fighting for himself or for his family or clan (kula),
but for king and country—that the interests of righteousness
are in jeopardy and that, like every right-minded person,
he is bound to do his best to set the situation right. The final
test that Arjuna is not actuated by genuine detachment is
the sadness and despondency (visida) that pervade his
speech. Not only is he sad, he is also in doubt.® Neither doubt
nor sadness is a sign of true spirituality which would result
in a feeling of triumphant freedom. Sri Krsna's teaching is
that the narrow selfish impulses of which sadness and doubt
are the sign should first be overcome; and the way to do it
is mot to resort to the loneliness of the forest, but to live
in the midst of the storm and stress of social life, doing one’s
duty without any thought of recompense,

This teaching has been traced by some to earlier sources,
It is no doubt mentioned in the [éa Upanisad (p. 73), but
without any elaboration whatsoever. Even granting that
the ideal of karma-yoga is not altogether new, there is no
doubt that its general acceptance is due to its impressive
enunciation in the Gitd, None of the orthodox creeds or
systems of thought that were evolved afterwards discarded
it. Detached action became the starting-point of life’s
discipline according to all, superseding virtually the earlier
view of activity pursued for its fruit. In this transformation
of the ideal of pravrtti consists one of the chief contributions
of the Gitd to Hindu thought, We may add that though the
particular circumstances that called forth the teaching have
changed, it has not been rendered obsolete. For good or ill,
the monastic ideal has all but disappeared now. Qurs is an
age of self-assertion, not of self-suppression. Men are not now
likely to give up their duty to become recluses, as Arjuna
wanted to do. The danger comes from the other side. In our
eagerness to claim our rights and exercise them, we may
ignore our duties. Hence the need for the teaching of the
Gitd now is as great as ever. Its value has not lessened
through lapse of time; and that is a mark of its greatness.

The propriety of selecting the battle-field for imparting the

* {i. 1. and 7.
* See Bhandarkar: Vaigwavism, Saivism, etc., p. 27,
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teaching is that nowhere else is the subordination of indi-
vidual aim to the general good so complete. The soldier
may know the cause for which he is fighting, but he can
hardly say how that fight is going to end. Even supposing
that it is to end favourably to his cause, he, for aught he
knows, will not be there at the time to share its beneficial
results, Yet this uncertainty does not in the least reduce
his responsibility as a fighter. He has to do his best and should
therefore realize to the utmost his value and importance as
an agent, but at the same time forget altogether that he is to
participate in whatever good may accrue from the discharge
of his duty.* It is the cause of a wider entity than himself
that he is serving; and his thought should not go beyond
realizing that his individual responsibility as an actor in the
scene remains at the maximum. That represents the highest
form of self-sacrifice—to work for no profit to oneself, but
yet to exert oneself to the utmost; and the finest exhibition
of this spirit in the world is to be seen on a battle-field. We
should, however, remember that Sri Krsna is really addressing
all men through his devotee, Arjuna: and the teaching, as
already observed, is not restricted in its application to the
particular situation that gave rise to it. Its appeal is to
all men that find themselves placed in a similar dilemma in
life. In this wider sense, it takes as its essential basis the
principle that activity is natural to man and that no view
of life which overlooks that feature or minimizes its
importance can be right. More than ance is it stated in the
course of the work that no man can abjure activity alto-
gether’; but this natural activity needs to be properly
directed, for otherwise it is apt to be utilized for selfish or
material ends and thus become the means of obscuring from
man the higher end for which he exists.

What is the direction in which the activity should be
exercised ? In answer to this question, the Gitd enjoins on all
the performance of their respective duties. ‘One should
never abandon one's specific work, whether it be high or
* To use Sanskrit words, this means that while one should realize

to the full that he is a kartd, he should altogether forget that he is a
bhokta. * Cf, iii, 5; xviil. 11.
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low.’t It attaches little or no value to the intrinsic worth of
the deed that is done by any person, so long as it is his own
dharma (sva-dharma). The word sva-dharma may bear a
wide significance but, as required by the particular context
and as specified more than once in the course of the book, it
means chiefly, though not solely, the duties incumbent upon
the main classes into which society is divided. In other
words, it is social obligations mainly that are asked here to
be discharged—such as are calculated to secure and preserve
the solidarity of society. It is a proof of the severely
practical character of the teaching contained in the book
that it does not attempt to describe these duties any further.
It realizes the impossibility of detailing the acts appropriate
to every station in life, and leaves their determination
to the good sense or immediate judgment of the individual.
There is an attempt made in one or two places® to indicate
whal these obligations are, but only in a general way. It may
be thought that the mere injunction that one should do
one’s dharma leaves the matter vague. But we must
remember that in the relatively simple organization of the
society when the teaching was formulated, the duties of the
several classes were known fairly clearly. In the present
case at any rate, there is no doubt as to what the sva-
dharma of Arjuna is. The prominence given to relative
duties, such as depend upon the position in society of the
individual, show by the way that the treatment which the
problem of conduct receives here is, as we remarked before,
only partial. There is, for example, no allusion to what may
be described as ‘right in itself’ except incidentally, as in
distinguishing the worthy from the wicked—the two broad
classes into which the book in one of its sections divides the
whole of mankind.3 It emphasizes the social character of
man, and, generally speaking, declines to look upon him
apart from the community of which he is a member.

From what we have stated so far, it appears that a karma-
yogin works without a purpose in view. No voluntary
activity, however, seems conceivable without some motive
or other. Will without desire, it has been said, is a fiction.
¥ xviii. 47-8. * i 31-8; xviil. 41-4. 1 Ch. xvi.
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What then is the motive for exertion here? There are two
answers to this question furnished in the book: (1) dtma-
éudhi,* which means ‘purifying the self’ or ‘cleansing the
heart,’ and (2) subserving the purposes of God (Iévara)*—a
fact which, by the way, implies a mixture of teaching here.
The spirit in which one engages onesell in activity is
different according to the two aims. What is done is done in
the one case for the sake of the social whole of which the
doer is a member; but in the other it is done for the sake of
God, resigning its fruit to him. What in the one appears as
duty to others appears in the other as service to God. The
former type of agent is directly conscious of his relation to
his environment and realizes it as a factor demanding his
fealty; the latter is conscious only of God conceived as a
personality in constant touch with the world, and whatever
he does he regards as God's work, which has therefore to be
done. But whether we look upon the work done as duty or as
divine service, it is not ‘disinterested’ in every sense of the
term. The first keeps self-conquest or subjective purification
as the aim; the second looks forward to the security that
has been guaranteed by God—that no godly man will
perish: Na me bhaktah pranadyati.’ But if karma-yoga is thus
motived by desire, it may be asked, in what sense it has
been described as detached. In replying to this question, we
should recall what we have stated before—that the activity
which is natural to man if not properly guided, will become
the means of obscuring from him the higher end for which
he exists. By such an end the Gitd understands something
more than moral rectitude, It aims at the elimination of
worldly desire—even of the type commonly regarded as
legitimate. Or as we night otherwise put it, it does not rest
satisfied with rationalizing our impulses; it means to spiritu-
alize them. It teaches that an active life led without any
thought of securing the worldly results it may yield, sets free
the springs of that inner life whose development is the one
aim of man. And karma-yoga is disinterested only so far as
it turns our mind from these results and sets it on the path

leading to the true goal—not that it has no end at all. It does

' v IL. 1 jii. 3o; ix. 27. } x 3L
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not thus do away with motives altogether; only it furnishes
one and the same motive for whatever we may do,! viz.
the betterment of our spiritual nature. Thus though the
teaching, by insisting upon the discharge of social obliga-
tions at all costs, seems to ignore the individual, it does not
really do so since it provides at the same time for his
advancement on a higher plane of life.

The goal to be reached on this plane is conceived in two
ways, according to the double motive that is set before the
karma-yogin. If the motive is ‘cleansing the heart,’ the goal
is self-realization: if, on the other hand, it is subserving the
purposes of God, the end is God-realization. Of these, the
first is to be understood here much as in the Upanisads, It is
becoming Brahman (brahma-bhiiyam)? or absorption in the
Absolute. The second is reaching the presence of God,s
though it sometimes appears, evidently under the influence
of the first, as merging in him: ‘He who departs from here,
thinking of me alone, will enter my being.’+ The important
point here is whether individuality persists in the final
condition—whether the finite as finite can attain perfection.
The absolutist view decides against persistence; the purely
theistic view, in favour of it. Even though the latter does not
recognize the union of the individual with God, it admits the
merging of the individual's will in the divine will. Which-
ever be the goal—becoming Brahman or attaining God's
presence—samsira or the realm of good and ewil is tran-
scended. Although there are statements in the work which
indicate that the goal—particularly the second one—is to be
reached after death,s the prevalent idea is that it is realizable
within the limits of this life.# There is more than one
beautiful description of the man7 that has perfected himself;
and in the eleventh chapter we find a thrilling account of a
direct perception of God by the devotee® The distinctive
feature of the perfected state, which is variously termed as

s+ Cf, Samikara on By. Up. [lna.udiimma Edn.}, pp. 57-58.

3 xviil. 53. 1 iv. g;ix. 25, 4 5.
5 viii. 5. ¢ Cf. v. 19 and 26. 7 ii. 55-58; xiv. 22-25.
# Note the expression ‘I give you the eye divine'—divyam dadimi te
caksub—in xi. 8,
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‘the life absolute’ and ‘dwelling in God," is peace. Only
the attitude is predominantly one of jiidna in the case of a
person that sets before himself the ideal of self-realization,
and one of bhakti or passionate devotion to God in the case
of the other., Karma-yoga in the former fulfils itself in
enlightenment which enables one ‘to see oneself in all beings
and all beings in oneself's; in the latter, it finds its con-
summation when a loving communion is established with
God. If we describe the one as the ideal of enlightenment, the
other represents the ideal of love; only it is love of God, and
through him, of his creatures. But whether we look upon
the Gitd as the gospel of enlightenment or of love, it is
equally the gospel of action.

The point to which it is necessary to draw special
attention in this connection is that the Gitd requires man to
continue to work even in this perfected state, there being
nothing in outer activity which is incompatible with inner
peace. Here we see the exalted position assigned to work by
the Gitd. It contemplates no period, when activity may be
wholly renounced. Passivity, in its view, is almost as
reprehensible as wrong activity. Janaka, king of Videha,
renowned in the Upanisads, and Sri Krsna are our examples
here. The one has become perfect and the other has always
been so: and both3 alike are active. Such a view totally
transforms the notion of sarhnydsa by dissociating it from
all inaction: and in this transformation of the ideal of
nivrtti consists another important contribution of the Gita
to Hindu thought. Karma-yoga is accordingly to be under-
stood in a double sense—one having reference to an earlier
stage of strife when the disciple, with a steady resolve, is con-
tinually weaning himself from selfish activity; and the other
to a later stage when, at the dawn of truth, the strife is over
and right conduct becomes quite spontaneous—the outward
expression of an inner conviction that has been attained.
It is karma-yoga in the first sense, which is ancillary,4 that
forms the essential theme of the Gitd; the second appears

® Cf. ii. 72; xii. B. s vi. 29. Cf. iv. 33
1 fii. zo0-28, 4 Ci.v. 6; vi. 3.
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now and then as but a characteristic of the goal to be kept in
view by the spiritual aspirant.

Before leaving this topic we must refer to an important
question discussed, though but briefly, in the work.! The
teaching so far set forth presupposes that man is free to choose
the path he likes in the conduct of life. But it appears that
he can only follow the bent of his nature (prakrti); and when
that is predominantly evil, it may be said, persuasion to adopt
the right path will be of little avail. In meeting this objection
the Gita first points out how the disposition to act in an evil
way operates. ‘In respect of every object of sense, there is
always love or hatred. One should not come under the sway
of either, for they are one’s foes.” That is, an evil disposition
operates not automatically, but invariably by appealing to
our lower or what, in the light of the description given in this
connection, may be styled the sensuous self. ‘The senses and
the mind are its habitation; and through them it deludes
man. Do thou subjugate them first in order that you may
bring down the ruinous foe.” We are not accordingly driven
to do evil against our desire, as Arjuna wrongly assumes
(anicchan). No responsibility attaches to man for mere
impulsive reaction, except in so far as he is accountable for
that impulse itself. In the case of actions on the other hand,
which evoke moral judgment, they are always ‘willed’ by
the doer, so that the opportunity to have acted differently
after appropriate reflection was presented to him. He should
not let go the opportunity by thoughtlessly yielding to the
promptings of the sensuous self. But the question still
remains whether we can ignore that self. The reply is that
we can, if we only will; for we are conscious of the presence
in us of a self higher than it. It may remain half-concealed,
‘as fire does when enveloped in smoke’; but it is still there
giving rise to that inner conflict between wish and will with
which we, as human beings, are necessarily familiar. It is in
the consciousness of this conflict that the possibility of
a right choice lies. For the nature of the higher self is such
that it will not allow itself to be subordinated to the other
unless we have once for all sunk back into the life of the

* See fii. 33-43-
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mere animal. The Gitd takes its stand upon this fact, that
man cannot ignore the still small voice within, when it asks
us to ‘steady the self by the self'' and commends activity
without any reference to the ends which the lower of the two
selves may like to pursue. The replacement of the lower aim
by the higher, we must remember, is not to be made when
or as often as a selfish motive presents itself. That might
prove impracticable. We are asked to be forearmed by
accepting the true ideal once for all, and to see that our
actions become the expression of a single coherent purpose
as implied by its acceptance. That is the meaning of telling
us to substitute a uniferm aim, viz. the betterment of our
spiritual nature, for the necessarily divergent ends of the
many actions which we have to do in life. Progress in this
course may be difficult and protracted, requiring continual
self-training. But the Gitd heartens us to put forth our best
effort by assuring us that nothing of what we do for self-
development really runs to waste. ‘No such effort is lost;
nor is there any obstacle in the way of its coming to fruition.
Even the little that we may do will help to take us nearer
the goal'; and again, "The doer of good, O dear one, never
comes to grief.'s It is here that precept is of service. It
clarifies our notion of the true self and encourages us to
persevere in our course, The question discussed here is the
familiar one of freedom of will; only the Gitd, as in other
matters, restricts the scope of the discussion to the point
arising from the context, viz. whether a man can choose the
path to the higher life.

As belief in the karma doctrine characterizes the teaching of
the Gita, we may also briefly refer here to the allied question:
how freedom is consistent with the necessity implied in this
doctrine. If everything we do is the inevitable consequence
of what we have done in the past, all moral responsibility
should cease and self-effort should become meaningless. In
considering this point, it is necessary to remember that every
deed that we do leads to a double result. It not only produces
what may be termed its direct result—the pain or pleasure
following from it according to the karma theory, but it also
¢ il 43 : il 4o 3 vi. 40.

1
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establishes in us a tendency to repeat the same deed in the
future, This tendency is termed sarhskira; and the direct
fruit of the karma is known as its phala. Every deed is
bound to yield its phala; even the gods cannot prevent it
from doing so. But that is all the necessity involved in the
karma theory. As regards the sarhskiras, on the other hand,
we have within us the full power of control, so that we may
regulate them as they tend to express themselves in action.
There is thus nothing in the doctrine which either eliminates
responsibility or invalidates self-effort. The necessity that
governs the incidence of the direct fruit or phala and
renders escape from it impossible, so far from unnerving us,
should stimulate us to exertion. It must enable us to work
for the future with confidence, unmindful of what may
happen in the present as the result of our past actions over
which we have no longer any control. The important point
about the karma doctrine then is that, paradoxical though
it may seem, it inspires us both with hope and resignation at
once—hope for the future and resignation towards what may
occur in the present. That is not fatalism, but the very

reverse of it.

II

Coming now to the theoretical teaching we find that, as
already stated, it occupies the background and as such its
details are not clearly determinable, But it is manifest that
there is a mixture of doctrines. All will recognize in the
work a current of Upanisadic thought which stresses the
cosmic conception of the Absolute rather than the acosmic.
Expressions drawn from the Upanisads occur throughout the
work, and even what may be regarded as quotations from
them are sometimes found.! These references to the
Upanisads, both direct and indirect, may lead one to think
that the work is entirely Vedidntic. That is indeed the
traditional view as shown by the familiar verse which,
evidently as suggested by Sri Krspa’s cow-herd upbringing,
' Cf. ii. 20 and vi, 11 with Kafha Up. ii. 7 and Svetdévatara Up. ii. 10
respectively.
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pictures him as drawing the milk of the Gitd from the
Upanisads, figured as a cow, for Arjuna, the calf. But,
though the Gitd owes much to the Upanisads, it would be
wrong to take them to be its only source; for there is, as we
know, another stream of thought mingling with it, wviz.
theism of the Bhiagavata type.! The theoretical teaching of
the Gita, like its practical one, is a blend of these two
distinct creeds whose chief features were set forth in the
previous chapters. In fact the distinction on the practical
side is the natural counterpart of that on the theoretical.
Some have held that the Upanisadic doctrine is the older
in the work, and that it was later modified in the interests
of the Bhigavata creed; others, that precisely the reverse
has taken place, Either way there is no intentional mixing
of the doctrines here. In the words of Senart it is ‘spontaneous
syncretism,” A deliberate blending of them would have
eliminated the contradictions which now remain side by side
in the poem.

Some scholars have seen in the work the influence of a
third current of thought, viz. the Sankhya, and it is main-
tained by them that that system is very old—in fact as old
as the Upanisads—and that the Bhagavata creed, quite
early in its history, made use of it to furnish itself with an
appropriate metaphysical basis, The creed, as it appears in
the Gitd, is according to these authorities already thus
‘philosophically equipped’s; and that is the reason, they say,
why Sankhyn elements find a place in the work, The third
view as found here, it is admitted, is not fully identifiable
with the Sankhya, for there are some vital differences
between the two. For instance, it recognizes a super-soul
(sttama-purusa)s which is unknown to the Sankhya.
Again there is no reference whatever in the work to the well-
known Shnkhya ideal of kaivalya or spiritual aloofness, the
goal of life, as represented here, being different—'becoming
Brahman’ or ‘reaching the presence of God.' The idea of
severance from prakrti may be implicit in the latter, for
+ Cf. references to *Visudeva’ in vil. 19 and xi. 50,

* See eg. ix. 20; xvi. 19,
1 See Garbe: Imdian Antigugry (1918). i xv. 17-18.
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without wresting itself from the clutches of matter, the soul
has no chance of being restored to its original abode. But
what we should remember is that the separation from
prakrti is not conceived here as the ultimate ideal. It is only
a means to an end, which is positive unlike the negative one
of classical Sankhya. Such differences are explained as due
to the circumstance that the Sankhya, as it appears here,
has been adjusted to the requirements of the Bhigavata
creed. There is, no doubt, some reason to speak of an addi-
tional current of thought in the work, for the Upanisadic
doetrine, as contained in the Gitd, does mot throughout
retain all its old features, but shows here and there an advance
towards realism and dualism. In the Upanisads, the single
Absolute is sometimes viewed under the triple aspect of
Brahman, itman and the world, though no distinction in
fact between them is intended. The Gitd exhibits a tendency
to separate them and conceive of them as coeval, although
the two latter, viz. itman and the physical world, are still
held to be dependent upon Brahman—the highest principle.:
The physical universe is no longer traced to Brahman as in
the Upanisads, but to another source named prakrti or
matter: and it is represented as standing over against itman
or the individual soul which is designated purusa. Attention
has already been drawn (p. 106) to the prevalence of such a
view in the epic taken as a whole, and to its partial resem-
blance to the Sankhya. But, instead of taking it as the
Sankhya doctrine modified to suit the needs of a theistic
creed, it seems preferable, for the reasons we shall mention
when treating of the topic in the next Part, to regard it asa
step in the movement of Upanisadic thought towards the
Sankhya in its classical form. What particular stage in the
growth of the Saiikhya is represented in the Gitd it is
difficult to say, for the history of that doctrine still remains
obscure,
1 Cf. ix. 1o,



CHAPTER V

EARLY BUDDHISM

QEV.ARLY Buddhism has to be distinguished from the later,
hich grew up together with the Brahminical systems long
after Buddha had taught)We shall defer the consideration

of the latter to the next Part dealing with the systems, and |

shall confine ourselves to the former, which/is now vari-
ously styled as ‘Pili Buddhism, ‘Canoni Buddhism,"
‘Southern Buddhism’ and Theravida (ie. Sthavira-vida,
‘the doctrine of the elders’). The founder of this great creed
was born about the middle of the sixth century B.c. His
name was Siddhirtha and he belonged to the ancient family
of Gotama or Gautama. The title of ‘Buddha,’ which means
the ‘awakened one,’ came to be applied to him afterwards, as
a sign of the enlightenment which he had succeeded in
acquiring and by which he woke to a sense of fact from the
dream of life) As the details of his life are well knowp, they
need not be tecounted here. It is enough to say thme was
born in an aristocratic family at or near Kapilavastu on the
lower slopes of the Himalayas and was a young man of
about thirty years when he renounced the world and left the
palace for the forest in quest of truth) The immediate cause
of the renunciation was the thought of suffering which he
saw afflicted mankind as a whole, In conformity with the
spirit of the times in which asceticism was the rule of serious
life,' Buddha betook himself at first to severe penance; but,
not meeting with success in that direction, he began a fresh
course of self-discipline characterized by less rigour. In
this second endeavour, truth at last flashed upon him in
regard to the nature of suffering and the means of eradi-
cating it; and, true lover of mankind that he was, he did not
spendth:mtnflﬁsﬁfeiuthzfamstinnmmdnfself-
sufficiency, but quickly returned to the abodes of men and
+ It is recorded of one Ajita Kefa-kambalin, an ascetic teacher of

the period, that he used to wear a garment of human hair—"the
mﬂnfnﬂgnrmmh,bdngmldinw{nmmﬂminmm.'
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began the long and noble work of spreading among the
people a knowledge of the truth which had brought him
illumination and freedom. The feeling which prompted him
to such active beneficence is very well indicated by a
saying which tradition ascribes to him, that he would
willingly bear the burden of everybody’s suffering if he could
thereby bring relief to the world.® In this work he met with
many difficulties for there were at the time several rival
doctrines contending for supremacy ; but he persevered in his
attempt and in the end achieved extraordinary success. His
teaching spread widely in course of time and eventually
grew into a world religion. It is, on the whole, one of the
most remarkable developments of Indian thought. Its
followers are now found in the remotest parts of the Asian
continent, and it has been truly remarked that ‘for a great
portion of the Orient, Buddhism was not less a vehicle of
culture than Christianity has been for the Occident.’
Buddha died at a ripe old age. He is one of the greatest
figures in the spiritual history of mankind and his life one of

most inspiring in its lessons to huma.nit}'.zﬂ

uddha wrote no books; and there is a certain amount of
vagueness about his teaching, because it has to be gathered
from works that were compiled a long time after his death
and cannot therefore be regarded as exactly representing
what he taught)That the account which these works give is
not completely authentic is implied by the following story
related in one of them.:JAfter the death of Buddha, Purina,
an old disciple, came t6 Rijagrha and was invited to accept
the canon which the other disciples gathering together
had meanwhile fixed ; but he declined to do so saying that he
preferred to hold fast to what he had learnt from the lips of
the exalted Master himself. What we say in this chapter,
being necessarily based upon such relatively late compila-
tions, should be taken as describing Buddhism in the early
stages of its history, and not as setting forth in every
particular what Buddha himself taught. There are elements
in it which are certainly the result of later thought and

? See Kumilrila: Tanfra-vdriika, 1. iii. 4.
i See Oldenberg: Buddha (Eng. Tr.). p. 344
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possibly also elements older than Buddha, which, though not
included by him in the teaching, were afterwards inco
rated in it by his followers responsible for the canom~These
old works which serve as the basis for our knowledge of
early Buddhism are written in Pili, a literary dialect like
Sanskrit, connected in.all probability with the spoken
Janguage of Magadha. They are often in the form of dialogues &
and there is no methodical discussion in them of any topic
in the modern sense of that expression, Thoughts are couched
in metaphor and allegory, and to this circumstance also
must in some part be attributed the indefiniteness of our
knowledge of Buddha's doctrines. The works, if we exclude
the large body of commentaries upon them, are three-fold
and are described as the Tri-pitaka, the ‘Three Baskets of
Tradition,’ i.e. the three-fold canon or ‘Bible of sacred
documents,’ They are Suftas or 'utterances of Buddha
himself,’ Vinaya or ‘rules of discipline’ and Abhidhamma or
‘philoso ions.” Though the doctrine of these
works is in essential matters different from and even
opposed to that of the Upanisads, there is a general resem-
blance between the two. Indeed it could not have been
otherwise, for each of them is equally an expression of the
same Indian mindt Upanisadic speculation may in a sense be
regarded as having prepared the way for the peculiar teach-
ing of Buddhism?; and often Buddha simply carried to their
logical conclusions tendencies which we discover already in
the Upanisads. Thus the whole tenor of the early Upanisads
is against belief in a personal God; Buddha dismisses that
conception altogether.-Again according to many statements
in them, the self is to be negatively conceived—as devoid of
all attributes: Buddha eliminates the conception of self
altogether, ‘Fliere are also other points of resemblance
between the two, but the belief in the karma doctrine found
in Buddhism serves as the clearest proof of its connection
with Upanisadic thought. However much transformed
in its new application, this belief finds a place in Buddha's
t See Rel. V. pp. 2-3; Oldenberg: o, ¢it,, p. 53

s See Bhandarkar: Preep inio the Early History of Iidia, p. 361; Prof.
Stcherbatsky: Central Conceplion of Buddlism, pp. 68-69.
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teaching; and it appears, we know, already as an important
element in the doctrine of the Upanisads.

There are some general features characterizing Buddhistic
thought which we may note before speaking of its details:—
~{1) It is pessimistic. The burden of its teaching is that
all is suffering (sarvam duhkham). ‘All the waters of all the
seas are not to bé compéred with the flood of tears which has
flowed since the universe first was.”t Evil or the misery of
sarisiira is most real and the foremost aim of man is to
effect an escape from it. When we describe Buddha's
teaching as pessimistic, it must not be taken to be a creed of
despair. It does not indeed promise joy on earth or in a
world to come as some other doctrines do. But it admits the
possibility of attaining peace here and now, whereby man
instead of being the victim of misery will become its victor,
It no doubt emphasizes the dark side of life; but the
emphasis merely shows that life as it is commonly led is
marred by sorrow and suffering and not that they are its
inalienable features. If Buddha in his discourses dwells
upon the fact of evil, he also points to the way out of it.
‘ Just this have I taught and do I teach,' he is recorded to
have stated, “ill and the ending of ill."2

(z) It is Ec_:gmmtlc Speculation was almost rampant in
the period just preceding the time of Buddha and an exces-
sive discussion of theoretical questions was leading to
anarchy in thought. His teaching represents a reaction, and
in it we meet with a constant efiort to Téturn to the hard
facts of life. Following the traditional belief of his time,
Buddha frequently referred in his discourses to worlds other
than ours and to the beings supposed to inhabit them, That
was partly a mode of popular expression which it would
have been impossible to avoid for anybody using the
language of the day. It was also partly due to his belief in
the karma doctrine with its definite eschatological reference,
Yet his teaching in its essence may be described as excluding
whatever was not pesifively known..Fhe authority of Vedic
tradition, especially as regards ritual, he wholly repudiated. ,_,,..--'

1 Cf. Oldenberg: op. cil., pp- 216-17.
' Mrs, Rhys Davids: Buddhism, p. 155.
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According to some modern scholars belief in the supernatural
was part and parcel of the teaching which, they maintain,
could not possibly have risen above the psychological
conditions of the times.' But its general spirit suggests the
view, especially when we recollect that positivistic doctrines
were not unknown at the time (p. 104), that Buddha did not
recognize anything beyond the sphere of perception and
reason. Such a view is also supported by the predominantly
rationalistic lines on which, as we shall see, the teaching
developed in later times,

(3) It is tic. Buddha taught only what is neces-
sary fnr?%ﬁ evil whose prevalence is, according
to him, the chief characteristic of life.  The principle which
guided him in his numerous discourses is clearly shown by
the following story related in one of the Suttas. Once when
sitting under a $imsupa tree, Buddha took a few of its leaves
in his hand and asked his disciples that had assembled there
to tell him whether they were all the simsupa leaves or
whether there were more on the tree. When they replied
that there were surely many more, he said: ‘As surely do I
know more than what I have told you." But he did not dwell
upon all that he knew, since he saw no practical utility in
doing so. It would on the contrary, he thought, only make
his hearers idly curious and delay their setting about the task
of exterminating evil. ‘And wherefore, my disciples, have I
not told you that? Because, my disciples, it brings you no
profit, it does not conduce to progress in holiness, because
it does not lead to the turning from the earthly, to the
subjection of all desire, to the cessation of the transitory, to
peace, to knowledge, to illumination, to Nirvana: therefore
have I not declared it unto you.'* Deliverance from pain
and evil was his one concern and he neithe;}u:!nd time
nor need to unravel metaphysical subtleties. "He was thus
eminently practical in his teaching. 'Philosophy purifies
none,” he said, ‘peace alone does.’ It is sometimes maintained
that Buddha was an agnosticvénd his silence on matters
commonly referred to by other religious teachers is explained
as due to a lack of certainty in his knowledge of ultimate
¢ BP. pp. 26 . : Oldenberg: op. cil,, pp. 204-5.
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things.® But it is forgotten that to so interpret the teaching
of Buddha is to throw doubt upon his spiritual sincerity.
‘If he did not know the truth, he would not have considered
himself to be a Buddha or the enlightened."

I

From what we have just stated, it will be seen that we
have not to look for any metaphysics as such in the teaching
of Buddha. He was averse to all theoretic curiosity:But,
though there is no explicit metaphysics in his teaching, there
is a good deal of it in an implicit form, There may be no
metaphysical aim in what he taught; there certainly is a
metaphysical view underlying it, which in its main outline
we shall indicate now. There is a general resemblance, it may
be stated at the outset, between this teaching and the
assumptions of common sense in that it recognizes a dis-
tinction between a soul or self and a material environment
in which it is placed. Early Buddhism is thus dualistic and
realistic3; but at the same time it is necessary to remember
that we shall be greatly mistaken if we take it to have been
either in the ordinary acceptance of the terms. The Bud-
dhistic view is profoundly different in regard to both for, as we
shall presently see, it will be equally correct to say that in
another sense it recognizes neither the self nor the physical
world, The main features of early Buddhism on the theoret-
~jcal side are as follows:—

(1) ‘At any moment of our experience,” it has been
observed, ‘we stumble upon some particular perception or
other, of heat or cold, light or shade, love or hatred, pain or
pleasure.” The common belief is that these sensations and
thoughts do not stand by themselves but belong to an
unchanging entity known as the self. Buddha admitted the
transient sensations and thoughts alone and denied the
self in the above sense as an unwarranted assumption. To

* BP. p. 63. + IP, wol. i, p. 465.

3 Cf. Prof. Stcherbatsky: op. cit., p. 73. where early Buddhism is
described as “radical pluralism.*
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express the same in modern phraseology, he admitted only
states of consciousness but not the mind. To him the
sensations and the thoughts, together with the physical
frame with which they are associated, were themselves the
self. It is an aggregate or sarnghdta (literally, ‘what is put
together’) of them; and Buddha declined to believe in
anything apart from, or implicated in, it. In the expressive
words of Mrs. Rhys Davids, there is in his view no 'King Ego
holding a levde of presentations.’ The aggregate is sometimes
described as nima-riipa, utilizing an old Upanisadic phrase
(p. 63), though its meaning is here very much modified.* By
the first term, nima, is meant, not ‘name’ as in the Upanisads,
but the psychical factors constituting the aggregate; and by
the second, riipa, the physical body so that the compound
signifies the psycho-physical organism and may be taken
as roughly equivalent to ‘mind and body." That is, Buddha
took as the reality—if we overlook for the moment the
change in the meaning of nima—the very things that were
explained away as not ultimate in the Upanisads and
denied the substratum which alone according to them is
truly real.3 There is ano description of this aggregate
based upon a \Mﬁftﬁs of the psychical factors
constituting it. Xccording to it the self is conceived as five-
fold, the five factors or skandhas, as they ed, being
riipa, vijiiina, vedand, sarhjfid and sarhskira” Of these, the
first, viz, riipa-skandha, stands for the physical, and the rest
for the psychical, elements in the self. There is a little
uncertainty about the exact connotation of some of the
latter, but we may for our purpose here take them
respectively to represent ‘self-consciousness,” 'feeling,” per-
ception’ and ‘mental dispositions.” This explanation of the
v Buddhist Psychology, p. 08,

s This expression seems to have retained at one stage in Buddha's
teaching its original Upanisadic sense of ‘name and form,” for
nima-riipa is reckoned separately from ‘consclousness’ in what is
known as the ‘chain of causation.' See later and cf. Oldenberg: op.

git., p, 228 n,
3 But there was agreement between the two teachings in so far as

both conceived the aim of life as escape from nima-riipa. CL. Id.,
P 446.
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self, by the way, brings out clearly an outstanding feature
of early Buddhism, viz. its analytical character and the
predominantly psychological basis of its analysis. It is
remarkable that of these two divisions, Buddha should have
held, contrary to prevalent opinion, the mental to be more
shadowy than the physical: He said: Even the non-
Buddhist readily grants that the body composed of the four
elements—earth, water, fire and air—is not the self, but he
sees his own self in that which is called ‘mind.’ That is,
however, nothing more than an ohsession. It would be less
erroneous to call the body the self, for it may last for a
hundred years; the mind, on the other hand, is ever restless,
like ‘the ape in the forest which seizes one branch, only to let
it go and grasp another.’

The explanation given of material things is similar.
Common sense believes that when sensations are received
from outside, those sensations correspond to certain
attributes like colour characterizing an object, say, a jar.

_F¢ Buddha the attributes or sense-data are themselves the
object, and he denied the existence of any self-sustaining
substance apart from them, He dismissed itasa superstition,
there being no means of knowing it as there are in the case of
the attributes themselves, viz. the sense of sight, etc, Material
things then, like the self, are also aggregates with no under-
lying unity whatever. ’

“Iis doctrine is described in Sanskrit as nairitmya-vida
(‘doctrine of no-self’). The term nairdtmya, being negative,
tells us what objects are not, while sarhghita, being positive,
states what they are. Thus according to Buddhism, when we
for instance say ‘It thinks’ or 'It is white," we mean by the
‘it' nothing more than when we say ‘It rains.’ There are
several parables in Buddhistic literature to bring home to us
the full import of this doctrine, one of the best known being
that of the chariot. It is mentioned in older books also, but
is fully elaborated in the ‘Questions of King Milinda," a work
which was composed in the North-west of India about the
beginning of the Christian era and purports to give an
account of the conversations between the Greek king

¢ Cf. Mrs. Rhys Davids: Buddhism, p. 133.
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Menander and a Buddhistic sage of the name of Nigasena.!
One day when Milinda went to see Nigasena, the sage
discoursed upon the doctrine of no-self; but finding him
unconvinced said: ‘Great king, hast thou come on foot or on
a chariot?’ ‘I do not travel on foot, sire: I have come on a
chariot.’ ‘If thou hast come on a chariot, great king, then
define the chariot. Is the pole the chariot? Are the wheels
the chariot?’ When similar questions were put about the
axle and so forth, the prince was able to see that none of its
component parts, when examined singly, is the chariot and
that the word is a mere symbol for those parts ‘assembled’
or placed together in a particular way. Then the sage added:
In the same way, the word ‘self’ also is only a label for the
aggregate of certain physical and psychical factors. Not one |
of the objects of experience stands for an entity apart from

celf and the material world, The doctrine of nairitmya
should not accordingly be understood as applicable to the
soul alone as it is apt to be done. Both soul and matter exist
only as complexes and neither is a single self-contained
entity.

(2) So far we have looked at reality in a section as it
were, jgnoring altogether the element of time. When we take
the same in time, this aggregate according to Buddhism do€s
not continue the same for even two moments, but is con-
stantly changing. So .the self and the material world are
each a flux (samtina). Two symbols are generally used to
i.[lush'ateqﬁWImTphE‘n—-the stream of water and ‘the
self-producing and the self-consuming’ flame, the latter being
particularly appropriate in respect of the self in that it
suggests also suffering through its tormenting heat. It will
be seen thus that every one of our so-called things is only a
series (vithi)—a succession of similar things or happenings,
and the notion of fixity which we have of them is wholly
fictitious. This theory of the ceaseless movement of all things
with no underlying constancy is obviously a compromise
between the two opposite views current at the time—one

+ See Oldenberg: op. cil., pp. 254 £
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believing in Being and the other in non-Being. 'This world,
O Kacciina, generally proceeds on a duality, of the “it is" and
the “'it is not.,” But, O Kacciina, whoever perceives in truth
and wisdom how things originate in the world, in his eyes
there is no *‘it is not”" in this world. Whoever, Kacciina,
perceives in truth and wisdom how things pass away in this
world, in his eyes there is no “'it is” in this world." "\ Néither
Being nor non-Being is the truth, according to Buddha, but
only Becoming. From this we should not conclude that he
denied reality, He.did admit it, but only gave a dynamic
explanation of it” There is incessant change, but at the same
time there is nothing that changes. 'There is action, but no
apent.’ Language almost fails to give expression to this view,
the like of which is known only twice in the history of
philosophy—once in Greece when Heraklitus taught a
generation or two later than Buddha and again in our own
time in the philosophy of Bergson, Great indeed should
have been the genius that enunciated such a doctrine for the
first time.

Since there is incessant production, but no new Mings are
brought into being, the world becomes the world-process—
‘a continnal coming-to-be and passing away.' Neither the
world as a whole, nor any object in it, can be described as
subject to the process. The process is the thing. The law
governing this process is most vital to Buddhism and needs
a few words of explanation here, although its enunciation in a
general form applicable to whatever is produced belongs to
its later history. We may begin by asking the question: If
everything is but a series of similar states, what is the relation
between any two consecutive members of it? One explana-
tion given in Buddha's time of the fact of such succession
was that it was accidental (p. 103). Another, though recogniz-
ing a causal relation as underlying the succession, introduced
in explaining it a supernatural element like God in addition
to known factors (p. 104). In neither case could man effectively
interfere with the course of things. Buddha discarded both
these explanations alike and postulated necessity as the sole
governing factor. In denying chance, he took his stand on the

* Oldenberg: op. cil,, p. 249.
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uniformity of nature; and in denying supernatural inter-

vention, he dissociated himself from all dogmatic religion.

This idea of ordered succession is no doubt really very old.

It goes back to the conceptions of rta and dharma found in

earlier literature. But they both suggest an agency operating

in some unknown manner. The peculiarity of order as

conceived in Buddhism is that it excludes such an agency

altogether. In this, the Buddhistic view resembles the
Syabhiva-viidat (p. 104). But it differs from it also in one

essential respect. The Svabhiva-vida regards the necessity

to produce the effect as inherent in the canse. We need not,

according to it, go outside of a thing to explain its history.

Here no such inner teleology is recognized, for production,

according to Buddhism, is not the mere self-unfolding on the

part of the cause, but the result of certain external factors
co-operating with it. It is necessary succession, but yet the

constraint implied by it is of a contingent kind. It is
contingent in so far as a series does not come into being until

certain conditions are fulfilled; and it is necessary in so far

as the series once begun will not cease so long as the condi-

tions continue. The flame-series, for example, does not start ,, , . et
until the wick, oil, etc., are there; but, when once it starts, it N
goes on uninterruptedly till one or more of the co-operating 3""‘"‘—".1 L
factors are withdrawn. Thus, though the law itself is uni- e
versal and admits no exception, its operation is dependent |l"' T
upon conditions. This is the reason why it is called the lawof _ o leswd
‘dependent origination’ or pratitya-samutpada—'that being -

present, this becomes; from the arising of that, this arises.’s f—lﬂ 24 et
The Sanskrit expression means literally ‘arising in correlation , g , s s om
with’ and signifies that if certain conditions are present, a' £ gAske
certain product arises so that the nature of necessity as s o
conceived here is not the same as in the Svabhdva-vida. The Msﬂi kit
implication of the ‘if’ here is that by sundering the causes = o
sustaining the effect, the series can be arrested. This is 1;&'
stated in the remaining part of the causal formula: ‘that

being absent, this does not become: from the cessation of

that, this ceases.’ The consequent difference from the

practical standpoint between the Svabhiva-vida and

+ Cf. BP. pp. 68 fi. s Mrs, Rhys Davids: Buddhiswi, p. 89,
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Buddhism is immense, In the one, whatever is to happen
must happen, whether we will it or not ; in the other, there is
every scope for human effort since a series, though begun,
admits of being put an end to. It is only necessary that we
should know what are the causes so as to get at them.* The
causal factors are determinable in their entirety; and the
series they give rise to is therefore terminable, according to
early Buddhism, at least in respect of the misery of existence
whose removal is the chief problem of life. It was the
knowledge of these factors, with the law of contingent
causation implicit in it, that flashed across Siddhirtha’s
mind at last and made him the ‘Buddha.’* Its chief signifi-
cance for man is that since misery is caused in accordance
with a natural and ascertainable law, it can be ended by
removing its cause—a discovery which points at the same
time to the positivistic and the practical basis of Buddha's
teaching. The explanation was then extended to all causal
phenomena. In this general form, it states that for everything
that is, there is an adequate reason why it is so and not
otherwise; and the causes accounting for it are at least in
theory completely knowable. We have here the Indian
counterpart of what is now known as the Law of Sufficient
Reason. Buddhism may accordingly be described as having
reached in those early days the modern conception of
causation.

is view that everything changes from moment to
moment is known as the ksanika-vida or ‘the doctrine of
momentariness’; and it is by that term that Buddhism is
commonly alluded to in Hindu philosophical works.
Buddha himself seems to have taught only the impermanence
or mutability of things, excepting perhaps mind; but soon,
through the force of its inherent logic, the doctrine was
transformed into the general one of the momentary
disintegration of all things. Its full development belongs to
later times and we accordingly postpone further observations
on it to the chapter on the Buddhistic systems in the next
Part. There are, however, two obvious criticisms which may

i1 Cf. Bodhi-carydvatdra-paiicikd, vi. 25-6 and 31-2.
* See Oldenberg: op. cil., pp. 224-5.
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be urged against such a view of reality to which, as well as
to the way in which the Buddhist met them, it is necessary
to briefly refer now. If everything is a flux and everything
is being continually renewed, we may ask how recognition
of objects—the apprehension of a familiar external object
as the same we already know—is explained. The Buddhist
states in answer that the things in the two moments of
our cognition are only similar and that we mistake them to
be the same. In other words, all recognition is erroneous
since similarity is mistaken in it for identity. Another
criticism is that if the self also be changing every moment,
it becomes difficult to account for the fact of memory. Here
also the Buddhist has his explanation. He holds that each
phase of experience, as it appears and disappears, is wrought
up into the next: so that every successive phase has within
it ‘all the potentialities of its predecessors’ which manifest
themselves when conditions are favourable. Hence, though
a man is not the same in any two moments, yet he is not
quite different. ‘The self is not only a collective, but also-a
recollective entity.’s It is on this basis that Buddhism
establishes moral responsibility. What one does, it is true,
the same one does not reap; but he that reaps the fruit is
not quite alien either and so far merits to come in for the
good or evil that belonged to the preceding members of that
particular series. In the Devadatta-sutta, which describes a
sinner meeting Yama, the latter says: ‘These your evil deeds,
none other has done. You alone have done them; and you
alone will reap the fruit."s The Jataka stories again which
recount the deeds of Buddha in former births all end with
the identification of characters, though separated by whole
hirths: ‘I was then the wise white elephant: Devadatta was
the wicked hunter.’ That is to say, Buddhism denies umity
in the sense of identity of materal, but recognizes confinuity
in its place. If we represent two self-series as A; A, A, . . .
B, B, B, . . ., though A, A; A; . . . are not identical and
B, B. B, . . . also are not so, there is a kinship among the

+ Mrs. Rhys Davids: Buddhism, p. 135.
s Prof. Hopkins: fowrnal of the Royal Asialic Sociely (1908), p. 581.

3 Oldenberg: op. cil., p. 244
K
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members of each series which is not found between those
of the two, e.g. A, and B,, A, and B, etc. We should therefore
be careful how we understand the Buddhistic doctrine of
the denial of the soul. As a stable entity which, without
itself changing, appears amidst changing conditions—bodily
and mental—Buddhism does deny the self; but it recognizes
instead a ‘fluid self’ which because of its very fluidity cannot
be.regarded as a series of altogether distinct or dissimilar
states. We may, however, observe in passing that in so
stating his view the Buddhist has tacitly admitted a self
transcending the experience of the moment. In the very act
of analysing the self and dismissing it as but a series of
momentary states, he is passing beyond those states and
positing an enduring self which is able to view them
together, for a series as such can never become aware of
itself. Some are of opinion that belief in such a self is not
merely the unintended implication of the teaching of
Buddha, but an accepted element in it; and that its negation
is an innovation introduced by his later followers.?

The principles of impermanence and no-self are funda-
mental to the teaching of Buddha; and by enunciating them
he may be said to have reversed at the same time both the
truth of the traditional teaching and the belief of the common
people. This unique doctrine starts by postulating certain
elements as basic which are mutually distinct and which
include both the physical and the psychical, and explains the
whole world as produced out of them. But the rudimentary
elements are as unsubstantial and as evanescent as the
things they produce. The only difference is that while the
former are simple and represent the ultimate stage in the
analysis of the things of experience, the latter are all aggre-
gates and do not, like the chariot of the parable, stand for
new things, On the physical side, early Buddhism recognized
only four bhiitas or constituent elements of material things,
viz. earth, water, fire and air, excloding dkidsa,* the fifth
commonly admitted by the thinkers of the day. These names,

1 Cf. IP. vol. i. pp. 386 ff.
3 Akilda also is sometimes included, but then it seems to stand

merely for the field of experience emptied of its content. See BP. p. oz.
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however, it must be remembered, are only conventional,
for they stand for nothing more than the sense-data
commonly associated with them, viz. hardness, fluidity, heat
and pressure respectively. The material world, our indriyas
and our bodies are all aggregates derived from these elements
and are therefore termed bhautika to indicate their secondary
character. On the psychical side, it similarly recognized a
rudimentary form—citta, and explained the other features
of mind as caitta or derived from it. Such details, however,
strictly belong to stages in the history of the doctrine later
than the one we are now concerned with and we need
not therefore consider them further here,

II

The practical teaching of Buddhism will become clear in
the light of its theory as briefly sketched above. If all things
in the world are transient and unsubstantial, our endeavours
to secure any of them for ourselves or for others must be
labour wholly lost. The very desire for them is a delusion
and we should therefore wean ourselves from it as quickly
as possible. More powerful than this desire for outside things
is the craving for the preservation of the self or the will to be,
Buddhism teaches that since there is no self at all, we should
first get rid of this craving, if we have to extinguish the pains
of existence. Thus seli-denial is to be understood in a literal
sense in Buddhistic ethics. There is a later Sanskrit saying,
derived from a Buddhistic source, which states that belief
in the being of oneself simultaneously posits belief in that
of others and thereby gives rise to the whole range of narrow
love and hatred.' With the negation of self, all selfish
impulses necessarily disappear. Since the belief in self-
identity which is the basis of suffering is false, ignorance
(avidyd) becomes the true source of all evil. Here also then,
as in Upanisadic teaching, evil is traced to ignorance; and in
both, the way to escape lies through right knowledge such as
is calculated to remove it. But once again, while the word
+ See Nydya-kandali (Vizianagaram Sans. Series), p- 270: NM. p. 443.
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remains the same, the idea for which it stands is different.
Avidyd is not conceived here as a cosmic power explaining
how the nisprapafica Brahman shows itself as the empirical
world, but merely as the ground of individual existence as is
shown by the first place assigned to it in the ‘chain of causa-
tion’ to which we shall soon refer, Nor is it here, to look at it
from another side, as in the Upanisads, ignorance of the essen-
tial unity of all existence, but the failure to recognize the
hollowness of the so-called self. It is generally stated that this
ignorance is of the Four Noble Truths -satya)—those
concerning suffering, its origin, its removal and the way to
remove it. ‘Not seeing the four sacred truths as they are, I
have wandered on the long path from one birth to another,
Now have I seen them: The current of being is stemmed.
The root of suffering is destroyed: there is henceforward no
rebirth.’s It is evident that in formulating this four-fold
truth, Buddha was guided by the medical view of the time
in regard to the curing of diseases,* such transference of the
method of current science to philosophy being not at all
uncomman in its history, Buddha, who is sometimes styled
the Great Healer, looked upon life with its suffering as a
disease and his method was naturally that of a doctor
seeking a remedy for it. We might say that the first three of
these truths constitute the theoretical aspect of the teaching
and the last, its practical. That suffering predominates in
life, as we commonly know it, was admitted by practically
all the Indian thinkers, The peculiar value of Buddhism lies
in the explanation it gives of the origin of suffering, in the
manner in which it deduces the possibility of its removal and
in the means it recommends for doing so. To take these three
in order:—

(1) The origin of suffering.—That suffering originates
follows from the belief that whatever is, must have had a
cause, Buddha found this cause to be ignorance in the last
resort, as we have just stated. His foremost aim was to
discover how it brings about evil; for if we once know the
process, he said, we are on the highway to get rid of the

' Oldenberg: op. cil., p. 240.
s See BP. pp. 56-7. CI. BUV, p. 15, st. 28,
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result it leads to. The stages of this process were set forth
in a somewhat elaborate form which may be described as the
special causal formula as distinguished from the general one
to which we alluded in the previous section. It consists of a
dozen links (nidina)—Ignorance (avidyd), action (sarhskiira),
consciousness (vijiifina), name and form (nima-riipa), the
six fields, viz. the five senses and mind together with their
objects (sadiyatana), contact between the senses and the
objects (sparéa), sensation (vedand), desire (trsnd), clinging
to existence (upfidina), being (bhava), re-birth (jiti) and
pain or, literally, old age and death (jari-marana). This
‘chain’ alludes not to the present life only, but includes a
reference to the previous and the coming ones also. It exhibits
the life that now is in its relation to the past as well as the
future and stands for a sample of sarsira or the ever-recur-
ring series of births and deaths. Without entering into a dis-
cussion of the details of this formula, about whose interpre-
tation there has been a good deal of controversy, we may say
that the first two of the links are retrospective. They refer to
the life immediately preceding this one and hit off its general
feature by describing it as ‘ignorance’ and its sequel,
‘action.’ It means that it is the activity of the past life
prompted by ignorance that directly gives rise to the present.
The course of the latter is traced in the next eight links, the
earlier ones among which allude to the evolution of the
organism, suitably equipped for the experiences of life and
the later describe the nature of those experiences and their
results. The last two links refer prospectively to the birth
and suffering that will necessarily follow from the activities
of the present life.t Confining ourselves to the broadest
features of this explanation, we may say that there is, first
of all, ignorance which is the root-cause of the individual's
existence. From ignorance proceeds desire; desire, leading
to activity, brings in its turn rebirth with its fresh desires.
This is the vicious circle of sarmsira—the bhava-cakra or
‘wheel of existence’ as it is sometimes called.

(2) Removal of suffering.—Just as it follows from the
Buddhistic view of causation that suffering to exist must

+ BF. p. 105.
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have been caused, it follows from the same that it must admit
of being destroyed. According to the principle underlying
the view, the removal of the cause removes the effect. So
when ignorance is dispelled by right knowledge, the succeed-
ing links of the chain snap one aftér another automatically.
The process which gives rise to suffering, no doubt, involves a
necessity ; but the necessity, as we have stated already, is not
absolute,

(3) The way fo remove suffering.—The path of self-
discipline which leads man to the desired goal is eight-fold:
right faith, right resolve, right speech, right action, right
living, right effort, right thought, right concentration, It
will suffice to refer here to a simpler scheme which also is
found in old Buddhistic works® and which may be said to
consist of the essence of the more elaborate one. According
to this scheme, prajiid or right knowledge of the four-fold
truth is the basis of the whole discipline. But if it is to
result in a sense of freedom, it should be more than mere
intellectual conviction, however strong it may be. It should
be knowledge that has been transformed into our own
experience and prajid more strictly means this intuitive ex-
perience. Buddha insists that his hearers should not borrow
their views from him, but should make them their own.
He often declares that we must accept only what we ourselves
have realized to be right. ‘'Then, monks, what you have just
said is only what you yowrselves have recognized, what
yois yourselves have comprehended, what you yourselves have
understood ; is it not so?’ ‘It is even so, Lord.'s In other
words, every man should win his own salvation. 1t is salva-
tion through self-reliance, not by the grace of God or
under the guidance of any external authority. Even the
guru can only show the way. For knowledge to become an
internal certainty, $ila and samidhi are necessary. There
can be no perception of truth without control of thought
and action. Sila means right conduct which includes virtues
like veracity, contentment, and non-injury or ahimsi.
Samadhi is meditation upon the four verities. It is an aid in

1 See Oldenberg: op. cil., p. 288; BP. p. 115:
* Magjhima-nikdya, 38th Discourse,
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securing tranquillity of mind and in gaining a clear insight
into the truth that has been learnt from others, This part
of the training includes, as in the Upanisads, diverse forms
of yogic exercises, the details of which it is not necessary to
consider here, These three together sufficiently indicate the
scope of Buddhistic discipline. It is prajfia in the sense of
insight or intuition, the outcome of the whole training, that
will bring deliverance, while the same, in the sense of know-
ledge accepted on trust, marks the beginning of the discipline
leading to it.

What is meant by right living differs somewhat in the case
of a monk and a layman, and either mode of life may be
followed, according to the capacity and inclination of the
individual: but ultimate release is normally to be attained
only after one becomes a monk.* Even in the monk’s life,
there is not that extreme severity of discipline characterizing
some of the other Indian creeds, notably Jainism, We have
already seen that Buddha's theory strikes a mean between
two extreme courses, e.g. believing neither in Being nor in
non-Being, but in Becoming; believing neither in chance nor
in necessity exclusively, but in conditioned happening. The
same spirit is reflected in his ethical teaching also. It is
neither self-indulgence, which is the harbinger of pain; nor
self-mortification, which is itself pain. Success lies in a
middle course. True spiritual life is compared to a lute which
emits melodious sounds only when its strings are stretched
neither too loose nor too tight. In his very first discourse—
the celebrated Sermon at Benares—Buddha said: ‘There are
two extremes, O monks, from which he who leads a religious
life must abstain. What are those two extremes? One is a life
of pleasure, devoted to desire and enjoyment: that is base,
ignoble, unspiritual, unworthy, unreal. The other is a life of
mortification: it is gloomy, unworthy, unreal. The perfect
one, O monks, is removed from both these extremes and has
discovered the way which lies between them, the middle way
which enlightens the eyes, enlightens the mind, which leads

. to rest, to knowledge, to enlightenment, to Nirvana."

+ BP, p. 131; Prof. Poussin: The Way fo Nirvdna, pp. 114 and 150-1,
3 Oldenberg: op. cit,, p. 127.
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The object to be attained by following this discipline is
designated nirvina. The word literally means ‘blowing out’
(p. 114) or ‘becoming cool’; and signifies annihilation—the
‘heaven of nothingness' as it has been described. When it is
reached, the constant procession of the five-fold aggregate
disappears once for all. This of course is the view which
accords best with the theoretical position of Buddhism, and
salvation then becomes literally ‘the unmaking of ourselves."t
But the extremely negative character of such an ideal unfits
it to serve as an incentive to man for pursuing the course of
discipline recommended for its attainment, and thus appears
to defeat the very purpose of Buddha's teaching. So other
interpretations have been suggested.? Some have flatly
denied that nirvinpa can be annihilation, and represented it
as everlasting being or eternal felicity—an ideal hardly
different from the Upanisadic moksa. Others again have
taken it as a condition of which nothing whatsoever can be
predicated—not even whether it is or is not. All that the
term means, according to them, is freedom from suffering;
and positive descriptions of it—whatever the speculative
interest attaching to them—are irrelevant from the
practical standpoint. But it does not seem necessary to
resort to such explanations to show that nirvina as conceived
in Buddhism is worth striving for, because it does not really
signify, as seems to be commonly taken for granted, any
state following death. It represents rather the condition
which results after perfection is reached and while yet the
‘individual' continues to live. This would correspond to
jivan-mukti, which, as we know, had been well recognized in
India by Buddha's time. It is a state when the passions and
the limited interests of common life have been extinguished
and the person leads a life of perfect peace and equanimity.
It connotes a certain habit of mind ; and he that has succeeded
in cultivating it is known as an arhant, which means
‘worthy’ or ‘holy.’ It is this perfect calm to be reached within
the four corners of the present life that the Buddhist aims at

1P, vaol, i. p. 418,
t See e.g. Oldenberg: op, eif,, pp. 267-285; Prof, Pousin: op. i,

Pp. 115-18.
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and means by nirvina, although as stated above an arhant
after the dissolution of his body and mind may come to
nothing. The idea of nirvina understood in the latter sense
(pari-nirvana) need not stultify the teaching, for the goal
which it presents as worthy of attainment is not annihilation
but the state which precedes it. Annihilation is only a
further consequence, not the motive of the training which
Buddhism prescribes. That is nirvina in the sense of
‘blowing out’ while the state of the arhant, which marks the
transition from common life to it, corresponds to the other
meaning of the word, viz. 'becoming cool.’

There is one other point to which attention should be
drawn before we conclude. The Buddhi i ] i
gration, but the belief seems to be inconsistent with his denial .
of EEMSOEB have, therefore, characterized the
doctrine as self-contradictory. Deussen, for instance, writes:*
‘This Aarman must have in every case an individual bearer
and that is what the Upanisads call the dtman and what
the Buddhists inconsistently deny.’ But there seems to be
no justification for such a criticism. The belief in the karma
doctrine really presents no new difficulty to Buddhism; for
if there can be action without an agent, there can well be
transmigration without a transmigrating agent. Further,
we have to remember that according to Buddhism there is
transmigration, or, more precisely, rebirth, not only at the
end of this life as in other Indian beliefs, but at every instant.
It is not merely when one lamp is lit from another that there
is a transmission of light and heat. They are transmitted
every moment; only in the former case a new series of
flames is started. Similarly, the karma belonging to an
‘individual’ may transmit itself at death as it does during
life: and, though the dead person does not revive, another
with the same disposition may be born in his stead. If so, it is
character, as Rhys Davids has put it, that transmigrates, not
any soul or self. When a person dies, his character lives after
him, and by its force brings into existence a being who,
though possessing a different form, is entirely influenced by
it. And this process will go on until the person in question

1 I'ndian Antiguary (1900), p. 308.
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has completely overcome his thirst for being. If we take
this explanation along with what has already been stated
that the self is here recognized as a continuity, though not
as a unity, we see that there need be no inconsistency
in Buddhism upholding the karma doctrine. For it admits
both the implications of the doctrine, viz. that nothing that
we do disappears without leaving its result behind and that
the good or evil so resulting recoils upon the doer. Buddha,
however, rationalized the doctrine to a considerable extent.
For one thing, he dissociated it from all supernatural and
materialistic appanages. In the traditional Hindu view, the
allotment of pain or pleasure according to one's past actions
was in the hands of a divine or some other transcendental
power; and in Jainism karma, as we shall see, was taken to
be subtle matter adhering to and pulling down the soul from
its natural spiritual height. Buddha discarded both these
views, and conceived of karma as an impersonal law in the
sphere of morality working according to its nature and by

itself,



CHAPTER VI
JAINISM

Tue word Jainism goes back to jina, which, derived from
the Sanskrit root §i ‘to conquer,” means ‘victor,’ i.e. one that
has successfully subdued his passions and obtained mastery
over himself, The creed to which the name is applied is not
an off-shoot or a sub-sect of Buddhism as it was once taken
to be, but is quite independent of it. [t is, as a matter of fact,
much older; and Vardhamina, styled Mahidvira or ‘the
great spiritual hero,” was only the last in a series of prophets.
Tradition reckons twenty-three prophets as having preceded
him, which takes us back to fabulous antiquity. Of these, at
least one Parivanitha, the next previous to Vardhamina,
who is believed to have lived in the eighth century B.C., can
claim historicity (p. 43). There is evidence to show that his
followers were contemporaries of Vardhamina.* But corrup-
tions had crept into the older teaching by then, and
Vardhamina gave it fresh impetus by reforming it. It is the
only heretical creed that has survived to the present day
in India out of the many that were preached in this period
in opposition to the Vedic teaching, Though independent of
Buddhism, Jainism resembles it in several respects, e.g. in
its repudiation of the authority of the Veda, its pessimistic
outlook on life and its refusal to believe in a supreme God.
But the differences it exhibits are equally noticeable, such
as its recognition of permanent entities like the seli and
matter, In these it resembles Brahminism, justifying the
description that it is ‘a theological mean between Brah-
manism and Buddhism.3

Vardhamiina was born about 540 B.C., near Vaisili, the
capital of Videha. His father Siddhartha was the chief of a
Kshattriya clan; and his mother was Trisald, sister of the
King of Videha. Thus by birth he, like Buddha, was a
member of the ruling class, Like him, Vardhamina also first

1 Prof. Jacobi: Jaina Sitras (SBE.), Pt. 11. p. xxxiil.
1 Id., p. 122 . 1 Prof. Hopkins: Religions of India, p. 283.
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addressed himself to his kinsmen and through their support
succeeded in propagating his teaching. He married Yasoda;
but, unlike Buddha, he lived in the house of his parents till
they died and entered upon the spiritual career afterwards
when he was twenty-eight years old.* For about a dozen
years he led an austere life practising penance and at the end
of that period attained perfect knowledge or, as it is said,
became a kevalin, He did not, like Buddha, look upon this
period of severe mortification as time wasted, but felt
convinced of its necessity as a preparation for the great
work of his life. As a result of this self-discipline he became a
Tirtham-kara (p. 19). He spent the rest of his life in teaching
his religious system and organizing his order of ascetics.
He died, it is believed, when he was over seventy years of
age. The influence of Jainism unlike that of Buddhism is
confined to India; and even there it is seen, somewhat
strangely, to be wider outside the province of its birth—
especially in the-West and the South—than within it. The
redaction of the Jaina canon or the siddhinta, which like
that of Buddhism is written in a Prakrtic language (Ardha-
migadhi), took place according to tradition under the
presidency of Devardhi about the end of the fifth or the
beginning of the sixth century A.p. This comparatively late
date has led some to doubt the faithfulness of the canonical
doctrine to the original teaching. The truth, however, seems
to be that Devardhi only arranged the texts that were already
in existence, and had been handed down from the third cen-
tury B.c. Even before that date, there were Jaina works called
Piirva, which, as their name signifies, were later superseded
by the new canon of the Angas,.: Thus there is really no cause
for doubting the authenticity of the Jaina doctrine, as now
known, although this does not mean that additions and
alterations, here and there, have not been made in it at all.3
! There is difference in the tradition relating to Vardhamina's
marriage, etc., between the two important sections of the Jains—
the Svetimbaras or ‘white-clad’ and the Digambaras or ‘sky-clad.’
The statement aboye is according to the former,

* This is again according to Svetimbara tradition. The Digambara
canon is different and is divided, as it is termed, into four Vedas.
See Mrs, Stevensan: Heart of Jainism, p. 16,

3 Prof. Jacobi: op. cit,, Part II. p. xL.
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I

The Jains bring the whole universe under one or other of
two everlasting categories. The two classes of things are
respectively described as jiva and ajiva, i.e. the conscious
and the unconscious' or spirit and non-spirit—the latter
including not merely matter but also time and space. The
terms show clearly the realistic and relativistic standpoint
of Jainism. As surely as there is a subject that knows,
Jainism says, so surely is there an object that is known, Of
them, the ajiva has its own specific nature; but that nature
cannot be properly understood until it is contrasted with
the jiva. That is why it is designated as ‘not-jiva’ or the
contradictory of jiva. The latter is the higher and more
important category, which accounts for its independent
designation, although that also can be well understood only
when contrasted with the ajiva or non-spirit :—

(1) Jiva.—The notion of jiva in general corresponds to
that of &tman or purusa of the other schools of Indian
thought. But as implied by the etymology of its name—
‘what lives or is animate’—the concept seems to have been
arrived at first by observing the characteristics of life and
not through the search after a metaphysical principle
underlying individual existence.? It would therefore be more
correct to take the word in its original significance as standing
for the vital principle than for the soul. ‘“The spirit does but
mean the breath.’ In its present connotation, however, it is
practically the same as the other Indian words for the self.
The number of jivas is infinite, all being alike and eternal.
In their empirical form they are classified in various ways,
such as those that have one sense, two senses and so forth;
but it is not necessary to dwell upon those details here. It
will suffice to remark that the classifications imply different
levels of development in the souls. The Jains believe not
only that the jiva exists, but also that it acts and is acted
upon. Tt is both an experient (bhoktd) and an agent (kartd)s
Its intrinsic nature is one of perfection and it is characterized
» SD5. p. 33. * Prof. Jacobi: op. cit,, Part 1. p. 3 n.
1 Saddariana-samuccaya, st. 48.
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by infinite intelligence, infinite peace, infinite faith and
infinite power?; but during the period of its union with
matter which constitutes samsira, these features are
obscured, though not destroyed. The jiva's ‘exterior
semblance’ accordingly belies its innate glory. Man's
personality as it is familiarly known to us is dual, consisting
of a spiritual as well as a material element, The object of life
is so to subdue the latter as to shake off its malignant influ-
ence and thereby enable the jiva to reveal all its inherent
excellences in their fulness. One of the curious features of
Jamnism is the belief in the variable size of the jiva in its
empirical condition. It is capable of expansion and contrac-
tion according to the dimensions of the physical body with
which it is associated for the time being. In this respect it
resembles a lamp, it is said, which though remaining the
same illumines the whole of the space enclosed in a small or
big room in which it happens to be placed.s It means that
like its other features, the jiva's non-spatial character also
is affected by association with matter. The Jaina thus
denies the unalterable nature of the jiva which is commonly
recognized by Indian thinkers.

The jiva’s relation to matter explains also the somewhat
peculiar Jaina view of knowledge, Knowledge is not some-
thing that characterizes the jiva. It constitutes its very
essence, The jiva can therefore know unaided everything
directly and exactly as it is: only there should be mo
impediment in its way. External conditions, such as the
organ of sight and the presence of light, are useful only
indirectly and jfidna results automatically when the
obstacles are removed through their aid. That the knowledge
which a jiva actually has is fragmentary is due to the
obscuration caused by karma which interferes with its
power of perception. As some schools assume a principle of
avidyd to explain empirical thought, the Jains invoke the
help of karma to do so. This empirical thought is sometimes
differentiated from the jiva, but its identity with the latter
is at the same time emphasized, so that the jiva and its

i E;ul;mﬂm: Com. on Saddariana-samwccaya, P74
2 SDS. p. 45.
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several jiifinas in this sense constitute a unity in difference.?
Perfect enlightenment being of the very nature of the self,
its condition of partial or indistinct knowledge marks a lapse
from it.* Accordingly the senses and the manas, though they
are aids to knowing from one standpoint, are from another
so many indications of the limitation to which the jiva is
subject during its earthly pilgrimage. This leads to the
recognition of differences in the extent of enlightenment that
a self may possess as a result of the removal of less or more
of the obstacles to it, But no self without jfiina is conceivable,
or jiiina without a self—a point in the doctrine which well
illustrates its distinction from Buddhism (p. 139). The
culmination of enlightenment is reached when the obstacles
are broken down in their entirety. Then the individual jiva,
while continuing as such, becomes omniscient and knows
all objects vividly and precisely as they are. That is called
kevala-jfiina or absolute apprehension without media or
doubt and is what Mahfvira is believed to have attained at
the end of the long period of his penance. It is immediate
knowledge and is described as kevala ('pure’) since it arises
of itself without the help of any external aid like the senses,
ete, It is ‘soul-knowledge,’ if we may so term it—knowledge
in its pristine form and is designated mukhya-pratyaksa or

_ perception par excellence to contrast it with common
perception (simvyavahdrika-pratyaksa). There are other but
lower varieties of this supernormal knowledge recognized in
the school, but it is not necessary to describe them here.

(2) Ajiva—The category of ajiva is divided into kila
(time), ikida, dharma and adharma (which together may for
our purpose be regarded as standing for ‘space’)s and
pudgala (‘matter’). Their essential distinction from the
jiva is that they, as such, lack life and consciousness. Of
1 SDS. p. 34 1 53DS. p. 2.
1 Strictly Akisa alone is ‘space.” Dharma and adharma are respec-
tively the principles of motion and stability. They are found every-
where in the universe or that part of space which is called lokilisa.
Dharma helps movement as water does, it is said, the movement of
fish; adharma, on the other hand, makes it possible for things to
rest. Dharma and adharma, it should be noted, do not stand here for
‘merit” and ‘demerit’ as they do in Hindu thought, See SDS, p. 35,

3
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these, time is infinite. But there are cycles in it, each
cycle having two eras of equal duration described as the
avasarpini and the utsarpini—a metaphor drawn from the
revolving wheel. The former is the descending era in which
virtue gradually decreases; and the latter, the ascending in
which the reverse takes place. The present era is stated to be
the former. Space which also is infinite is conceived of as
being in two parts—one (lokikdsa) where movement is
possible and the other (alokikasa) where it is not. Whatever
is, is only in the former and the latter is empty dkasa, ‘an
abyss of nothing," stretching infinitely beyond it. Matter
possesses colour, flavour, odour and touch,” sound being
looked upon not as a quality but as a mode of it (pudgala-
parinima).® It is eternal and consists of atoms out of which
are constituted all the things of experience including animal
bodies, the senses and manas. These atoms are all believed
to house souls so that the universe should be literally
crowded with them. Prof. Jacobi says: ‘A characteristic
dogma of the Jains which pervades the whole philosophical
system and code of morals, is the hylozoistic theory that
not only animals and plants, but also the smallest particles
of the elements, earth, fire, water and wind, are endowed
with souls (jiva).'s

Reality is defined as that which is characterized by ‘birth’
(utpdda), ‘death’ (vyaya) and ‘persistence’ (dhrauvya).+ It
means that though eternal in itself, reality shows modifica-
tions which come into being and pass out of it. A jiva for
instance has several embodied conditions—one for every
birth it takes, and each of them has its beginning and end;
but, as soul itself, it always subsists. ‘To suffer change and
yet endure is the privilege of existence.” The changes or
modes are known as paryiyas, which, as distinguished from
' Sparsa-rasa-gandha-varpavantah  pudgalih-Umdsviiti: Talfodr-
thddhigama-sitra, v. 23. * See Guparatna: op. cif., pp. 60-70.
3 Prof. Jacobi: op. aif., Part I. p. xxxiii. It is necessary to remember
that when Jainism states that there are souls in water, for instance,
it does not refer to the germs that may be contained therein, but to
souls baving for their bodies the water particles themselves, See

SDS. p. 35.
¢ Utpida-vyaya-dhrauvya-yuktam sat-Umdsviti: op. cit., v, 20.



JAINISM 161

the enduring substance, come into being, persist for at
least one instant and then disappear.: Thus the minimum
duration of empirical objects here is two instants as con-
trasted with the single moment of all reality as conceived
in Buddhism. The notion of reality here is dynamic as in
Buddhism; but it is not the same, for the latter altogether
repudiates the constant element and the change it recognizes
is therefore really the change of nothing. It accepts the many
but denies the one. Jainism, on the other hand, admits both,
defining reality as a one-in-many. The many as such are
distinct, but they are also identical in that they are all of the
same substance. To the question how an identical object
can exhibit different features—how unity and diversity
can co-exist, the Jains reply that our sole warrant for speak-
ing about reality is experience and that when experience
vouches for such a character of reality, it must be admitted
to be so.* It is in connection with this view of reality that
they formulate the theory of syddvida to which we shall
allude later. The term dravya or ‘substance’ is applied to
the six entities mentioned above—the jiva and the ajiva
with its five-fold division. The dravyas, excepting ‘time’
alone, are called asti-kdyas, a term which means that they
are real in the sense just explained (asti) and possess

¢ In addition to this distinction between substance and mode, the
Jains recognize another—that between substance and attribute
(gupa). The two are somewhat discrepant from each other and Prof,
Jacobi states, writing on this subject, that ‘the ancient Jaina texts
usually speak only of substances, dravyas and their development
or modifications, parydyas; and when they mention gunas, qualities,
besides, which, however, is done but rarely in the sitras and
regularly in comparatively modern books only, this seems to be a
later innovation due to the influence which the philosophy and
terminology of Nydya-Vaifesika gradually gained over the scientific
thoughts of the Hindus. For at the side of paryiya, development or
modification, there seems to be no room for an independent category
‘guality,’ since paryiya is the state in which a thing, dravya, is at
any moment of its existence and this must therefore include
qualities as seems to be actually the view embodied in the oldest
text’ (SBE. vol. XLV. pp. xxxiv. and 153 n.).

: Cf. Pratiyamine wvastuni virodhisiddhel: Prameya-hamala-

mdrtanda, p. 93.
L
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constituent parts (kiiya). Time is not an asti-kiya because
it has no such parts, though an eternal entity.!

There are two other aspects of the theoretical teaching of
Jainism to which we may briefly refer now:—

(r) Atomie Theory.—The term anu, the Sanskrit equiva-
lent of ‘atom,’ is found in the Upanisads, but the atomic
theory is foreign to the Vedinta. Of the remaining schools
of Indian thought, it is, as we shall see, a characteristic
feature of more than one, the Jaina form of it being probably
the earliest. The atoms, according to it, are all of the same
kind, but they can yet give rise to the infinite variety of
things so that matter as conceived here is of quite an
indefinite nature. Pudgala has, as we know, certain in-
alienable features; but within the limits imposed by them
it can become anything through qualitative differentiation.
The transmutation of the elements is quite possible in this
view and is not a mere dream of the alchemist. Even the
four-fold distinction of earth, water, fire and air is derived
and secondary, not primary and eternal as believed by some
Hindu thinkers like the followers of the Vaifesika.? These
so-called elements also, according to Jainism, are divisible
and have a structure, By developing the respective character-
istics of odour, flavour, etc., the atoms become differentiated,
though in themselves they are indistinguishable from one
another, and it is from the atoms diversified in this way that
the rest of the material world is derived. Matter may thus
have two forms—one, simple or atomic and the other
compound, called skandha. All perceivable objects are of the
latter kind.3 Jainism also, like the Upanisads, does not stop
in its analysis of the physical universe at the elements of
prthivi, etc. It pushes it farther back where qualitative
differentiation has not yet taken place. But while in the
latter the ultimate stage is represented by the monistic
principle of Brahman, here it is taken by an infinity of atoms.
It is not qualitatively only that matter is indefinite.
Quantitatively also it is regarded as undetermined, It may
r SDS. pp. 35-6.

* Compare the somewhat similar distinction in the atomic views held
by Democritus and Empedocles in ancient Greece, 3 SDS, p. 36.
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increase or decrease in volume without addition or loss—a
position which is taken to be possible by assuming that when
matter is in the subtle state any number of its particles
may occupy the space of one gross atom. Tt is matter in this
subtle form that constitutes karma, which by its influx into
the jiva brings on samsira.

(2) Syddvida.—Itis the conception of reality as extremely
indeterminate in its nature that is the basis of what is known
as syiidviida—the most conspicuous doctrine? of Jainism, The
word syiit is derived from the Sanskrit root as ‘to be,’ being
its form in the potential mood. It means ‘may be,” so that
syddviida may be rendered in English as ‘the doctrine of
maybe." It signifies that the universe can be looked at from
many points of view, and that each view-point yields a
different conclusion (anekinta), The nature of reality is
expressed completely by none of them, for in its concrete
richness it admits all predicates. Every proposition is
therefore in strictness only conditional, Absolute affirmation
and absolute negation are both erroneous. The Jains
illustrate this position by means of the story of a number of
blind people examining an elephant and arriving at varying
conclusions regarding its form while in truth each observer
has got at only a part of it, The doctrine indicates extreme
cantion and signifies an anxiety to avoid all dogma in
defining the nature of reality. The philosophic fastidiousness
to which we alluded in an earlier chapter (p. 41) reaches its
acme here,

To understand the exact significance of this doctrine, it
will be necessary to know the conditions under which it was
formulated. There was then, on the one hand, the Upanisadic
view that Being alone was true; and on the other the view,
also mentioned in the Upanisads, but with disapproval, that
non-Being was the ultimate truth.3 Both these wviews,
* See Guparatna: op, cil., pp. 85-9; SDS, pp. 41-2. One of the
fourteen Piirvas is said to deal with this topic. See O], pp. 130-40.

3 Regarding the applicability of the doctrine not only to matter but
also to other forms of reality, see Guparatna: op. eif,, pp. 87-8.

3 See e.g. Ch. g, VI. ii. 2. In several passages in the Upanigads,
however, asat stands not for non-Being but for undifferentiated
Being, Cf. Id. 1II. xix. 1.
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according to Jainism, are only partially true and each

becomes a dogma as soon as it is understood to represent
the whole truth about reality. Equally dogmatic in the eyes
of the Jains are two other views which also we come across
occasionally in the Upanisads and which maintained that,
because neither Being nor non-Being is the truth, reality must
be characterized by both or neither'—thus adding, with
characteristic love for subtlety, two more alternatives—
both ‘is" and ‘is not,’ and neither ‘is" nor 'is not"—to the
well-known ones of ‘is' and ‘is not." The Jains think that
reality is so complex in its structure that while every one
of these views is true as far as it goes, none is completely so.
Its precise nature baffles all attempts to describe it directly
and once for all; but it is not impossible to make it known
through a series of partially true statements without
committing ourselves to any one among them exclusively.
Accordingly the Jains enunciate its nature in seven steps,
described as the sapta-bhangi or ‘the seven-fold formula.'

Its several steps are:—

(1) Maybe, is (Syit asti).

{2) Maybe, is not (Sylt nisti),

(3) Maybe, is and is not (Sydt asti nisti).

(4) Maybe, is inexpressible (Sydt avaktavyah).

{5] Maybe, is and is inexpressible (Syiit asti ca avalktavyah).

(6) Maybe, is not and is inexpressible (Sydt ndsti ca avaktavyab),

{7) Maybe, is, is not and is inexpressible (Syiit asti ca nfsti ca
avaktavyah].

If we consider for example an object A, we may say that it
i5, but it is only in a sense, viz. as A and not also as B. Owing
to the indefinite nature of reality, what is now or here A,
may become B sometime hence or elsewhere. Thus we must
remember when we posit A, that we are not stating abso-
lutely what the nature is of the reality underlying it. So
far as its material cause is concerned, a thing has always
existed and will always continue to exist; but the particular

¢ Mupdaka Up., 11, 1. 1; Svetdsvatara Up., iv, 18, See BP. p. 137 and
also the passage from Samynffaka-Nikdya, quoted in Oldenberg's

Buddha, p. 249.
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form in which it appears now and here has but a limited
existence. While the substance remains the same, its modes
vary. As a result of this qualification, we get to the third
step, which affirms as well as denies the existence of A. It
is as well as s nof. That is, it is in one sense, but is not in
another. While the opposition between the predicates ‘is’
and ‘is not’ can be reconciled when they are thought of as
characterizing an object successively, the nature of the
object becomes incomprehensible when they are applied to
it simultaneously. We cannot identify A and not-A thus
wholesale, for that would be to subvert the law of contra-
diction. So it must be expressible as neither. This gives us
the fourth step, which amounts to saying that reality from
one standpoint is inscrutable, Hence Jainism insists that in
speaking of an object we must state what it is in reference to
material, place, time and state. Otherwise our description of
it will be misleading. It may seem that the formula might
stop here. But there are still other ways in which the
alternatives can be combined. To avoid the impression that
those predicates are excluded, three more steps are added.
The resulting description becomes exhaustive,' leaving no
room for the charge of dogma in any form. What is intended
by all this is that our judgments have only a partial
application to reality. There is some enduring factor in all
the changes with which experience makes us familiar, but
its modes or the forms it assumes, which may be of any
conceivable variety, arise and perish indefinitely. There is
no self-identity in things as common sense hastily assumes,
and nothing is really isolated. Jainism recognizes both
permanence and change as equally real; hence arises its
difficulty to express in one step the full nature of reality.
It has been observed: that the Jains are here thinking of
empirical being and not of the transcendental, which for
instance is what the Upanisads have in view when they
speak of reality as only Being. But it is clear from the
description of kevala-jfiina, the highest form of knowledge,
1 These seven are the only ways in which ‘is’ and ‘is not’ can be

taken singly and in combination. Cf. Prameya-kamala-mirtapds,
p. 206, 1 ERE. vol. vii. p. 468,
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as comprehending all things and all their modifications,! that
the Jains made no such distinction. Reality according to
them is in itself infinitely complex; only knowledge of it
may be partial and erroneous or complete and correct. We
shall defer to the end of the chapter the few observations

we have to make on this theory.

/ 11
: feature of Jainism, as signified by its very

The special

' name, is to be found in its practical teaching; and the chief

feature of the discipline it prescribes is its extreme severity.
It is not merely the discipline for the ascetic that is character-
ized by such rigour; that for the householder also, compara-
tively speaking, is so. Jainism, like so many other doctrines,
insists not on enlightenment alone or on conduct alone, but
on both. To these it adds faith, describing right faith
(samyagdaréana), right knowledge (samyagjfiina) and right
conduct (samyak-cdritra) as the ‘three gems' (tri-ratna) or
the three precious principles of life.2 Of the three, the first
place is given to right faith, for even right activity, if
accompanied by false convictions, loses much of its value. It
is unshaken belief in the Jaina scriptures and their teaching,
and is intended particularly to dispel scepticism or doubt
which thwarts spiritual growth. Right knowledge is know-
ledge of the principles of Jaina religion and philosophy.
Right conduct is translating into action what one has learnt
and believes to be true. It is the most important part of the
discipline, for it is through right activity that one can get
rid of karma and reach the goal of life, We need not
describe this discipline in detail. It will suffice to refer to what
are known as the ‘five vows' (vrata) to indicate its general
character. They are in the case of the ascetic—(1) not to
injure any living being (ahirhsd), (2) not to utter falsehood
(satya), (3) not to steal (asteya), (4) to lead a celibate life
(brahma-carya) and (35) to renounce the world (aparigraha).
s Umdisviti: op. aif,, i. 30.

;'Snmmdarhna-jﬂm-d.ritﬂ.ui moksa-mirgab-Umisviti: op. cil,,

1.
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In the case of the layman they are the same except that the
last two are replaced by the vows respectively of chastity
and contentment or strict limitation of one's wants. Of
the various virtues to be cultivated by the Jains, ahithsd
occupies the foremost place. The doctrine of ahirhsi is no
doubt very old in India,! but the way in which it is made to
pervade the whole code of conduct is peculiarly Jain. Even
Buddha seems to have permitted meat-eating, but it is wholly
abjured here. Literally the word ahirhsi means ‘non-injury”
where ‘injury’ should be understood as comprehending
injuring in thought, by word or act. It signifies that one
should live without harming others even in the least. This
is explained as much more than a negative ideal. It means
not only abstention from inflicting positive injury, but also
the rendering of active service to others; for we shall be
really injuring a person when we can help him but do not.?
It is clear from this that the social or objective side of ethics
is not ignored in Jainism; only in so far as its final aim is the
development of one's personality, it emphasizes the indi-
vidualistic aspect. The following Jaina prayer brings out
clearly this social and, along with it, the pre-eminently
tolerant side of its teaching. 'Let the King be victorious and
righteous. Let there be rain in every proper season. Let
diseases die and famine and theft be nowhere. Let the Law of
the Jaina give all happiness to all the living beings of the
world.'

Like Buddhism, Jainism also admits a two-fold training—
that of lay life and that of the monk, and places the latter
above the former. Naturally the precepts for the ascetic are
more rigid and the vows for the layman are therefore called
the ‘lesser vows' or anu-vrata, to contrast them with the
former known as the mahdvrata.3 Thus to take the last of the
five vows, while contentment is all that is required of a
layman, absolute renunciation is insisted upon in the case of
an ascetic so that he can call nothing his own—not even the
alms-bowl. But the two institutions of lay and ascetic life
are more closely connected here than in Buddhism, which

1 See Note 4, p. 02. 1 See O]. p. xxiv.
1 SDS. p. 33; O]. pp. 69 and 133.
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emphasizes the latter at the expense of the former. It permits
for instance the combination of the two modes of discipline in
one or more directions, thus making it possible for the spiritu-
ally weak to rise to the level of the monk by easy steps. To
give an example, a person while continuing as a layman may
follow the higher ideal in regard to food alone.* The difierence
between the training of a layman and that of an ascetic
here is thus not one of kind but only one of degree.

The aim of life is to get onesell disentangled from karma.
Like the generality of Indian systems, Jainism also believes
in the soul's transmigration, but its conception of karma, the
governing principle of transmigration, is unlike that of any
other. It is conceived here as being material and permeating
the jivas through and through and weighing them down to
the mundane level. ‘As heat can unite with iron and water
with milk, so karma unites with the soul; and the soul so
united with karma is called a soul in bondage." As in so
much of Hindu thought, here also the ideal lies beyond good
and evil, so that virtue as well as vice is believed to lead to
bondage, though the way in which each binds is different.
If through proper self-discipline all karma is worked out
and there arises ‘the full blaze of omniscience’ in the jiva, it
becomes free. When at last it escapes at death from the
bondage of the body, it rises until it reaches the top of the
universe described above as lokikisa; and there it rests in
peaceful bliss for ever.z It may not care for worldly affairs
thereafter, but it is certainly not without its own influence,
for it will serve ever afterwards as an example of achieved
ideal to those that are still struggling towards it. During
the period intervening between enlightenment and actual
attainment of godhead—for all liberated souls are gods—
the enlightened jiva dwells apart from fresh karmic
influence. An enlightened person may lead an active life, but
his activity does not taint him as even unselfish activity,
according to Jainism, does in the case of others. During
this interval the devotee, as in Buddhism, is termed an
arhant3 (p. 152), and he becomes a siddha or ‘the perfected’
: O], p. xxxi. » SDS. p. 40.
3 Jainismis sometimes described as the arhat-creed (drbata-darsana),
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at actual liberation, It will be seen from this that the stage
of arhant-ship corresponds to the Hindu ideal of jivan-mukti
and the Buddhistic one of nirviina as explained above.

To describe the Jaina course of practical discipline for
reaching this goal, it is enough to explain the scheme of
seven principles as it is called. The aim of this classification
is to show how the jiva comes to be associated with karma
and how it may escape from it. These principles are dsrava,
bandha, samvara, nirjara and moksa together with the
jiva and ajiva already mentioned. Karma is the link
between the jiva and its empirical outfit, the body. It is, as
we know, regarded as consisting of extremely subtle matter
which is beyond the reach of senses.t We should not think
that there was ever a time when the jiva was free from this
karmic accompaniment. Yet dissociation from it is admitted
to be possible. Karma by its association with the jiva soils
its nature and the consequent lapse of the jiva from its pure
state is what is termed bondage. In this process of binding,
it should be particularly noted, karma acts by itself and not
under the guidance of God as in Hinduism. The forging of
the fetter of karma takes place in two stages: Certain
psychical conditions like ignorance of the ultimate truth and
passion lead to the movement of contiguous karmic matter
towards the soul. That is dsrava, Then there is the actual
influx or infiltration of karma which is known as bandha.
The falling away of the karma-fetter is also thought of in
two stages. First through right knowledge and self-restraint,
the influx of fresh karma is stopped. It is sarhvara, Then the
shedding of karma already there takes place. That is nirjara
which will result of itself after sarhvara, but may be
hastened by deliberate self-training. The condition which
results thereafter is moksa, when ‘the partnership between
soul and matter is dissolved's and the ideal character is
restored to the jiva. It then transcends sarhsira and flies up
to its permanent abode at the summit of lokikisa. The final
condition is one of inactivity, but it is characterized by
* References to a physical or quasi-physical conception of sin are
traceable in Vedic literature. See Prof. Keith: Religion and Philosophy
of the Veda, p. 245. 3 TP. vol, i. p. 320.
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complete knowledge and everlasting peace. These seven
principles together with punya and pipa, the outcome
respectively of good and bad deeds, constitute what are
sometimes stated as the nine categories of Jainism.

There remains yet to consider, before we pass on to our
final observations on the doctrine, a question which is
sometimes asked, whether Jainism is atheistic. The answer
to this question naturally depends upon the meaning we
attach to the word ‘atheistic.’ If we take it in the sense of
niistika, which is its commonly accepted Sanskrit equivalent,
the answer is clear. For the word nfistika means one that does
not believe in a life beyond (para-loka),! i.e. one that does not
believe in a surviving self, In this sense there is only one
atheistic doctrine, viz. the sensualist Cirvika. The word
nistika is sometimes used, as the result of a later modifica-
tion in its meaning, to describe those that repudiate the
authority of the Veda. In that sense, Jainism is nistika for
it is antagonistic to the Hindu seriptures and there it sides
with Buddhism. If, on the other hand, we take 'atheistic’
as ‘not believing in God,' which is its sense in English, a
doubt may well arise regarding the character of Jainism,
For it believes in no God, though it does in godhead.
In fact, every liberated soul is divine; and there can be many
such, since only addition is possible to their number but no
deduction from it. If by ‘God,’ then, we understand a supreme
personality responsible for the creation of the world, Jainism
must be declared to be atheistic. It deliberately rejects
such a conception of divinity as self-discrepant. If God
needs to create the world, it means that he feels a want which
is inconsistent with his necessary perfection as the Supreme.
So there is no God, and the world was never created. In
this view the Jaina is curiously enough in agreement with
the Mimdrhsaka, the upholder of strict orthodoxy. How-
ever opposed to the common trend of human belief, this
position is not altogether without rational support, Theistic
systems are generally anthropomorphic. They bring down
God to the level of man. Jainism, on the other hand, looks
upon man himself as God when his inherent powers are

* See Pigini, IV, iv. 6o,
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fully in blossom. God is here only another word for the soul
at its best. It is the ideal man that is the ideal of man; and
there is only one way to achieve it—to strive for it in the
manner in which others have striven, with their example
shining before us. Such an ideal carries with it all necessary
hope and encouragement, for what man has done, man can do.
In rejecting God who is so by his own right and with it also
the belief that salvation may be attained through his mercy,
Jainism and other systems of the kind recognize that karma
by itself and without the intervention of any divine power
is adequate to explain the whole of experience and thus
impress on the individual his complete responsibility for
what he does. ‘Jainism more than any other creed gives
absolute religious independence and freedom to man.
Nothing can intervene between the actions which we do and
the fruits thereof, Once done, they become our masters and
must fructify. As my independence is great, so my responsi-
bility is coextensive with it. I can live as I like; but my
-::t;uice is irrevocable and I cannot escape the consequences
of it."t

The Jains recognize matter as well as spirit; and each,
according to them, implies the other, for they maintain that
nothing is wholly independent and can be fully understood by
itself. Anold Jaina stanza states that he who knows one thing
completely knows all things, and that he alone who knows all
things knows anything completely.® It means that if we have
to understand one thing, we have to relate it to all. Hence the
Jaina view may be described as relativistic. It is pluralistic
also, for it recognizes an infinite number of jivas as well as of
material elements, Thess two features of relativism and
pluralism point to a first analysis of common experience;
and Jainism stops short at it, disregarding its implica-
tion. Thus relativism, if pushed to its logical conclusion,
leads to absolutism, which the Jains refuse to accept. Let us

' 0J. pp. 3-4-

t* Eko bhiivah sarvathid yena dpgtab sarve bhiavah sarvathi tena
drstih: Sarve bhiiviih sarvathi yena drstib eko bhivah sarvathd
tena drstih—quoted by Guparatna: op. eif, p. 8. CL also Prof.
Jacobi: op. cit., Pt. 1. p. 34.
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see how it does so in the case of spirit and matter, overlooking
the categories of space and time. So far as matter is concerned
Jainism adopts a criterion which enables it to reduce the
entire variety of the physical universe to one kind of sub-
stance, viz. pudgala. It does the same in the case of spirit
also, concluding that all jivas are of one kind. But when it
comes to a question of matter and spirit, Jainism abandons
that criterion and adopts mere contrast as the guiding
principle. If the dualism of spirit and matter were a clear-cut
one as it is in the Sinkhya, we might somehow understand it ;
but it is not so here. The distinction between the two
ultimate entities of prakrti and purusa which the Sankhya
admits is absolute, and neither in reality comes into relation
with the other. Here, on the other hand, spirit and matter
are admitted to be in actual relation with each other. The
very disjunction between jiva and ajiva, as they are termed,
shows their interdependence. Yet no attempt is made to lock
for a common principle behind them, and the two are set
side by side, as if they were entirely independent. If now
we consider the other aspect of the teaching, viz. pluralism,
we are forced to take a similar view. Matter is divided into
an infinite number of atoms; but, all being of the same kind,
it is impossible to distinguish them from one another.
Similarly in the case of the jivas their empirical distinctions
are adequately explained by their physical adjuncts. Even
the difference in their moral nature is fully accounted for
by them, Jainism electing to explain karma as a form of
matter. In these circumstances the intrinsic distinction
which is assumed to exist between one jiva and another, or
the plurality of spirit, becomes only nominal. The necessary
implication of Jaina thought in this respect is, therefore, a
single spiritual substance encountering a single material
substance. And since these two substances should be inter-
dependent, the dualism must in its turn and finally be
resolved in a monism and point to an Absolute which, owing
to its essentially dynamic character, develops within itself
the distinctions of jiva and ajiva as known to us. That is the
inevitable consequence of the Jaina view. The half-hearted
character of the Jaina inquiry is reflected in the seven-fold
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mode of predication (sapta-bhangi), which stops at giving
us the several partial views together, without attempting
to overcome the opposition in them by a proper synthesis. It
is all right so far as it cautions us against one-sided con-
clusions: but it leaves us in the end, as it has been observed,!
with little more than such one-sided solutions. The reason
for it, if it is not prejudice against Absolutism, is the desire
to keep close to common beliefs. The doctrine hesitates to
deny anything that is familiar. But at the same time its
partiality for common views does not mean acquiescence in
all popular beliefs, as is clear from its repudiation of the
idea of God in the accepted sense, The truth is that the
primary aim of Jainism is the perfection of the soul, rather
than the interpretation of the universe—a fact which may
be supported by the old statement that dsrava and sarivara
constitute the whole of Jaina teaching, the rest being only
an amplification of them.* As a result we fail to find in it
an ultimate solution of the metaphysical problem,

t Proceedings of the First Indian Philosophical Congress {1925). p- 133.

1 Asravo bhava-hetuh syllt sathvaro moksa-kiragam:
Itiyvam drhati drstiranyadasydh prapaficanam (SDS. p. 39).












CHAPTER VI1

PRELIMINARY

INpIAN thought whose growth we have so far traced may be
described as largely consisting of results. These results should
of course have been arrived at by processes more or less
definite; but we know very little about them now. The
philosophy of the present period is different in this respect,
and gives us not only conclusions but also the methods of
reaching them. In fact, the several systems which develop
now do not set about investigating their proper subject-
matter until they have given us what may be described as a
critique of knowledge and considered how we come by truth.
In other words, Indian philosophy becomes self-conscious
at this stage; and Logic emerges as an explicit branch
of it. It is not easy to discover the exact causes of this
change; but it is clear that the growth and consolidation
of heterodox doctrines like those of Buddhism and Jainism
must have contributed much towards it, especially as
some of the latter claimed to base their conclusions exclu-
sively on reason. The increasing opposition in thought forced
each party in the controversy to entrench its position
properly, and to the efforts put forth in that direction should
be ascribed the generally critical character of Indian philo-
sophy in the present period.

This change of standpoint accounts for the systematic
attention that now comes to be paid by all the schools
without exception to what are known as praminas. The
word pramdna signifies the essential meanst of arriving at
valid knowledge or prami. The object known is described as
prameya; and the knower, pramati. There is a great variety
of views in regard to the nature and scope of praminas; but
it will do to refer now to only one or two general points about
them. Broadly speaking, the praminas are three—pratyaksa
or perception, anumina or inference and fabda or verbal
testimony. The value of the first two of these as praminas is

! Pramd-karagam praminam.
M
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recognized by all; but the same cannot be said of the third.
Its inclusion under pramfnas along with perception and
inference is indeed peculiar to the Indian view and requires
a word of explanation. We should first distinguish here
between two aspects of dabda. When we hear a sentence
uttered, there is a certain impression produced on our mind
through the auditory channel, That is perception and what
we apprehend then are sounds occurring in a certain order.
as a pramina does not, of course, mean this, which is
rather a prameya. There is another, the expressive or seman-
tic aspect of it, and fabda as we are now thinking of it is of
this latter kind. Its utility in life as a means of acquiring
knowledge cannot be exaggerated. Of the numerous facts
which a person knows, it is only a small portion that he has
observed or deduced for himsell. For the rest, he has to
depend entirely upon the testimony of others which comes
to him through spoken or written words. But it may be
questioned whether so much is sufficient to constitute it into
an independent pramipa; and we shall see as we proceed
that some Indian thinkers denied to verbal testimony the
logical status implied by classing it as a separate pramana.
That is, however, to understand $abda in a sense wider than
the one which belonged to it at first, In the beginning
it stood only for tradition' and its scope was extended
in course of time so as to comprehend all verbal state-
ments irrespective of their connection with ancient belief.
We shall postpone the consideration of the pramfpa in
this extended sense to later chapters and shall confine our
remarks now to it regarded as merely a vehicle of tradition.
The reason for including dabda in this sense under
praminas will become clear when we remember the vastness
of the material of tradition that had accumulated by the
time the praminas came to be formally enunciated.: The

it In the Pribhikara school of Mimiddisd, éabda as a pramdna
continues to this day to represent only the Veda,

# The words pramfina and prameya are found in the Maitri Up.
(vi. 14); and primfgika or "one who bases his conclusions on
praminas’ is used for ‘philosopher’ in the Greek accounts of ancient
India (see Cambridge: History of India, vol. i. p. 421).
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main idea underlying the inclusion was that the contributions
of history to philosophy should not be ignored. It also
indicates the reverence with which the authority of tradition
was regarded then (p. 9r). But it would be wrong to con-
clude that the exponents of the systems surrendered their
judgments by indiscriminately admitting as valid whatever
belief had come down from the past, even though it were
taught in the Veda. Such a course was indeed impossible
as matters stood at the time. There was, on the one hand,
the whole of the complex teaching of the Veda handed down
from the past; and there was, on the other, a mass of hetero-
dox thought which as the result of free-thinking in different
circles exhibited a good deal of diversity. Philosophy as
embodied in tradition was thus largely of a conflicting
nature; and the need for testing the mutual compatibility
of the elements constituting each creed was felt to be impera-
tive. Both the orthodox and the heterodox accordingly set
about examining their traditional beliefs, and tried to inter-
pret them consistently. The interpretation invelves a great
deal of independent reasoning; and it is the result of this
reasoned inquiry that we have to understand by Sfabda as
originally conceived in Indian philosophy. The pramigpa,
therefore, signifies not tradition in general, but systematized
tradition. It is such systematic interpretation of the teaching
of the Veda that is, for example, the essential aim of the
Mimirmsi system. Though both sets of thinkers admit
tradition as a source of philosophic knowledge, there is an
important difference between the ways in which it is
conceived by them. For the heterodox, this tradition at no
stage goes beyond human (pauruseya) experience, including
in that expression what can be known not only through
perception and reasoning but also through a higher faculty—
no matter what name we give it, insight or intuition.r In
this sense the value of tradition lies in its communicating to

' Not all the hererodox schools believe in such a higher faculty.
So Indian schools may be classified under three heads: (i.) those that
recognize only perception and inference, (ii.) those that recognize
intoition in addition, and (iii.) those that substitute revelation for

intuition.
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us not what is humanly unascertainable, but only what is
not knowable through mere reason and perception. In
other words, tradition stands for truths that are beyond the
reach of common men, but have been directly perceived
by those that were possessed of spiritual vision. For the
orthodox, on the other hand, it means revelation which, if
not exactly divine or coming from God, is, as we shall see,
supernatural (apauruseya) in some sense or other. The
significance of the distinction is that while for the one
school the realm of human experience understood in its
widest sense exhausts Reality, for the other it does not.
Human experience may be sufficient to understand nature;
but nature, the latter contend, transcends itself and points
to something beyond, and they postulate sruti or revelation
as the sole means of acquiring what knowledge is possible
of that transcendental sphere of being. According to the
former, no such region at all exists; and to place anything
beyond the reach of human powers is the same as denying
reality to it. The question what fabda or tradition repre-
sents in the two schools thus resolves itself eventually
into one of general philosophic outlook and connotes a
fundamental difference between them in the conception of
Reality,

The acceptance of Sruti as an authority in this sense, it
will be seen, has its danger; for it may lead to belief in
anything under the plea that it has been revealed, The
ancient Indian realized the danger and has hedged in his
view of it by various conditions. They show what exactly
revelation as conceived in orthodox circles is, and how it
stands related to experience in general and to reason in
particular: (i.) The first of these conditions is that the
revealed truth should be new or extra-empirical (alaukika),
i.e. otherwise unattained and unattainable.* The authority

* We might understand by tradition figama in the one case and
sruti or, as it is sometimes styled, nigama in the other case. This
distinction in the use of the several terms is not, however, strictly
fullowed.

3 Cf. the expression arthe anupalabdhe—'in respect of an object
(otherwise) unknown'—used in faimini-siira, 1. 1. 5.
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of revelation for instance is not to be invoked to show that
heat destroys cold, which is a matter of common experience.!
Now it is clear that revelation should speak to us in terms
of our experience, for otherwise it will be unintelligible and will
therefore fail of its purpose.: Even the scripture cannot teach
the unknown through the unknown, so that the theme of
revelation cannot be wholly out of relation to human
experience. When we take the condition of novelty along
with this fact that the terms in which transcendental truth
is communicated must necessarily be known to us, we see
that what is revealed, so far at least as philosophic truth is
concerned, cannot be altogether new, but can only be a new
way of construing our experience. (ii.) The next condition is
that what is revealed should not be contradicted (abadhita)
by any of the other praminas.i Nor should one part of it
be in conflict with another. This means that the content of
revelation must be internally coherent and that, though it
may be above reason, it cannot be against it. The very fact
that conditions are laid down for determining the validity
of revelation makes it evident that it cannot be opposed
to reason. (iil.) It is not only thus negatively that revelation
is related to reason. The relation is also positive in that we
find a third condition laid down, viz. that reason should
foreshadow what revelation teaches. That is, revealed
truth must appear probable. If this condition again is not
to clash with the first one of novelty, we must take it as
meaning only a rough forecast of the truth under considera-
tion by means of analogies drawn from the empirical
sphere.+ They are not proofs of revealed truth; yet they are
not useless, since they serve to remove any ‘antecedent
improbability’ that may be felt to exist about the truth in

t The statement—agnih himasya bbegajam—actually occurs in the
Veda, but it is explained as an anuvida or ‘echoing’ what is known

already. t See Sabara on faimimi-sitra, L iii. 30.
3 Cf. the word avyatireka (‘not negatived’) occurring in Jaimini-
sifra. 1. 1. 5.

4 Cf. Anandajiiina‘s gloss on Samkara's com. on By. Up. p. 8
Sarhbhivani-mitrepn lingopanyisah. Na hi nisciyakatvena tadu-
panyasyate.
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question.! The appeal to reason which we come across often
in the Sruti—particularly in the Upanisads—is explained
by the orthodox as really of this kind. In their view, reason
by itself is incapable of discerning such truths.® At best, it
may lead to two or more conclusions equally plausible3; and,
without the aid of revelation, it is impossible to avoid
scepticism. The survival of the self after death is a good
instance of a truth taught in the Veda which satisfies these
conditions. It is not accessible to reason, but at the same
time there is nothing in it to contradict reason. Despite
these careful reservations, it should be admitted, druti so
defined remains an external authority; and that is the view
taken of it in the orthodox schools.4

The general name for the results arrived at by means of the
several pramiinas is darfana, which literally means ‘sight,’
and may be taken to indicate that what the Indians aspired
after in philosophy was not a mediate knowledge of the
ultimate truth but a direct vision of it. The word in that
case would express what is a distinguishing feature of Indian
philosophy in general—its insistence that one should not

* In this sense they are known as yukti or anukilla-tarka, not anu-
mina or inference proper,
* See V5. IL i. 11, As regards the claim of the rationalists that such
truths can be reached through reason, it is pointed out that theirs is
a case of reasoning when once the revealed truth is there. They do
not know because they reason; rather they reason becauss they
know. See Sathkara on VS. L i. 2. and on By. Up. p. 7.
3 Cf. Bhartrhari: Viakya-padiva (i. 34).
YatnenAnumitopyarthal kedalairanumitrbhib:
Abhiyuktatarairanyairanyathaivopapadyate,
i It is obvious, however, that scriptural truth also should at first
have been known by some human means—through direct intuition,
if not reasoning. If the druti also thus represents the intuitive experi-
ence of ancient sages and is paurugeya, it may seem hardly different
from the heterodox Ggama. But we may deduce a distinction between
the two from a fourth condition sometimes laid down (cf, Kusumai-
jals, ii. 3), that the revealed truth should have proved acceptable
to the general mind of the community (mahdjana-parigraha), or that
it should be in harmony with what may be described as race-intuition.
It is this sanction of the community in general that in the end seems
to distinguish orthodox ruti from heterodox dgama.
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rest content with a mere intellectual conviction but should
aim at transforming such conviction into direct experience.
It seems, however, more probable that dartana here, like its
equivalent drsti which is sometimes substituted® for it,
means ‘philosophic opinion’ and signifies a specific school
of thought as distinguished from others. There are many
such schools of philosophic opinion. They are commonly
reckoned as six, viz, the Nyiya of Gautama, the Vaitesika
of Kaniida, the Sinkhya of Kapila, the Yoga of Patafijali,
the Piirva-mimfimsd of Jaimini and the Uttara-mimirhsd or
Vedinta of Bidariyana. These six systems may be regarded
as falling into three pairs—Nydya-Vaisesika, Sankhya-Yoga
and the two Mimirhsis—as the members forming each pair
agree either in their general metaphysical outlook or in their
historical basis or in both. We shall deal here not only with
these three groups but also with two more—Indian Material-
ism, and later Buddhism with its four-fold division of

Vaibhasika, Sautrintika, Yogicira and Midhyamika. The
latter, along with Jainism, are sometimes described as the
six heterodox (nfistika) systems to contrast them with the
same number of orthodox (fistika) ones just mentioned.3
The germs of practically all of them are to be found in
the literature of the previous periods, but their full develop-
ment and systematization belong to the present one. The
daréanas, when once systematized, determined the main
channels in which philosophic thought ran for ever afterwards
in India. Though ascribed to individual teachers, they in
their present form are really the outcome of the thought
of a long succession of thinkers, for the systems have grown
with the growth of time. While we may know the names of
some of the thinkers, we can hardly say what the nature of
their contribution was and to what extent the original
doctrine has been remodelled by each of them. For they
always thought more of the system of which they were
adherents than of claiming credit for their share in developing

+ Cf. NSB. IV. i. 14.
3 Sea BUV. p, 8go. st. 22 (com.) and cf. SBE. vol. XXII. p. xlv.

1 Not all of these, as observed above (p. 107), are orthodox in the
strict sense of the term.
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it. The several systems are accordingly the result of what
may be described as co-operative thinking; and the work
of the individual is merged in that of the group. Even
profound teachers like Sarnkara and Rimdnuja were content
to work for a system, sinking their individuality entirely,
and have thus given proof of the complete disinterestedness
with which they sought the truth. As more than one old
writer has said, the pursuit of truth served as its own spur
—neither glory, nor gain.t

These darsanas are described as ‘systems’ because the
thoughts in each are well co-ordinated and constitute a
logical whole. They are systems also in another sense; for
they are regarded as closed (siddhdnta) in essentials, though
not in matters of detail. Many of them are more than
philosophy as we now understand the term, since they include
on the one hand religion and, on the other, what would in
these days be regarded as science. The value of the science
contained in the systems cannot be great now when
experimental methods of investigation have advanced so
much; and we shall not, therefore, refer to it except
when it has a clear philosophic bearing. The case of religion
is, however, different; for in India, as already noticed, the
line that separates it from philosophy is very faint. But we
shall exclude from our purview the purely dogmatic side of
the teaching. In particular, we shall leave out as far as
possible those aspects which contain an eschatological
reference, and shall estimate the value of a system not by
the state of existence it promises to an enlightened person
hereafter, but by the actual life which it expects him to lead
after enlightenment and before physical death, i.e. in that
condition which is described in some systems as jivan-mukti
or arhant-ship.

The primary sources of information in regard to the various
systems are generally found in what are known as the
Sfitras—a unique form of literature which was developed
in India some centuries before the Christian era, when
writing had not yet come to be used for literary purposes
and the whole of the knowledge acquired had to be con-

' Cf. NB. IV, ii. 51; Suredvara: Naigkarmya-siddhi, i. 6.
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served through mere memorizing. The siitras or aphor-
isms of which they consist are extremely laconic in form,
and are hardly intelligible without explanation. They were
originally handed down by word of mouth from teacher to
pupil together with their authdntative explanations and
were reduced to writing much later. The explanations, which
in the course of time had become more or less divergent,
were also reduced to shape then and committed to writing
under the name generally of bhisyas or commentaries written
in the common or vernacular tongue (i.e. Sanskrit, not
Vedic). This species of aphoristic literature continued to be
produced long after the need for it had ceased; and some,
if not all, of the philosophical Siitras, as distinguished from
the earlier ones like the Kalpa-siitras (p. 88), are to be
ascribed to this later stage. They are generally assigned to
the period between 200 and 500 A.D.* But it is essential to
remember that it does not imply that the schools of thought,
whose doctrines they expound, are themselves so late. They
are undoubtedly considerably older and their high antiquity
is indicated by the term rsi or ‘ancient seer’ applied to their
first exponents like Gautama and Kapila. The dates given
above should, therefore, be taken as only indicating the
period of their reduction to a definite form. Thus, though
representing in one sense the starting-point of the darsanas,
the Siitras in reality presuppose a long course of develop-
ment the details of which are lost to us, perhaps for ever,
While they do not, therefore, correctly represent the real
antiquity of the systems, they at the same time have
received emendations at the hands of teachers and com-
mentators since their first formulation. But there is no
means now of determining exactly what parts are really
original and what later modifications. The new is so inex-
tricably blended with the old. The aim of the Siitras may be
described as two-fold—to establish the particular doctrine
which they inculcate and to refute all others which are at
variance with it, They are thus critical as well as constructive.
The literature of a school consists, in addition to the Siitra,
of one or more commentaries upon it with works explaining

* Dates of Philosophical Siitras, by Prof. Jacobi.—JAOS. xxxi. {1911).
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those commentaries themselves and treatises (prakarana)—
written in prose or verse or both—dealing with select phases
of the doctrine. This literature in each case ranges over a
very long period, beginning soon after the time to which the
Siitras are assigned and ending only a century or two ago,



CHAPTER VII1

MATERIALISM

THE first school of thought we propose taking into considera-
tion is Materialism or the Carvika-dardana, as it is termed in
Sanskrit. The significance of the term ‘Carvaka’ applied to it
is not quite clear. Some say that it was originally the name
of the disciple to whom the doctrine was first communicated
by its founder.: More probably the word is to be under-
stood as the equivalent of 'sweet-tongued' (ciru-vika):
which aptly describes the advocates of a doctrine charac-
terized by so much of superficial attractiveness. We have
already referred to the Yadrcchd-vida as its possible source
(p. 104) and pointed out its distinguishing feature, viz. the
abolition of the idea of causality altogether. Neither the
world, nor any event that takes place in it, has anything
beyond accident to account for it. As indicated by the other
name of Lokiyata-darfana sometimes given to it, there
seems to have merged in it the Svabhiva-doctrine, which
also had only an empirical basis. The Carvika school has
been the butt of ridicule for long.3 The very designations of
its followers—cirvika and lokiyata—have acquired a
disparaging sense, much as the term ‘sophist’ did in ancient
Greece, and have become bye-names for the infidel and the
epicure.4 It is in this degenerate form that we find the
doctrine summarized even by so early an author as Samkara.s
One does not expect to find any treatise expounding such a
doctrine, Yet a Siitra on it, ascribed to Brhaspati, whom
the Maitri Upanisad describes as a heretical teacher$ is
mentioned in old works; and since a few extracts from it are

1 88, p. 99, * Whitney : Samnskril Grammar, p, 8o,
) See e.g. Naigadkiya-carifa (xvii. 30-83), whose author

was also a great philosophic thinker.

4 Cf. 5V, p. ¢ st. 10. Compare also the description of the Clirvika as
niistika-siromani or ‘arch-heretic' in SDS. p. 2.

§ See his account of it in the bhigyas on VS, III. iii. 53-4. and on
By. Up. pp. 552 1. ¢ vii. 9,
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quoted' and a bhisya or formal commentary upon it also
seems to be alluded to,* we need not doubt that it existed.
But the book is not extant, and it is therefore difficult to say
to what extent the teaching deserved the name of darfana
or merited the wholesale condemnation to which it has been
stubjected. The only account of the doctrine we now have
is in the résumé given in the works of the other schools of
thought for purposes of refutation. It is unfortunate that
in forming an estimate of its value we have to depend
entirely upon the statements of its several opponents. For
one thing, they are too meagre to enable us to speak of
many details relating to the system. The Sarva-darsana-
sarigraha, no doubt, contains a chapter on it, but it is very
brief and adds nothing to what may be gathered from other
sources. Again these statements in all probability exaggerate
the weak points of the doctrine and may even misrepresent
its tenets. Thus it is commonly assumed by the critics that
the Cirvikas denounced reasoning totally as a pramina;
but to judge from the reference to it in one Nyiya treatise,3
they seem to have rejected only such reasoning as was
ordinarily thought sufficient by others for establishing the
existence of God, of a future life, etc. Such a discrimination
in using reason alters the whole complexion of the Carvika
view. But this is only a stray hint we get about the truth.
What we generally have is a caricature. The special ridicule
to which the Cirvika is held up by the orthodox may be due
to the denouncement by him of Vedic authority and of the
priestly professions; but this by itself cannot explain it
fully, for the Buddhists and the Jains also were hostile to the
Veda. We have, therefore, to seek for its cause at least in
part in the deficiencies of the doctrine itself, especially on
the ethical side, which tended to undermine the foundations
of social order and of moral responsibility. The chief im-
portance of the system for us lies in the evidence it affords

¢ See Bhiskara on VS, IIL. iii. 53; NM. p. 64.
= See SAS. p. Bs. 3 NM. p. 124,
4 Cf. stanzas quoted at the end of SDS. ch. i. The Veda is here
characterized as unintelligible, self-contradictory, untrue and so

farth.
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of the many-sidedness of philosophic activity in India in
ancient times and of the prevalence of a great deal of liberty
of thought as well as of freedom of expression.

I

The most important of its doctrines is that perception
(pratyaksa) is the only means of valid knowledge. Every
other pramipa including inference (anumiina) is rejected so
that philosophy, which according to the common Indian view
ought to be a discipline of life, ceases here to be even a
discipline of the mind. The reason assigned for rejecting
inference is that there is not sufficient warrant for believing
in the truth of the inductive relation or vyipti which forms
its basis. The ascertainment of this relation, even supposing
that it actually exists,* depends upon observed facts; and
since observation is necessarily restricted in its scope, it does
not entitle us, it is urged, to universalize the conclusion
reached with its help, It may be granted for the sake of
argument that observation can comprehend all present
instances coming under a general rule; but even then it
should be admitted that there are others which are removed in
time and which, therefore, lie beyond the possibility of
investigation. While a general proposition may be all right so
far as investigated cases are concerned, there is no guarantee
that it holds good of uninvestigated cases also. Even the
suspicion that it may not is enough to render the general
proposition useless for purposes of exact investigation.
If to avoid this difficulty we assume that it is not the exami-
nation of isolated particulars that is really the basis of
induction but only the proper linking up of essential features
or universals® which are permanently associated with them,
the Cirvika objects that such a course would leave unrelated
the particulars which alone are of practical concern. Nor
can the universals themselves be taken as its subject, for in
that case there would be no inference at all, the so-called

1 NM. pp. 11920,
3 This does not mean that the Cirvika admitted universals as

objectively real. They are assumed here only for the sake of argument.
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inferred truth connecting one universal with another being
identical with the observed fact itself as stated in the major
premise. It is in the quagmire of such a dilemma, as a well-
known stanza® has it, that a logician finds himself floundering
when he tries to maintain the validity of inference. Our
familiar belief in the validity of inference, the Cirvaka
explains as due to associations established during observation
so that it is purely a psychological process with no implica-
tion whatsoever of logical certitude, Otherwise how can we
account for the notorious differences even in essential
matters among rationalistic philosophers themselves?:
Where the belief is verified in practical life, it is due to
accidental coincidence as in the case of omens, etc., which
also sometimes come true. In other words, inference is
nothing more than guess-work. If the Cirvika specifically
formulates his view in such a manner, it would certainly
be a stultifying position for him to assume, because this
negative conclusion that inference is not valid is itself
the result of induction and points to a conviction that in
one case at least the relation of vyfipti holds true. It would
then refute itself, for what is rejected would be admitted
in the very act of rejecting it. Moreover, his very attempt
to convince others of the correctness of his view would imply
a knowledge of their thoughts which, not being directly
knowable, could only have been inferred by him. But the
probability is that the Cirvika did neither state his view
$0 formally, nor try to convince others of its rightness, but
was content with merely refuting the position of the
opponents.’ Usually, however, it is assumed that he did so
formulate his view; and it is criticized as above by the
representatives of the other systems. They vindicate
inference directly also, stating why and in what circum-
stances a universal proposition may be taken to be valid,
though it may be based on a limited examination of the

* Cited for example in SD. p. 63.
Videgenugamiabhivat siminye siddha-sidhanat:
Anumi-bhanga-pankesmin nimagnd vidi-dantinah,

* Ci. Note 3 on p. 182,

I Cf. NM, p. 270: Vaitapdika-kathaivisau na punab kascidigamah.
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cases falling under it. But the answers vary according to the
systems and it would, therefore, be preferable to deal with
them under those systems themselves. We shall accordingly
postpone their consideration for the present,

As a consequence of the view taken by him of knowledge,
the Carvika cannot speak of any order or system in the
world. He no doubt admits perception as a means of valid
knowledge, but that gives rise only to a piecemeal know=
ledge of things without connecting them by means of
any mecessary relation. Yet he is stated to have postulated
four elements (bhiitas)—each with its own character, So far
he is a realist and a pluralist. The elements are to be
understood as gross in form; for the Carvika, discarding
inference as he does, cannot believe in any subtle state which
can be deduced only by reason, Commonly Hindu thought
recognizes five elements—earth, water, fire, air and ikasa.
While the first four of these are matters of ordinary sense-
experience, the last is the result of inference. The Cirvika,
because he admits only the immediate evidence of the
senses, denies the last. For the same reason he denies also
the soul or itman as a surviving entity. It comes into being,
according to him, with that peculiar concatenation of the
elements which we call the living body, The Carvika
accordingly does not deny a conscious or spiritual principle;
only he refuses to regard it as ultimate or independent. It
is a property of the physical aggregate of the body and
disappears when the latter disintegrates, It is compared to
the intoxicating quality that arises by the mingling of
certain ingredients such as yeast which separately do not
possess it,* The entire dependence of consciousness on the
physical organism, it is added, is also indicated by the fact
that it is always seen associated with it and is never found
apart from it. The theory may thus be taken as a rough
Indian counterpart of the view that mind is a function of
matter. His view, as it is sometimes set forth, borders upon

! Theillustration probably suggests the idea of an "emergent character-
istic,” becavse the Clrviika does not admit consciousness as charneter-
izing the factors constituting the body, taken severally, Sce
Bhdmaii, 111. iii. 53
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modern behaviourism. According to Silikandtha's sum-
mary, for instance, the Cirvika regards feeling as directly
characterizing the physical body and describes it in terms
of bodily expression.' ‘Pleasure, pain, etc.,, should be
regarded as only attributes of the body, for they bring about
change in its condition. What is a characteristic of one
entity cannot affect another, for then the cause would be
operating where it was not. And it is a matter of common
experience that the body is affected when pleasure, etc., arise
as shown by expanding eves, a graciousness of look, horripi-
lation and so forth.’

Naturally the denial of the Atman, which occupies an
important place in the other Indian systems, provoked the
keenest controversy; but theoretically the position of the
Carvika, it must be admitted, is irrefutable. It cannot be
demonsiraled that the soul or tman in the accepted sense
#5. That indeed is recognized by some orthodox thinkers
themselves, who accordingly lay stress in their refutation of
the Carvika doctrine upon the indemonstrability of the
opposite position that the body and the soul are mof
distinct.? We may also note here some of the more important
among the ‘arguments’ advanced directly against the
Carvika position: First, if consciousness be a property of the
body, it should be either essential to it or accidental. If the
former, it should be inseparable from the body and last as
long as it does; but it does not, for in a swoon or in dreamless
sleep the body is seen without it. If the latter, it implies
another agency (upddhi)? at work in producing consciousness
and cannot, therefore, be wholly ascribed to the body.
Moreover, a person waking from a dream owns the dream
experience while disowning the dream body, say that of a
tiger, as Vicaspatis puts it. If the one were a property of the
other, both would be avowed or disavowed together. Again it
may be true as the Cirvika holds, that consciousness is
always found in association with the physical organism; but
it is far from certain that it ceases to be, when the organism
L PP p. 147 1 See e.g. SD. p. 122,
3 See SP. 111, 20. and Mr. J. C. Chatterji's Hindu Realism, p. 70.

4 Bhdmafi, 11. i. 14.
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breaks up. For aught we know, it may continue to exist in
another manner; and though that such is the case is not
proved, even a doubt of the kind is sufficient to reject the
position of the Cirvika that it is a property of the body.
Nor can such association of the two in itself, even if constant,
prove that one is a property of the other. The eye cannot see,
for example, except with the aid of some kind of light; yet
it cannot be said that visual perception is a property of
light, Similarly in the present case also, the body may only
serve as an auxiliary (upakarapa) or condition for conscious-
ness to manifest itself. Lastly, if consciousness were really a
property of the body, it would, if knowable by one, be
knowable in exactly the same way by others as well. The
form or complexion of our body, for instance, is perceived
not only by ourselves, but also by others. A person's
thoughts, feelings, dreams and memories, on the other hand,
while they are immediate facts to him, are not known to any
other in the same way. The knowledge which a philosopher
has of his toothache is different from that of the dentist who
treats it. This important difference suggests that conscious-
ness is not a property of the physical body, but of something
else or is itself an independent principle which only finds
its medium of expression in the body.!

IT

The doctrine dismisses necessarily all belief in a supernatural
or transcendental being, and with it also belief in everything
that constitutes the specific subject-matter of religion and
philosophy. It recognizes neither a God who controls the
universe nor conscience which guides man: and it does not
care for belief in a life after death which, so far as right
conduct is concerned, matters more according to the Indian
than even belief in the existence of God. It thus draws away

* Cf. Sathkara on VS, II1. iii. 54. The view set forth above represents
but one type of Indian Materialism. There were other types also
which, though admitting the self to be other than the body, endeav-
aured to identify it with the senses, vital power (pripa) or some
other non-spiritual principle. Cf, NM. pp. 440-1.

N
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man’s mind altogether from the thought of a higher life and
fixes it upon the world of sense. It smothers all consciousness
of a deeper reality. Accordingly the ideal, if such an expres-
sion is admissible at all in this case, is one of hedonism, pure
and simple. Pleasure in this life—and that of the individual
—is the sole aim of man. Collective happiness, if it is ever
thought of, is regarded as expressible in terms of individual
happiness; and there is no conception of a general good to
which the interests of the individual are to be subordinated.
Of the four purusirthas or ‘human values' (p. 100) the
Carvaka rejects two, viz. dharma and moksa, thus restricting
the scope of human effort to the attainment of sensual
pleasure (kima) or securing the means therefor (artha).
Whatever virtues are cultivated are either based upon
convention or are the result of worldly prudence. The useful
is the only good which the doctrine knows of. Pain is
recognized as an inevitable feature of existence; but that
affords no reason, it is argued, for denying ourselves pleasure
which appeals to us as desirable and towards which we are
instinctively drawn. ‘Nobody casts away the grain because
of the husk.* The Cirvika is so impatient of obtaining
pleasure that he does not even try to secure freedom from
pain. He makes a compromise with evil, instead of over-
coming it. Every man, according to him, must make the best
of a bad bargain and ‘enjoy himself as long as he lives.'
The repudiation of the traditional teaching and all the moral
and spiritual discipline for which it stands is a necessary
corollary to this crude utilitarianism, whose motto is
‘Sufficient unto the day is the good thereof.’ One may think
of a school of thought without the ideal of moksa, but not
without that of dharma also, It may be that death is final
and nothing remains afterwards; but to believe in an ideal of
life devoid of dharma is to reduce man to the level of the
brute. It is difficult to believe that there could ever have
existed such a school of thought. Even if we explain its
extreme views as due to a reaction against the free specula-
' SDS. p. 3-

1 Yavajjivet sukham jIvet, which seems to be a parody of the Vedic
injunction—Yavajjivam agnihotram juboti.
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tions and the austere asceticism that were widely current in
ancient India, the system, we must admit, should once have
inculcated less objectionable principles. The form in which it
is now presented has an air of unreality about it. If any
proof were required, it is found in its lesson of self-indulgence,
which needs not to be taught. It is also somewhat suspicious
that the Carvaka doctrine should consist so much in denying
what is accepted by the other schools and so little in contri-
buting any new ideas of its own to the sum of Indian thought.?

! See 85, p. 100,



CHAPTER IX
LATER BUDDHISTIC SCHOOLS

WE know that there was some vagueness in Buddhism as it
was originally taught. It was this vagueness, combined with
the wide and rapid spread of its teaching not only in the
country of its birth but also outside, that in course of
time gave rise to a great divergence of views among its
followers. There are several schools mentioned by Buddhist
tradition, the number of those that arose in India itself
being as many as eighteen'; but we shall take into con-
sideration here only the most important among them—
especially those that are commonly mentioned in Hindu
and Jaina philosophical works and may therefore be
regarded as of particular significance in Indian thought,
whose development we are tracing here. (The various views
falling under later Buddhism are broadly classifiable under
two heads, which go by the name of Hinayina and Mahayéna,
These terms are variously explained, the most common
explanation being that they signify respectively the ‘small
way' and the ‘great way’ of salvation. It is clear from the
inferiority indicated by the word hina (‘low’) that the
names were devised by the followers of Mahiyina. Of these,
the Hinayina had an earlier origin; but the distinction
between the two is not merely one of chronology. In their
philosophic and ethical outlook also they differ widely. For
instance the adherents of Hinayina believe in the reality
of outward objects—however they may conceive of reality
itself —and are for that reason often described in Hindu
works as sarvistitva-vidins,? while the adherents of Mahi-
yina adopt the opposite view. Another important difference
is that while the Hinayina is content to stop at pointing
out the means for the individual releasing himself from
the bondage of sarhsira, the Mahidyana teaches that the

1 BP. pp. 149-50.
» Cf. Sarhkara on VS. IT, ii. 18, In Buddhistic tradition the term

is sarvisti-vidin.
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awakened individual should work, without resting, for the
spiritual welfare of the world. Such radical differences
between the two forms of the doctrine in essential matters
have led some to suggest that the Mahdyina has been
influenced by alien thought'; and the suggestion may look
plausible as there were foreign incursions into India in the
formative stages of this phase of Buddh:’.sm.\lWithnut entering
into the merits of this historical question, we may state that
it is not at all difficult to account for the development of the
characteristic tenets of Mahiyanism from the ideas latent
in early Buddhism.; The exponents of Mahdyina were
themselves of this dpinion, and held that their doctrine
represented the whole truth of Buddha’s teaching, ascribing
the variations found in the Hinayina schools either to an
attempt on the part of the Master at adjusting the teaching
to less qualified disciples or to inability on the part of the
latter to grasp its complete significance. fjWhatever the truth
may be, both forms of the doctrine alike exhibit several
important changes and neither can be taken as representing
exactly the teaching as it was originally imparted. In our
present treatment, we shall refer only to the new develop-
ments and shall not dwell upon points already mentioned in
the chapter on early Buddhism.

Several Buddhistic works of this period are written in
Sanskrit. Some of them are probably renderings from
Pili originals, which shows that Buddhism gradually assumed
a more and more scholastic character, although this should
not be taken to mean that it ceased to exist as a popular
creed. Buddha, as we have seen, preferred to dwell upon the
practical bearing of his teaching passing over the theory
underlying it. There springs up now a remarkable develop-
ment of theoretic interest which for its keenness is almost
unrivalled in the whole history of thought. This result is in
no small measure due to the sharp conflict that gradually
developed between the Buddhists and their Hindu oppo-
nents—a conflict in which each party gained and through
which Indian speculation as a whole became much richer and

' See V. A, Smith: Early History of India, p, 266 (3rd Edn.),
* Cf, Sathkara on VS, IL. ii. 18; BP. pp, 216-221.
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more varied than it would otherwise have been. All the
different shades of philosophic theory—realistic and idealistic
—are found within Buddhism itself; and we have, so to
speak, philosophy repeated twice over in India—once in the
several Hindu systems and again in the different schools of
Buddhism. The prominence which the Buddhistic schools
acquired gradually declined chiefly under the stress of
strengthening Hindu thought. To judge from extant
Sanskrit literature, the first great onslaught, so far as the
scholastic side of the teaching was concerned, came from
Kumiirila Bhatta (A.D. y00) and it was continued by
Sarhkara and others with the result that the doctrine once
for all lost its hold on the Indian mind. In regard to minor
points of a purely technical character, controversies were
carried on for some time longer; but from the twelfth
century onwards the discussions of Buddhistic thought in the
various Hindu schools became for the most part academic and
unreal. For the history of this great teaching after that time,
we should look outside India—in Tibet, China and Japan.
The literature bearing upon the later phase of Buddhism,
which began to appear as early as the first or second
century A.D., is vast; and we can refer here only to a small
portion of it, remarking by the way that several of the
works in Sanskrit have been lost. {To take only the four
schools (p. 183) to which we confine our attention here: The
chief exponents of the Vaibhisika views were Difiniga* and
Dharmakirti. The former i1s usuvally assigned to about
500 A.D. His works, such as the Pramdya-samuccaya, in their
Sanskrit form are not extant. The latter is known as an
interpreter of Dinniga and is anterior to Samkara. His
Nydya-bindu, which is a treatise on logic, is available, as also
a very valuable commentary upon it by Dharmottara.
Numerous quotations from the works of these two thinkers
are found cited by Hindu writers. Kumiralabdha (A.p. 200)3

t Some of the works lost have in recent times been fortunately
recovercd in translations in Chinese and Tibetan.

1 See Naoyana-prasadini on Citsukha's Tattva-pradipikd, p. 244
(Nirpayasigara Press):—Vaibhisikipim sitra-krto Dinndgasya.

31 BP. p. 156 n.
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is reputed to have been the founder of the Sautrintika
school, between which and the Vaibhisika it is not always
easy to discover the dividing line. The chief teachers of the
Yogacira® school were Asanga and Vasubandhu, who were
brothers and flourished probably in the third century A.D.
Vasubandhu seems to have started as a Sautrintika and to
have been afterwards converted into an idealist under the
influence of his brother. His Abhidharma-koda with his own
commentary—only partly preserved in Sanskrit—is a
source of great authority not only on this school but on the
Buddhistic doctrine as a whole. ‘It covers the whole field of
ontology, psychology, cosmology, the doctrine of salvation
and of the saints, and a vast proportion of its matter is
common to all Buddhistic belief.”* Another of the chief
works of this school is La#kdvatira, so called because the
teaching there is fictitiously represented as having been
imparted by Buddha to Rivapa, the demon king of Lanka.
The chief exponent of the last school—the Madhyamika—
is the renowned Nigirjuna, who was probaBly & Pupil” of
Asvaghosa (A.D. 100),3 the saintly preceptor of King Kaniska
and also a celebrated Sanskrit poet and dramatist rivalling
in fame the great Kilidisa himself. Nigirjuna's Miila-
madhyama-kirikd with the commentary of Candrakirti,
which is only one of several upon it, has been published and
is a most valuable work in the whole range of Sanskrit
philosophical literature. The Safa-éistra or Catuli-ataka of
Aryadeva, a pupil of Nagirjuna, is another important work
belonging to the same school. |

I

The Carvika rejects inference (p. 18¢) on the ground that
there is no warrant for assuming the validity of the inductive
truth from which it proceeds. The Buddhist adduces cogent
reasons against such a position. He does not indeed believe
in all the types of vyipti or inductive relation recognized by
the Hindu logicians; but he does not discard the notion itself
as the Cirviika does: [A general statement relating two things
1 BP. pp. 155 and 230, : Ibid,, p. 156. 3 Ihid., p. 229,
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or events must be admitted to be true, according to the
Buddhist, when it is based upon a principle which is
universally accepted and is made the ground of everyday
activity. To question a statement thus supported would
be to question the very foundation of practical life, which is
clearly a stultifying position for any disputant to assume,
The Buddhist refers in this connection to a maxim!'—
vydghitivadhirisanki—which means that we cannot go
on doubting for ever, but must desist from doing so when it
results in a self-contradiction in thought or leads to a
practical absurdity. Such legitimate vydiptis are of two
kinds. (i) Sphere of Causation: We can for instance connect
smoke always with fire, If anyone should question the
correctness of the two being thus linked, we may point to its
basis, viz. the law of causation. Smoke is caused by fire; and
no one can maintain that an effect may come into being
without its cause, for to do so would be to divest almost the
whole of life’s activity of its meaning. (ii) Sphere of Identity:
When we know for instance that a thing is a &irmsupa, we
know that it is a tree. A tree may or may not be a dirhdupa; a
$ithéupa on the other hand must necessarily be a-tree, for
otherwise we shall be questioning the law of identity—a
position as stultifying as the one referred to above. This
constant relation between genus and species may be made
the basis of a valid inference, provided we take care to see
that what is inferred is not narrower than that from which it
i8 inferred ; for while it is right to conclude that a &irhéupa is
a tree, the conclusion when reversed is certainly wrong, Here,
it will be seen, the predicate is obtained by analysing the
subject and the conclusion, though trivial and so perhaps
not always of much practical value, is necessarily true.
According to the Buddhist then, amongst relations of
succession, it is only that of cause and effect (tadutpatti)
that warrants inductive generalization; and among relations
of co-existence, it is only the identity of essence (tiditmya)

v See Kusumaitjali, iii. st, 7.
* This should be regarded as stated only from the commeon standpoint
and not as committing the Buddhist to the view that two or more

things can have any common features,
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that does so! He would not believe for instance in the
proposition 'All animals with cloven hoofs have homs,
although the concomitance of the two, so far as our know-
ledge goes, is invariable; for its truth cannot, as in the cases
mentioned, be referred back to any general principle whose
validity is unquestioned. There is no clinching argument to
meet the question "Why should the cloven hoof be associated
with horns?' and any doubt that may be entertained about
the matter will, therefore, remain unremoved. In other
words, the Buddhist admits the principle of the uniformity
of nature only in the two spheres of causal sequence and
necessary co-existence. By thus restricting the scope of
vyipti, he insists not only on the condition of invariable
concomitance, but also on that of an inner necessity
connecting the two terms of the relation. We shall see later
that some Indian logicians were content with the first only of
these two conditions,

It may be assumed that there is practical agreement in
regard to this point among the several Buddhistic schools,
but no express statement to that effect can be quoted] That
inference is a pramina, however, is admitted by all the
Buddhists, though, as we shall see, it can have only a
provisional value according to them. But they differ sharply
from one another in respect of the view they hold of per-
ception. In fact, according to Hindu writers, the division of
Buddhistic thought into the four schools which alone
they seem to recognize and with which we are concerned
here is based chiefly upon the difference in this respect.
To explain that difference, we may divide the four schools
first into two classes—realistic and idealistic. The former
which are Hinayina believe in the existence of objects
outside and independently of knowledge, though the
objects according to the general postulate of Buddhism
are conceived as momentary, The latter, on the other hand,
which are Mahiyina deny such objects altogether, Of the
former, the Vaibhasikas' hold that objects are directly

! Vibhiigd is the commentary on the Abhidharma books: and the
Vaibhisikas were so called because they accepted this commentary
as finally authoritative. The Sautrintikas on the other hand were of
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perceived; and the Sautrintikas that they are known
indirectly since according to the doctrine of momentariness
objects cannot be present at the time they are perceived. If
they are, they would endure for at least two instants—that
when they served as the cause or stimulus of perception and
that when they were actually perceived. If things are
really momentary, it is only a past thing that can be
perceived. So what is present externally when perception
takes place is only the successor in the object-series in
question of the member that served as its cause. The
previous member, however, before it disappears, leaves its
impression on the percipient mind; and it is from this
impression or idea (ikira) that we infer the prior existence
of the corresponding object. Accordingly, though what is
apprehended in perception actually exists, it is not appre-
hended at the moment when it exists. The explanation is
similar to the one which modern science gives, for example,
in the case of our seeing a star. Owing to the vastness of its
distance from us, the rays proceeding from a star take a
considerable time to reach us; and what we perceive,
therefore, is not the star as it is at the moment of perception,
but as it was at the moment when the rays left it. Thus the
so-called perception really refers to the past and is in the
nature of an inference. The star, for aught we know, may
have disappeared in the interval. Analogous is all perception
according to the Sautrintika. It is not the object which
we directly know, but rather its representation through
which we indirectly come to know of it. In modern phrase-
ology, the Sautrintika view of perception involves the
doctrine of representative ideas)

fThe Vaibhasika, who holds that objects are known
directly, is able to dismiss the intervening psychic medium.
His view agrees with the description of perception found in
early Buddhistic writings, viz. that it is like fire produced by
the rubbing of two sticks,” which implies direct causation.
opinion that, being a human composition, it was liable to contain
error. They maintained that Buddha tanght Abhidharma doctrines
in certain Siitras or Sitrintas and recognized their authority alone.
E-I:Bn;e their name, See ERE: vol. xi. ‘Sautrdntika’ and BP. p. 155.
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The chief objection which he urges against the Sautrintika
view is that it totally contradicts experience, which is to the
effect that the object we perceive is present at the time. He
adds also that if perception be abolished, there would be‘na
inference. All inference is supported by a vyipti or inductive
truth which depends upon observation, and we cannot
therefore make observation itself a form of inference. The
latter argument seems to be somewhat wide of the mark, for
the existence of the external object does not seem to be
really a matter of inference according to the Sautrintika,
though it is described as anumeya.! The statement that it is
indirectly known only means that the object is postulated as a
hypothesis to account for the fact of perception consistently
with the doctrine of momentariness. So far from being a weak
point in the doctrine, this way of solving the problem
indicates great cautiousness in the Sautrintika. Moreover,
the Vaibhisika seems to take for granted that the object as
perceived should be absolutely contemporaneous with the
act of perception. But as a matter of fact the two must always
be, at least slightly, separated in time; for light, to instance
only visual perception, takes time to travel as also the trans-
mission of a current along the optic nerve.

The criticism of the Sautrintika view by the Vaibhasika
does not signify that he believes in the truth of everything
that is perceived and takes things at their face value, He,
like the Sautrintika, refuses to admit the distinction
between substance and attribute; and there is no object,
according to him also, of which anything may be predicated.
Perceptual judgments, in all of which this distinction is
found, are therefore necessarily wrong. When we see SOMe-
thing and say or feel “This is blue,’ we are predicating blue-
ness of ‘this’ (idam). It is perception as it is familiarly known,
and is described as ‘determinate’ (savikalpaka), The position
of both the Vaibhasika and the Sautrintika is that it is
erroneous. But it is not wholly so, for it contains a core of
truth known as the sva-laksana, which in the Present case
is the colour blue. It is the bare unrelated particular ang
is supposed to be given in an earlier stage of Perception

* Cf. SV. pp. 2834, st. 51 (com.), .
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described as ‘indeterminate’ (nirvikalpaka),* which we may
perhaps regard as mere sensation. Here the mind is passive;
but in the next stage of determinate perception it becomes
active leading to a subjective elaboration of the sva-
laksana and the consequent blurring of it, to speak from the
metaphysical standpoint. Thus common perceptual experi-
ence is true only so far as the sva-laksana is concerned.
Whatever is associated with it then—all the conceptual
elements or siminya-laksanas as they are termed—whether
a universal like cow-ness or an attribute like whiteness—is
superposed by the mind (kalpanid) upon it and is not to be
taken as an ontological fact.: The particular alone is real, not
the general. The latter is in fact as unrelated to the former
as the name or verbal sign by which we refer to it. The
general feature is nothing more than a working fiction,
a convenient device in thinking. So the realism of the
Vaibhasika, as that of the Sautrintika, does not indicate the
being of anything except the sva-laksanas: but while the one
admits that a sva-laksana is directly cognized, the other
views it as known indirectly. Both alike endow the perceiving
mind with a constructive side on account of which reality
becomes vastly transformed when it is experienced. The
resemblance between such a view and Kant's will be obvious
to the student of Western philosophy. The Buddhistic
realist also, like Kant, assumes a thing-in-itself (sva-
laksana) and explains the actual content of perception as the
result of the mind imposing its own forms? upon it. But the
two views are not identical, since the Buddhist assumes that
the sva-laksapa is known, whether directly or indirectly;
and it is not, therefore, unknowable like Kant's ‘thing-in-
itself.” Reality is not only given but is also known. There is
also the fact that the forms imposed by the mind upon it
are not, as we shall see in the next section, exactly the same
as they are in Kant's view.

Buddhistic idealism also is of two types: The first of them

* These are respectively termed adhyavasiya and grahaga (See SDS.
P- 22), which names imply that the former is a judgment while the
latter is bare sensation, i Cf, NM. pp. 93 and 303.
3} Kalpand hi buddhi-videsab: SV, p. 306 (com.),
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is pure subjectivism; and the complicated explanation of
perception which the Sautrintika gave may be supposed to
have directly led to it. The {ollowers of this view are known
as Yogicira—a term whose significance is not very clear.:
While, according to the two previous schools, knowledge
is true so far as the sva-laksana is concerned and is false only
in respect of the conceptual elements involved in it, according
to the Yogicira it is the sole truth and its whole content is
false. In fact in the triple factor commonly assumed wherever
experience arises—'knower," ‘known’ and ‘knowledge’—the
last alone is here taken to be true, There is neither subject
nor abject but only a succession of ideas, The specific form
which cognition at any particular instant assumes is
determined in this view, not by an outside object presented
to it, but by past experience. That is, the stimulus always
comes from within, never from without. It is in no way
dependent upon objects existing outside, but is to be traced
toanimpression (vasani) left behind by past experience, which
in its turn goes back to another impression, that to another
experience and so on indefinitely in a beginningless series, At
no particular stage in the series, it must be noted, is the
experience due to an external factor. In other words, the
ideas signify nothing but themselves. Since the Yogicira
believes in the reality of nothing but these ideas (vijfiina), he
is also designated as vijiiina-vidin.

We may mention some of the main arguments by which
this extreme view is maintained.? First comes the obvious
analogy of dreams where experience arises without corre-
sponding objects, and internal thoughts appear as external.
The second argument is based upon the view which the
Yopacira holds in common with the rest of the Buddhists
that cognition becomes aware of itsef. In self-cognizing
cognition, we have a case in which what is known is identical
with what knows; and the Yogicira argues that the same
may be the case in all experience, there being no reason
why an explanation which is not absurd in one case must be so
in another. In the awareness of a jar also, knowledge and the
* The Chinese rendering of the term suggests “Yogfcirya' as the
Sanskrit form. See BP. p. 243 n. v CL kara on VS, II. ii. 28.
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known may be identical. All knowledge is thus only self-
knowledge and the distinction felt between jfiina and content
is a delusion, comparable to the single moon illusorily
appearing double. A third support which the Yogicira cites
in favour of his view is the invariable association (sahopa-
lambha-niyama) existing between cognition and its content.
Thoughts and things always appear together; and neither
without the other, There is consequently no need to assume
that they are distinct, and they may well be viewed as
different phases of one and the same factor. Lastly, it is
argued that the so-called objects are seen to impress different
persons differently and even the same person at different
times—a circumstance which would be inexplicable if the
objects were real, each having its own defined character.!
The arguments are much the same as those commonly
advanced whenever subjectivism is sought to be maintained,
except for the additional circumstance that everything is
conceived here as momentary. But they are by no means
convincing, To take the last of them as an example: It is
stated that objects of experience cannot have any intrinsic
nature, for no two persons agree in their perceptions of them.
The argument assumes not only that there is no agreement
whatever between one perceiver and another in this respect,
but also that when anything is presented, it must be appre-
hended precisely as it is. But it is forgotten that the content
apprehended may have a subjective side and may, at the
same time, point to a real object outside. Individual varia-
tions in the matter of perception do not, therefore, necessarily
mean the non-existence of external objects. Yet the Yogacara
reasoning has a negative force which cannot be easily thrust
aside, They point to the indemonstrability of the opposite
view maintained in realism.

The second school of Buddhistic idealism which we have

to consider is known as the Madhyamika.: In one sense it is
* Cf. SV. p. 286, st. 59. This argument is common to the two idealistic
schools of Buddhism,
* Strictly it is the followers of the school that are ‘Madhyamikas,’
the doctrine itself being known as Madhyamaka. See ERE. vol. viii.
‘Miadhyamaka.” The term signifies an adherent of the *middle path,*
which is a distinctive feature of Buddhism, See P- 132 anfe.
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the most important outcome of Buddha's teaching and, at
the same time, the most difficult to evaluate properly. The
standpoint of the Midhyamika in regard to knowledge is
altogether novel, So far we have seen that some aspect of
common experience is assumed to be true, all the three
schools having taken for granted the subject-series at least
as real. The Midhyamika is quite revolutionary in his view
and questions the validity of knowledge as a whole. He holds
that if criticism of knowledge is necessary, it must be so in
the case of all knowledge and that the validity of no part of
it should be taken as self-evident. We commonly believe
that we get into touch with reality through knowledge.
When, however, we begin to inquire into the nature of this
so-called reality, we discover that it is riddled with all sorts
of self-discrepancies. Reflection at once shows its hollowness,
'No sooner are objects thought about than they are
dissipated.’s What for instance is the nature of a jar which
appears to be given in knowledge? If we ask ourselves
whether it is an aggregate of parts or a whole, we are not
able to maintain either position satisfactorily. For if it be
an aggregate of parts, it should eventually be an aggre-
gate of atoms; and an aggregate of invisible atoms must
necessarily be invisible. If to avoid this difficulty we assume
it to be an integral whole over and above its constituents, we
shall be at a loss to explain satisfactorily the relation between
the two. Similarly we cannot describe what passes for a real
thing as either existent or non-existent. If a jar always
exists, it is difficult to see why it needs to be made; and the
efficiency of its maker becomes superfluous. If on the other
hand we assume that it is at one time non-existent and then
comes into existence, we shall be predicating both existence
and non-existence of the same object whose nature for that
reason becomes unintelligible. The only escape from such
difficulties is to regard objects as having no intrinsic character
(nissvabhiva)—a position which is diametrically opposed
to that of the Svabhiva-vida (p. 104). The same argument
is extended to vijfidna, and it is also dismissed as devoid of
self-essence or as a thing which is mof in itself. This line of

1 Yathd yathirthiscintyante vidiryante tathd tathd, SDS. p. 15.
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reasoning leads the Midhyamika to conclude that, though
knowledge serves the purposes of empirical life and so far
may be valid or not as the case may be, it is impossible to
attach any metaphysical significance to it. All knowledge,
whether perceptual or inferred, is relative; and there is none
that is absolutely true. He accordingly believes neither in
outer reality nor in the inner; and his doctrine is therefore
described as that of the void ($inya-vida). The unique
method of establishing this position, though utilized by
other thinkers also, seems to have originated with him,
It may be described as the method of dichotomy and bears a
resemblance to that adopted by Bradley in modern times.
By the use of this method, he tries to show how the common
concepts of philosophy are self-discrepant and are nothing
more than dogmatic assumptions. In more than one chapter
of his Kdrikd, Nigirjuna passes in review conceptions like
‘motion,’ showing how they are utterly unintelligible.

If perception and inference are both of provisional value
for the Madhyamika, the latter is so for all the four schools
alike; because, according to the Buddhistic doctrine, rela-
tions are all false and inference which is based upon a
supposed relation between two terms cannot, therefore, be
valid. Moreover, this pramiina, even according to the realistic
schools, has reference only to the ideal constructions or
simanya-laksapas,' the sva-laksanas being the objects
exclusively of pratyaksa; and it can, therefore, lay claim to
no final validity. Dinniga says that the whole process of
inference refers to what is imposed by thought and has no
relation to external reality.* As regards perception, the Yoga-
cira doctrine may be placed on the same footing as the
Madhyamika, because it also refuses to recognize external
objects. It no doubt admits vijfiina or ‘momentary idea’
to be real and as directly known; but it becomes aware of
itself and is not, therefore, perception in the ordinary sense
of the word. In the Sautrintika view also the validity of
perception cannot be absolute, for, as already explained, it
postulates the external world as a mere hypothesis which,

t Nydya-bindu, ch. i. NM. p. 0.
* See 5V, p. 258, st. 168 (com.),
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therefore, carries no certitude with it. It is only in the
Vaibhasika school which admits that external objects are
real and are directly known that perception can claim any
ultimate logical value.

The Buddhist recognizes only these two praminas and
brings others like verbal testimony (sabda) under inference.
From this we should not understand that he discards
tradition (p. 179). He only denies to it the logical status
implied by designating it a pramipa. In this respect his
view is at one with that of the Vaisesika, to which we shall
refer in the succeeding chapter.

It is clear from what has been said so far that the place
which Buddhism assigns to jfiina is very precarious, Know-
ledge may have value for life, but its metaphysical signifi-
cance is next to nothing. This position accounts for the
Buddhistic criterion of truth, viz. that it consists in fitness to
secure for us the object in guestion (pripakatva).' That
knowledge is true which confirms the expectation it raises.
There is nothing strange about such a view in itself, and it
has found supporters both in the East and the West. The
peculiarity of the Buddhistic view lies in that the practical
verification of knowledge which is possible is held to be only
approximate., This is rendered necessary by the unusual
way in which it conceives of reality. Even in the nirvikalpaka,
where according to the Vaibhisika a sva-laksana is actually
given, that very sva-laksapa cannot be reached for it ceases to
be in a moment. So the utmost that knowledge can do is to
direct us to the series of which the sva-laksana cognized was
a member. That is what is presented is a particular; but
what is attained is not that particular but the corresponding
series. This is what is meant by approximate verification,
Such verification is held to be quite adequate to meet the
demands of practical life, and the discrepancy that exists
between knowledge and realization consequently passes
unnoticed. Knowledge merely lights up, as it were, the path
of action ; and, so long as it successfully does so, it is regarded
as true, And the analogy is given here of a person who sees
only the lustre of a shining jewel, but mistaking it for the

i Nydya-bindu-fikd, p. 3; NM. p. 23.
o
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jewel itself stretches forth his hand and happens to secure
it.' In inference, the objects are invariably siminya-
laksanas, which are by hypothesis unreal. Yet it can be
serviceable in life by leading us to an object-series with which
its content is associated. Thus not only is the ultimate
significance of knowledge little; its practical value also is of
an indirect kind.

So much about truth. But knowledge may not be valid
even in this restricted sense. A person through a defect of
sight may see a patch of black where there is one of blue. It
is error or illusion (viparyaya). Inference also may go wrong,
for it may not comprehend the right sort of general features.
Thus the validity of praminas, even in the qualified sense
in which it is understood, is not necessary and can be
accepted only after verification. It is not, therefore, surprising
that all knowledge should in the doctrine be described as
presumably wrong and standing in need of validation by an
external circumstance.: Postponing for the present the
consideration of the question whether knowledge needs to be
tested or not, we may indicate the distinction between the
content of error and ideal constructions (kalpand), both of
which are alike unreal. The kalpanis are in their very nature
false and are always found where perception takes place.
They are in fact the necessary condition of perception as
ordinarily known—the Trame into which the mind fits
reality as it apprehends it. But errors are occasional and
affect only individual percipients. Moreover, the former are
classifiable, unlike the content of illusions, into definite
groups. They may be described in Kantian terminology as
forms of the mind. What these groups or categories are, we
shall see later.

II

In dealing with their theories of knowledge, we have to a
large extent anticipated the ontological views of the four
Buddhistic schools. It is still desirable to bring together the

¢ S5DS. p. 23.
* Apramipyam svatah: priminyam paratah, SDS, p. 1a9.
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statements already made, filling them out where necessary
with details so that we may have a connected idea of the
world-view of each school. The distinguishing features of
primitive Buddhism were (1) its belief that everything is a
flux (sarhtina), and (2) its belief that everything is an aggre-
gate altogether lacking seli (sarbghfita). These features
continue to characterize the teaching in the present stage
also; but naturally they receive greater emphasis and are
more formally enunciated. We shall add a few words on the
former of these, viz. the doctrine of momentariness,

Change is ordinarily understood to imply something that
endures through it. If we represent a changing object by
XA, it becomes, according to the common view, XB under
certain conditions, where X stands for the element common
to the two phases, This view that a changing object persists
amidst varying features does not commend itself to the
Buddhist; and he maintains that all change is necessarily
total. That is, change means revolution, not evolution. His
arguments are as follows: In the example given above, if the
conditions bringing about the change alter A to B without
at all affecting X, then X is merely a conventional adjunct of
A; and it may well be dispensed with as superfluous. The
result is that A becomes B, and we have total change. If on
the other hand we assume that the conditions in question do
affect X, altering it thereby, it is again total change, for we
now have YB as the result in place of XA, and not XB as
supposed. To express the same more generally, the ordinary
view of change is based upon the supposition that Being
may be related to Becoming while the Buddhist altogether
denies the possibility of such a relation. In his view there
is no Being at all, and the only reality is Becoming. Change
is not only total; it is also perpetual. This follows directly
from the conception of reality entertained in the system, viz.
that it consists in causal efficiency or the capacity to effect
something. A seed for example causes the shoot and, accord-
ing to the principle of total change, it then becomes wholly
different without any the least part of what was the seed
surviving in it (niranvaya-niisa). Its capacity as a seed to
produce the shoot must manifest itself af once, for otherwise
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we shall have prolonged or suspended efficiency which
Buddhism describes as a contradiction in terms. That a thing
should be capable of producing something and yet should not
produce it or do so only bit by bit, is inconceivable. Poten-
tiality is only another expression for lack of efficiency ; and the
distinction between ‘can’ and ‘does’ is fictitious. It should,
therefore, be admitted that whatever capacity a thing has,
is at once and fully manifested; and since a thing is, only
when it acts, it must be momentary. Yat sat tat ksanikam.,?
If now in the light of this view that practical efficiency or
‘the pulse of the moment’ is the sole test of reality, we con-
sider the same seed in the instants previous to its becoming a
shoot, we should agree to associate it in those instants also
with some sort of activity; for, if it then be idle and do
nothing, it will be unreal and cannot give rise to a positive
something—the shoot. The only way to think of it as active
in each of those instants is to take it as producing its like
in the next instant. The seed is thus never inactive. The
difference when it becomes a shoot instead of continuing as a
seed, is that the nature of the series is altered; but the one
series is as much a flux as the other. The theory gives us,
instead of a static seed which at some stage is transformed
into a shoot, a seed-series which is replaced by a shoot-series
when certain new conditions make their appearance. This
causal efficiency is described in Sanskrit as artha-kriya-
kiritva, which may be taken as equivalent to ‘making
become.” The same conclusion is reached by showing that
no extraneous causes are necessary for destroying a thing.2
The germs of destruction are inherent in every object, which
cannot, therefore, last beyond one instant, What are ordi-
narily regarded as the causes of destruction such as a stick
in the case of breaking a jar, it is explained, give rise to a
different series—that of the potsherd ; for there is no meaning
in speaking of non-existence (abhiva) being brought about.
If a thing does not annihilate itself, nothing else can do it;
and if it does not end itself in the instant following its
appearance, there is no reason on earth why it should dis-
appear at all at any time, Hence if things are not momentary,
t SDS. pp. 9-12; NM. pp, 444 L. 3 NM. pp. 447-8.
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every one of them will have to be eternal—a conclusion which
is accepted by none,

This conception of reality is criticized in several ways by
the exponents of the other Indian systems, If everything be a
flux and is being continually renovated, no recognition
would be possible. The Buddhist meets this objection, as
briefly remarked before (p. 145), by explaining away recogni-
tion. It is according to him not a single piece of knowledge at
all, but a compound of memory and perception; and what
we apprehend in it is not one object as we commonly assume,
but two distinct ones though both are members of the same
series. How can the same object, he asks, appear in two
different temporal settings ?* In other words, the things in the
two moments are only similar, and similarity is mistaken for
identity in recognition. He admits that our feeling, then, is
that we perceive the same thing which we did once before, as
is implied in the conative response resulting from recognition ;
but he explains the feeling as a mere delusion. He cites in
illustration the example of the lamp-flame where, if recogni-
tion were valid, the identity of the flame-material in two
different moments, which though ordinarily assumed is known
to be false, would be established. All recognition involves a
reference to past time which perception is not competent to
apprehend as well as to present time which memory cannot
refer to. To regard it as a single unit of knowledge, over-
looking its hybrid character, is clearly erroneous. The
main argument of the critics of this view is based upon the
postulate that the invalidity of knowledge is established by
its being contradicted by other knowledge which is better
supported. In the case of the lamp-flame that has been
mentioned as an illustration, the gradual consumption of the
oil, for example, is a sign that the flame-material is not the
same in any two stages. But no such indication exists in
regard to everything. Rather inquiry in other cases generally
confirms the identity of the thing. What the lamp-flame
illustrates is only that recognition is not always true. That,
indeed, is 50 in the case of all knowledge. The definition of the
real as the ‘causally efficient’ is also criticized. Though

+ NM. pp. 450-61.
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commonly, according to Buddhism, a series never ends, but
may only be transformed into another as in the case of the
seed becoming the shoot, certain exceptions are admitted of
which one is the cessation of the ego-series (pratisarnkhya-
nirodha) when an arhant dies and attains nirvina. Here the
question arises as to whether the final member of the ego-
series in question is real or not. Since by hypothesis it gives
rise to no successor, it is not causally efficient and cannot,
therefore, be real. And if that is unreal, it must follow that
the next previous one is unreal and so on backwards until
the whole series disappears as a figment,' with the result
that either the ideal of nirvina should be given up
as never achievable or the ego-series representing the
aspirant for nirvipa should be admitted as absolutely non-
existent,

These are specimens of the arguments advanced in Hindu
philosophical works against the Buddhistic doctrine of
momentariness. They are ingenious, though they are not
all convincing; and it is not necessary to mention more of
them here. The chief argument to refute the Buddhistic
position in this respect, it seems, should be based upon
quite a distinct consideration. According to modern science,
the present is to be regarded as a duration.: The duration
may be of any breadth, but the point to be noted is that it
is never a mere instant. This truth, it may be added, was
not unknown to old Indian thinkers: and we sometimes find
allusions to it in Sanskrit philosophical works. The Buddhist
supposes that what is given in perception is the instantaneous
present.+ In fact, one of the arguments for the doctrine of
momentariness is based upon the assumption that perception
is necessarily confined to the present instant.s The Buddhist
does not admit time as a reality; and it may, therefore,
appear as not legitimate to speak of any ‘instant’ in criticizing

* Cf. Sarikara on VS. 11 ii. 22.

* CL Prof. Whitehead: The Concept of Nature, pp, 68 and 72,

i See NS. IL i. 39-43, and The Quarterly Jowrnal of the Mythic

Society, Bangalore (1924), pp. 233-7.

+ Cf, SDS. p. 25: pirvipara-bhiga-vikala-kila-kaldvasthitilalksana-
td. 5 NM. p. 450.
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his position. But he accepts a momentary thing or state as
representing the ultimate stage when the things of experience
are analysed, which is equivalent to the admission of an
instantaneous present. He only substitutes for a minimal
time a minimal real, which is open to exactly the same
criticism. So our reference to it in terms of time, while it
facilitates exposition, does not affect the theory. The
duration of the present may be reduced to any extent, but
it will always remain a duration, however small, with its
own boundary moments so to say. The absolute instant is
only a limiting concept—an ideal of thought and not an
actual existent. To base an ontological theory upon such an
abstraction is not right; and it is for this reason that the
Buddhist view of change, however subtle in itself, fails to
convince us. This criticism may be said to receive support
from the history of the Buddhistic doctrine itself. For Buddha
did not think that things were momentary. He was content
with the conclusion that they were impermanent (p. I44).
It was his followers that in later times devised this novel
theory which has all the merits and all the defects of a purely

ulative solution.
S?E)cf the four schools of Buddhism, the Vaibhisika may be
described as pluralistic realism, It believes in the existence
of an indefinite number of fleeting sva-laksanpas and regards
them as the only basis of the external world. They are all
diverse with no principle of unity underlying them. That is
the reason why they are called sva-laksanas, a term which
signifies that every one of them is unique and can be described
only as itself.' Each sva-laksana is produced by the preceding
one in its series and gives rise in its turn to the succeeding
one in the same series; but it is otherwise absolutely inde-
pendent and relationless.* Since these sva-laksanas are
supposed to be apprehended directly by the senses, they
may be represented as the material of bare sensation, When
they are perceived, they are invariably accompanied by
certain subjective determinations (kalpani), which are
divided into five classes—generality (jiti), quality (gunpa),
1 Svam asidhiranam laksapam tattvam sva-laksapam: Nydya-
Bindu-fikd, p. 15. 1 Cf. NM. p. 30.
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action (karma), name (nima) and substance (dravya) or, to
state the same differently, relation to other substances.t We
may call them ‘categories,” but we should remember that
they are only categories of thought. Everything that appears
to us appears through their medium—not as mere sva-
laksana, but as a thing belonging to a class or bearing a
name, as a substance characterized by an attribute or
related to another substance. Thus perception includes much
more than what is actually presented to the senses. The
additions are not material attributes, but only mental forms
which are superimposed ready-made on the sva-laksana.
Though thus imaginary they are of the utmost importance
to practical life, for it is through the discrimination and
agreement between one thing and another, which by their
aid we are able to make, that we carry on our everyday
activities. Time and space also are equally mental devices
and no sva-laksana in itself has either extension or duration 2
but they are not reckoned separately because their concep-
tion is relational and are, therefore, already included under
the last category.

So far we have considered the external world as it is
presented to us. It is largely subjective though based on
reality; and the realism of the doctrine is therefore far from
naive. The sva-laksanas of which we have spoken, however,
are not ultimate, but are constituted of certain primary
elements and are, therefore, all secondary. The ultimate
elements of reality or the bhiitas, already alluded to (p. 146),
are described as atoms so that the world-conception of the
Vaibhasika may be taken as atomistic. But by ‘atom,’ in
this case, we should not understand an enduring thingi as

* NM. p. 93-4. See Prof. H. N. Randle: Fragments from Didmdga,

P 7L
* NM. pp. 450-1; Prof. Stcherbatsky: The Conception of Buddhistic
Nirvdwa, p. 142 n,

) This is said from the standpoint of Hindu works. Compare, for
example, Sathkara on VS, II. ii. 22, where a passzge is cited to show
that all positive things are momentary. According to some modern
works dealing with Buddhism, these fundamental factors are
permanent and unchanging, though everything derived from them
is unstable and changing, Such a doctrine, though perhaps placing
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in the Jaina or Vaidesika doctrine, As regards the inner
world of mind, a parallel classification is adopted with citta
and caitta corresponding to bhiita and bhautika. Of the
five skandhas, which together stand for personality (p. 130),
the vijfiina-skandha is what is known as citta; and the other
four are explained as caitta or ‘derived from citta.' The
idea is that self-consciousness as a succession of momentary
ideas is fundamental and that the other psychical features
are modifications which show themselves therein.' They
depend not merely on outside factors presented at the time,
but also on the predispositions of the individual so that in
mental life the past has always a very important part to
play in determining the present.: While the description as
caitta is quite intelligible in the case of feeling (vedand),
perception (sarhjiii) and mental dispositions (sarhskira), it
presents a difficulty in regard to riipa-skandha because it
stands for the material frame and cannot, therefore, be
represented as psychical. The difficulty is noticed by Hindu
writers and their explanation is that matter, in so far as it
constitutes the senses which are the apparatus of thought,
may justifiably be included in the knowing subject. Or
perhaps, we should say, its inclusion implies a view of
personality which comprehends within it not only the mind
and its organs, but also that aspect of the physical universe
which the individual perceives and which, being relative
to his ends, may be regarded as his world.s

An obvious criticism of the Vaibhisika world-view is that a
sva-laksana of the kind in which it believes is as good as
nothing and may as well be dispensed with. It is, as the
exponents of the other Indian systems point out, an un-
warranted addition of which really nothing can be said or
known. The Vaibhisika no doubt claims for it knowability ;
but its knowledge, as Uddyotakara puts it, resembles ‘a
dumb man’s dream.’s The doctrine however, so far as it
the Vaibhagika view on a more secure basis, would remove it very
far from the spirit of early Buddhism, which insists upon change being
fundamental, Cf. Aristotelian Society Proceedings (1o19-20), p. 161,
1+ NM. p. 74; PP. p. 48. + Cf. Bhamati, 11 ii. 18,
3 CI. Prof. Stcherbatsly : Cemtral Conception of Buddhism, p. 7.
¢ Mika-svapna-sadrsam: NV, p. 43.
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retains belief in an external world, is more loyal to the old
teaching than the subjectivism of the Yogicira. though it
also marks a departure in the investigation for its own sake
of objective reality. The inquiry is not merely practical and
psychological as in primitive Buddhism, but also logical and
metaphysical or, to express it in a different way, the study
of matter now comes to be added to the study of man, The
Vaibhasika, like the rest of the Buddhists, has attempted to
work out the implications of Gotama's teaching, but seems
to have stopped short at the penultimate stage lest he
should do violence to it, while the other schools have carried
on the investigation farther. One unsatisfactory character
of the doctrine, viewed by itself and not in relation to its
traditional basis, is due to the attempt it makes to think of
reality after abolishing time and space from the objective
sphere. Its dimensionless sva-laksanas can have no verity
about them. Herein lies its chief weakness which should have
suggested to the Yogicira the doctrine of pure subjectivism.
As regards the Buddhistic view of the conceptual elements
or simfinya-laksanas also, criticisms are met with in Hindua
philosophical works; but the eriticisms are often based upon
postulates which differ in different systems and not on such
as are equally acceptable to them all. In the case of ‘gene-
n}]:ty’ (jiti), for example, the Hindu schools themselves
disagree—some taking it as objectively real and others
regarding it as only a concept conveniently holding together
the features common to several objects. It would accordingly
be more convenient to postpone whatever criticisms we have
to offer on this aspect of the Vaibhiisika doctrine to the later
chapters dealing with those systems.

There is not much to be said about the next two schools.
The Sautrintika position is identical with that of the
Vaibhisika, except that instead of dogmatically asserting
the existence of sva-laksapas, it only admits them as a
hypothesis to account for experience. It probably marks a
conscious advance on the Vaibhisika, as the latter is known
to have preceded the Sautrintika in the systematization of
its doctrine. The Yogicira view is essentially different; but

! See ERE. vol. xi. p. 213,
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it is more consistent inasmuch as it explains the whole of
the external world as a creation of the mind and thus
abolishes the logical distinction between the sva-laksana
and the siminya- na. If, as stated by the Sautrintika,
the image or idea is a necessary link between the mind and its
object, there is no need to assume the object, provided we
otherwise account for the appearance of its image or idea
in the mind; and that is just the view which the Yogécira
takes. He abolishes what according to the Sautrintika is
the hypothetical outer circle by assuming that the mind
itself can generate the respective ideas, Objects according to
the Yogicira are not accordingly encountered by the mind,
but are created by it. In this doctrine, we have not only to
explain generality, quality, etc., as subjective, but also the
concept of externality itself, the only reality admitted
being vijfiina which is ‘internal,’ if the word can be used at
all when nothing outside is recognized. In the case of each
vijfiina, we must assume the fictitious diversification of
‘knower,” 'knowledge’ and ‘known,” so that the subject and
the object are only aspects of vijfiina or knowledge itself.
So far as the evidence of Hindu philosophical works goes,
the presumption is that the number of vijiiina-series is
unlimited; and the doctrine, though idealistic, is pluralistic.
But the position that ‘externality’ is merely a mental
construct, if strictly adhered to, renders the recognition of
more than one self impossible and we shall be led into
solipsism.! But even then the plurality of selves would be
granted on the empirical plane to explain life and its common
activities on the analogy of dreams. There is no evidence in
Sanskrit works to show that such a position was actually
reached in the Yogicira school. But there are indications,
on the other hand, that by some among its adherents a
cosmic or absolute vijfiina-series* was postulated of which

everything was regarded as but an appearance. Thus we find
the doctrine described as Vijfidniddvaitas and classed with

¢ See Gugaratna on Sagddariana-samuccaya, st. 56, Tarhi bahirarthavat
sva-jliina-sarhtindt anyini sathtindntarigyapi vidiryeran.

3 See o.g. Vidydrapya: Vivarawa-prameya-savgraha, p. 8o,

3 Cf, NM. pp. 526 and 537.
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monistic doctrines like the Atmidvaita of Sarikara. The
absolutistic development which the doctrine underwent
outside India was thus already known to Buddhism in its
Indian form and was not, therefore, peculiar to its extra-
Indian history. Its very character suggests Upanisadic
influence; but this ultimate vijfidna also, it should not be
forgotten, is only Becoming.

The last school we have to consider is the Midhyamika,
which believes in no reality whatsoever, and is therefore
described as siinya-vida. Its general position is one of
complete distrust in knowledge, so far as metaphysics is
concerned, and is reached by scrutinizing the things of
common experience and showing that the scrutiny leads
nowhere. This will be best indicated by explaining how the
old conception of pratitya-samutpida (p. 143) is interpreted
here. The other Buddhistic schools believe in things
originating, though their view of causation is quite singular,
The Madhyamika denies the possibility of origination itself,
The very first verse of Nagirjuna’s Karikd tries to unsettle
the notion by subjecting it to the test of a negative logic.
‘Nothing exists anywhere, whether we conceive of it as born
of itself or of others, or of both or of no cause whatsoever.'
It means that the notion of causation is an illusion; and,
since the doctrine of Buddha admits no thing that is uncaused,
the whole universe must be illusory. The teaching is thus
entirely negative. All experience is a delusion!; and the
world, a tissue of false things falsely related. It is illustrated
by citing the case of the mock-elephant by which Udayana,
the adventurous hero of Indian folk-lore, was undone.s This
view, it is maintained, is not inconsistent with the relative
or provisional reality (sarvrti-satya) of the common things
of experience, 'I'hc}rnrea.ﬂrealsafa:asn’:mpirica]purpnﬁas
g0, but they vanish like mist when they are subjected to
philosophic investigation. They may be intelligible from a
practical standpoint, but they altogether fail to satisfy a
philosophic criterion, being wholly of a self-discrepant nature,

It may be pointed out how small, in spite of this extreme

* Anubhava esa mrsd: Nagirjuna's Kdrika {St. Petersburg Edn.),
com, p. 58, 1 Jd, xiii. 1, com,
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position of the Madhyamika, is its difference from the
remaining three schools. According to all of them alike,
common knowledge contains elements which are super-
imposed by the mind. Thus general features like cow-ness
have no objective reality according to any of them and are
entirely due to the nature of thought. In the Yogicira
school, this illusory character is ascribed to the whole of the
physical world. That is, scholastic Buddhism as a whole
regards the greater part of common knowledge as only
conventionally true. The Madhyamika merely extends this
principle to all experience. But it may be asked whether the
system is altogether devoid of the notion of a positive
ultimate. Our object here being chiefly to present later
Buddhism as it was understood by Hindu thinkers and is
found set forth in their works, it is easy to answer this
question; for they all alike agree in holding that the void is
the only truth according to the Midhyamika. They describe
the school as nihilistic and have no difficulty in refuting that
apparently absurd position. Some even go so far as to say
that such a view needs no serious refutation, because it
stands self-condemned.: It may appear to us that the
negation of everything is inconceivable without implying a
positive ground (avadhi) thereby, and that the ultimate
truth cannot therefore be the void. Nothing can be proved
false, if nothing is taken as true. That is the very criticism
of Hindu philosophers passed on the Midhyamika.* So we
cannot doubt that in their view the Midhyamika was a
nihilist in the literal sense of the term.3 It would seem that
' Cf. Sathkara on VS. IL ii. 31 and on Br. Up. p. 577.

2 See e.g. Bhdmaii. 11. ii. 31. The Midhyamika shows great impa-
tience at this criticism and characterizes the critic as obsessed to an
incurable extent in favour of the positive. Candrakirti ridicules him

by comparing him to a person who, when told that he would get
nothing, expected that ‘nothing’ would actually be given to him,
See com. on Nigirjuna's K@rikd, xiii. 8.

1 The only other conclusion that can be drawn from the references to
the doctrine in Hindu philosophical works is that the Midhyamika
was concerned solely with showing that the several

given of the world by the others were untenahle, but that he had no
solution of his own to offer about it. This is the significance of the

term Vaitandika applied to him sometimes.
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this view is not different from the one held by the Madhya-
mika himself, at least in one stage in the history of the
doctrine, if we may judge from certain statements appearing
in Buddhistic works. To mention only one such statement:
When the charge of nihilism is brought against his view,
Candrakirti, the seventh-century commentator on Nagar-
juna’s Karika, instead of trying to repel that charge merely
points out that the doctrine is different from common or
vulgar nihilism.* From this it is clear that the Madhyamika
view also is negative, though it may not be identical with
nihilism as ordinarily understood, It differs from the other,
it is stated, in that its negation is the result of a logical
scrutiny of experience and is not merely a dogmatic or
whimsical denial. The difference is illustrated by comparing
the Madhyamika to a witness who speaks in a court of law
against a thief, fully knowing that he has committed the
theft; and the common nihilist, to one who also speaks
against the thief and who, though not uttering a falsehood,
is speaking not from knowledge, but through some bias or
other. The belief among some modern scholars is that the
Madhyamika could not really have been a nihilist and that
he also believed in a positive something as the Ultimate, the
word Slinya applied to it only meaning that it is as nothing
from the empirical standpoint.? But we cannot with the
evidence available in Hindu philosophical literature reach
such a conclusion. Not the Hindus alone, but the Jaing
also,3 we may add, hold the Madhyamika to be a mhmst)

IT1

It has been observed that while school after school of epis-
temological and ontological inquiry arose, the Buddhistic
practical teaching remained almost unchanged. That may
be true of Hinayanism, but not of Mahiyéanism. The belief
that all is suffering and that pleasure itself is ‘attenuated

* Nigirjuna's Kdrika, xviil. 7, com. 3 See e.g. IP. vol. i, Pp. 662-6,
3 Cf. Pramdna-naya-tativilokalavickdra, §. 15, com. Sarva-dlinyataiva
param tattvam. (Benares Edn.) See also Prameya-kamala-mirtanda,
P- 25. (Nirnaya Sag. Pr.)
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pain’ continues to characterize the latter doctrine as also
the belief that right knowledge is the means of overcoming it.
The course of discipline laid down for the attainment of
nirvana is also the same as before—partly moral and partly
intellectual. But the conception of the ideal of life becomes
vastly transformed. There had all along been the two ideals
(p. 114) of action (pravrtti) and of contemplation (nivrtti).
Like so many other heretical doctrines Hinayinism adopted
the latter, while Mahiyinism, largely under the influence of
Hindu thought, modelled its practical teaching on the
former. Although saving oneself still continues to be the
aim of life, it ceases to be commended for its own sake and
comes to be regarded as but a qualification to strive for the
salvation of others. This is the ideal of the Bodhisattva as
distinguished from that of the arhant of the Hinayina
schools. The Bodhisattva, having perfected himself,
renounces his own salvation to work for the spiritual
good of others, He is not content with his own enlightenment
or Buddha-hood, but yearns to help his suffering fellow-
creatures, and is ready for any sacrifice on their account.
In fact, self-sacrificing love or disinterested activity may
be described as the chief spring of Mahiyinism. Thus
Nagarjuna before his birth, it is believed, was a deva living
in a happy world and came down to the earth to spread the
great teaching of Buddha. The same spirit is abundantly
illustrated in the Jitaka stories, which profess to recount the
doings of Buddha in his former lives. The altruistic aim was
so prominent a feature of Mahiyanism that we find poets
and dramatists laying special stress on it when characters
that have come under the influence of that doctrine are
introduced. Thus in the Ndginanda,* a Sanskrit play of the
seventh century A.p., which dramatizes a Buddhistic legendi
the hero censures the saint who flees from the world seeking
his own peace: ‘A hermit is no doubt happy in the forest—
with the meadow for his bed, the white rock for his couch, the
shady tree for his dwelling, the cool water of the cascade for
his drink, roots for his food and the deer for his companions.
Yet there is one drawback in such a life. Being all lonely, it
 Act iv. 2. Cf. also Bhavabhiti's Mdlafi-midhava, x. 21.
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gives no scope for helping fellow-men and is therefore led to no
purpose.” In this connection also comes about a great change
in the Buddhistic view of karma; and the rigour of the law
that one can under no circumstances escape from reaping
the fruit of what one has done is mitigated by the belief
that a Bodhisattva can transfer his good deeds to others or
‘turn them over’ (parivarta) to them, thus helping them in
their struggle for freedom from suffering. All his merit
(punya) he can thus dedicate to the saving of his fellow-
beings. Whatever may be said of such transfer from the
strictly ethical standpoint, this new feature is not without
its special religious appeal; and it prompts the devout, in its
turn, to an act of absolute self-surrender (bhakti) to the
lofty-minded and compassionate Bodhisattva. There are
other changes also, like the deification of Buddha, whose
influence on practical life is great: but such developments of
later Buddhism, however interesting, are outside our purview

and need not detain us now.,



CHAPTER X
NYAYA-VAISESIKA

WE now begin the study of what are commonly styled the
orthodox systems. The Nyiya and the Vaisesika, which
form the subject of this chapter, were independent in their
origin. Our justification for dealing with them as one here
is that they are closely allied in their realistic and Ppessimistic
outlook and that, in the course of history, they have actually
been amalgamated by their exponents themselves. Thus the
popular manuals of the Tarkasamgraha of Annambhatta
and the Bhdsi-pariccheda or Karikivali of Vidvanitha,
which belong to about the same period (A.D. 1650), treat of
the two systems together. The syncretic spirit exhibited in
these works is much older and may be traced as early as
Vitsydyana,? whose bhisya is the earliest extant commentary
on the Sifra of Gautama. But a formal synthesis of the two
systems does not appear till about the tenth century, when
works like the Sapta-padirthi of Sivaditya began to appear.
Besides these two stages in the history of the systems, we
may also perhaps note a third when the Nyiya-Vaidesika as
representing an independent world-view was practically
ignored and it became reduced as mere logic to a position
ancillary to the study of philosophy in general and of the
Vediinta in particular. There are certain marked differences
in the doctrine as taught in the two schools and in the several
periods of its history. We shall, as we proceed, draw attention
to the more important among them. The word "Vaisesika'
is derived from videsa,’ which means ‘difference,” and the
doctrine is so designated because, according to it, diversity
and not unity is at the root of the universe. The word
‘Nyiya' is commonly understood as meaning ‘argumenta-
tion’ (literally ‘going back’). It indicates the method followed
in the system which is predominantly intellectualistic and
analytical; and the fact is borne out by the other designa-
t See Note 3 on p. 183. i CLLig.
3 Pdgini. V. iv. 34. See ERE. vol. xii. P- 570,
P
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tions like hetu-vidyd or ‘the science of causes’ which are
sometimes applied to it. It is this characteristic that accounts
for the special attention paid in the system to questions of
formal logic, with which it is in fact ordinarily confounded,
Thus the compound designation ‘Nyiya-Vaifesika' refers
to the method followed in the system as also to the result
finally reached, viz, pluralistic realism. Of the chronological
relation of the two doctrines it is difficult to say anything
definite, Speaking of the systems, as distinguished from the
Siidras in which their teaching is embodied, we may perhaps
state that the Vaidesika is the older of the two.

The literature of the Nydya-Vaifesika is next in extent
only to that of the Vedinta. We can mention here only a
few of the outstanding works. The Vaidesika-silra of
Kanpdda is in ten chapters, each of which is divided into two
sections. Though aiming chiefly at the explanation of the
various categories recognized in the system, the treatise
incidentally refers to several problems of general philosophic
interest. The earliest extant commentary upon it is that of
Prasastapida, known as the bhisya, which probably
belongs to the fifth century A.p. But it does not in its
exposition follow the order of the siitras. It is a ‘restate-
ment rather than a commentary’; and in restating the
position of the school, it considerably develops it. For
instance the clear formulation of the doctrine of creation
with God as creator is found for the first time in it in the
history of the Vaisesika school. On account of such develop-
ments, the work is to be looked upon more as an independent
authority on the doctrine than as a commentary. It has been
expounded by several writers of whom Udayana and
Sridhara, both contemporaries, are the most important.
Of them Udayana (A.p. g84) is the more celebrated,
particularly on account of his Kwusumdfijali, which has
become a classic of Indian theism. His commentary is
known as the Kirapdvali while Sridhara’s bears the title of
Kandali, Both give a most lucid exposition of the Vaidesika
doctrine. The Upaskira of Samkara Miéra (A.D. 1650) is a
commentary on the Sii#ra in the common acceptation of that
term, but owing to the lateness of its author it cannot always
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be regarded as faithful to the original. The Nyiya-sitra of
Gautama is in five chapters each of which again is divided
into two sections, Its bhisya is by Vitsyiyana (A.n. 400),
who mentions still earlier Naiyiyikas, from whose views he
dissents.! It seems to have been unfavourably criticized by
the eminent Buddhist thinker Difnniga and was defended
against him by one described as Uddyotakara (‘the illumi-
nator’) in his Vartika, Uddyotakara probably belongs to the
reign of Harsavardhana (A.p. 608-648) and may have been
patronized by that sovereign, This work has been explained
in the Tatparya-tikd by Vicaspati (A.n, 841), who, though a
follower of the Advaita, has written works of authority on
all the systems, This work in its turn has been commented
upon by Udayana, already mentioned, in his Talparya-fikd-
parisuddhi. One more writer whom we may name is Jayanta
Bhatta, of doubtful date, whose Nydya-maijari,

professing only to be a commentary on a select few of
Gautama’s siitras, is a rich store-house of information on
Indian philosophic thought as it was known in his time.
This concludes the ‘old’ or pricina phase of the history of the
Nyaya. Its ‘new’ or the navya phase* commences about the
twelfth century with the epoch-making Tatfva-cintdmani
of Ganfgesa of Eastern Bengal (A.p. 1200). This great work
gradually threw into the shade the earlier ones, including the
two Siifras, and it is only in recent years that they have been
restored to their legitimate place in the study of the system,
through the awakening of interest in India’s past. In
Gangesa, it has been said, the logic of the Nyidva attains
its final shape. The study of the system as representing an
independent philosophic doctrine thereafter declines. But
what was lost in one direction was gained in another, for the
new Nydya influenced all the other schools of philosophy.
It helped especially the cultivation of precision in thought
as well as in expression. But discussions came to be confined
more and more to matters of detail, and formal perfection

r'CL L1 32

* Neither of the words pricina and navya, as applied to the doctrine,
always refers to the same stage in its history. What is spoken of as
'new’ at ane stage may be ‘old’ at another.
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became the chief object of attainment. However acute
these discussions and whatever their value as means of
mental discipline, they must be pronounced as for the most
part philosophically barren. They are subtle rather than
profound. Several commentaries and sub-commentaries on
the Tattva-cint@mani have been written. It will suffice to
mention here those of Visudeva Sarvabhauma (A.p. 1500),
the first of what is called the ‘Nuddea school’ of logicians
and of Raghunitha Siromani—his pupil along with Cait anya,
the renowned Bengali religious teacher. Raghunitha’s
commentary on Gangeda's work, which is the best of its
class, is known as the Didhiti. Gadidhara, who belonged
to the same school, commented upon it; and it is his
commentary in its various sections or Vadas that has since
become the staple of advanced study in schools that teach
Nyiiya not only in Bengal, but all over the country.
Gadidhara has been described as the prince of Indian
schoolmen. Roughly speaking he lived in the same time as
Lord Bacon whose denunciations of scholasticism, as a
modern writer observes, may be ‘most appositely illustrated
by extracts from Gadidhara's writings.’ Amongst the
numerous manuals treating of the system, we have already
mentioned the two most important—the Tarka-samgraha
and the Kdrikdvali, which have been explained by the
authors themselves in the Dipikd and the Siddhanta-

minkidvali respectively.

I

The system starts with the postulate that all knowledge by
its very nature points to an object beyond it and independent
of it.* These objects, it is added, are independent not only of
knowledge, but also of one another, whence the doctrine
may be described as pluralistic realism. But by this descrip-
tion we should not assume that the data of knowledge are
all disconnected. The multifarious things of experience are
divisible into certain classes of which one called dravya,
or ‘substance,’ as it is commonly translated in English, is
* Na clivigayd kicidupalabdhih: NSB. IV, i, 32.
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the most important, The dravyas are nine in number—
(x) ‘earth’ (prthivi), (2) ‘water’ (ap), (3) ‘fire’ (tejas), (4) ‘air’
(viyu), (5) dkasa, (6) ‘time’ (kila), (7) ‘space’ (dik), (8) the
‘self’ (itman) and (9) manas; and they, together with their
various properties and relations, explain the whole universe.
They are all ultimate, and as such are either infinite or
infinitesimal, the system viewing things made up of parts as
necessarily transient. The dravyas are not all material so
that the Nyiya-Vaisegika is not, like the Carvika, material-
istic. At the same time the doctrine treats all dravyas alike:
and even the self, it regards, is one object among others
possessing properties, exhibiting relations, and knowable
like them. It will be best to begin our account by describing
the nine dravyas:

(1) to (4) ‘Earth,” ‘Water,’ "Fire' and ‘Air.’—By these
four, we should not here understand the discrete things of
common experience bearing those names, but their ultimate
material causes which are supra-sensible—the atoms (para-
manus) which are partless and eternal. Objects like a jar are
constituted out of or derived from such atoms. They come
into being and pass out of it. The exact manner in which
they are produced, we shall explain presently.

(5) Akasa.—This and the four dravyas just mentioned are
together known as 'elements’ (bhiitas); but, while the latter
are found in two forms—primary and secondary—akada
appears only in one form. It is partless and infinite and does
not, therefore, produce anything as the infinitesimal atoms of
the other elements do.

(6) and (7): Time and Space.—These are conceived as
objective realities; and they are infinite and partless like
dkasa. Time cannot be measured except indirectly by
means that possess parts, e.g. the movements of the sun.
Similarly space cannot be defined except by reference to
determinate objects, say, the pole star. In other words, time
and space are not of atomic structure; and points and
instants are conventional divisions of them. The primary
dravyas are not in time and space while all secondary or
derivative objects like the jar necessarily are in them. Space,
it should be added, is not the same as dkasa. The latter stands
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here for what fills space—some ethereal substance of which
sound is supposed to be the distinctive quality.' Akdda is,
in fact, postulated solely to account for it, which as a quality
requires a substance to abide in. Its affinity with the first four
dravyas is shown by its being grouped along with them under
elements,.

(8) Self—It is many, each being regarded as omnipresent
and eternal. Though theoretically present everywhere the
feelings, thoughts and volitions of a self are confined to the
physical organism with which it is, for the time being,
associated. So, for all practical purposes, the self is where it
acts, A peculiar feature of the system is that it makes
jfiina or knowledge an attribute of the self, and that too, not
an essential, but only an adventitious one. Its adventitious
character is taken to be shown by dreamless sleep where the
self is supposed to endure without being characterized by
knowledge. The self thus differs from matter only in that
it may become conscious and not in that it is itself mental in
nature. Two other attributes of it, viz. desire (icchi) and
volition (yatna), are conceived more or less similarly. They,
like knowledge, refer to an object (savisayaka) and are
meaningless without such reference. The really mental or
spiritual element in the doctrine accordingly is not the
self, but these three attributes which are all transient. Our
own self we know directly; but the selves of others can be
known only indirectly through their behaviour, etc.* Whether
it be our own self or that of another, we never know it by
itself, but always as the subject of which something is
predicated, e.g. ‘I am pleased,’ 'He is hungry.’

(9) Manas.—This is atomic and eternal but, unlike the
first four dravyas, does not give rise to any product. Each
self has its own manas, which is merely an instrument of
knowing and is therefore as inert as any other sense. It is
consequently incorrect to translate it as ‘mind.’ The really
mental element in the system, as we have just said, is
different. But the co-operation of the manas is a necessary
condition of all knowledge whether it refers to external
objects or internal states. The fact that occasionally,

ECE NV IIL i 72, 1 SM. p. 209,
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though our eyes and ears are open, we do not see or hear has
been made the basis for concluding that there should be a
different and common aid to all knowledge which the system
terms manas.* Sometimes we purposely look at a watch, for
example; but we do not yet see the time, for our manas has
meanwhile come to be otherwise occupied. It may thus be
described as exercising a double function: It helps the self
in acquiring knowledge, but at the same time acts as a check
upon it by narrowing its field to a single object or a single
group of objects. It is through the manas that the relation
of the self to the senses and the body is established; and
through them the self comes to be related to the external
world. Association with it is, indeed, the basic cause of
bondage?; for though the body and the senses also accompany
the transmigrating self, they are, unlike the manas, com-
pletely renewed at every birth.

The dravyas do not by themselves explain the whole
universe. They serve merely as its framework ; and we should
now refer to their various properties and the relations into
which they may enter. In other words, we have now to
consider the categories other than dravya. By the term
‘category’ (padirtha) here we have to understand, with one
exception alone to which we shall soon draw attention, the
several groups or classes into which objects can be divided
and not mere modes of predication. They are guna, karma,
siminya, visesa, samaviya and abhiiva; and, together with
dravya, they constitute the seven categories of the Vaifesika,
which are also accepted in the Nyiya.3 Originally only six
of them appear to have been recognized,s the last, viz.
abhiva, being unknown, We have already spoken about
dravya; and we shall now say a few words about each of the
remaining six:—

Guna ('Quality’).—These are attributes which pertain to
one or more dravyas and do not, as in Buddhism, by them-
selves stand for a thing. Though thus dependent upon dravya,
they are conceived as altogether distinct from it; for they
can by themselves be known and as such must, according to

* NS. L i 16, * Bandha-nimittam manah: NM. p. 499.
3 NSB. L. i g, ¢ Vaifegika-sitra, L. 1. 4.
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the doctrine,' be independent realities. They are what they
are in complete independence of everything, including the
dravyas to which they belong; but they are not necessarily
eternal.* Yet being simple and not further analysable, they
are placed among the fundamental components of the
universe. Another important feature is that none of these is
explained as subjective, the system viewing as self-contra-
dictory the explanation of some entities as subjective and
others as objective. The gunas have been enumerated as
twenty-four, which include not only material qualities, but
also the mental that are referred to a distinct centre, the
self. The arbitrary number at which they have been fixed
clearly shows the rather conventional nature of the category.
It is not necessary to mention them all, as their significance
is more scientific than philosophical. We may merely notice
in passing that, while several of these qualities such as
magnitude (parimina) are common to two or more dravyas,
a few characterize or serve as the special mark of only a
single dravya. The latter are known as ‘specific qualities’
(vesesa-guna). They are odour, of earth; flavour, of water;
colour, of fire; touch, of air; and sound, of akia.’ These, it
will be seen, are the so-called secondary qualities: and the
doctrine not only takes them as quite real, but also considers
consistently with its pluralistic standpoint that the true
nature of dravyas is revealed by the qualities in which they
differ rather than by those in which they agree. Of the
remaining dravyas, only one, viz. the self, has specific
qualities to which we shall refer later.

Karma (‘'Action’).—This represents various kinds of
movement whose relation to the dravya in which alone they
are found is exactly the same as that of the gunas, and whose
independent reality also should be understood as in their
case. The significance of recognizing it as a distinct category
is that the doctrine admits stability as a possible charac-

t Pratiti-bhedit bhedosti: NM. p. 312,

* They are eternal when they belong to dravyas that are so. Nitya-
gatam nityam; anitya-gatam anityam: TS. p. 16.

3 See SM. st. go-2. Prthivi possesses also flavour, touch and
colour; ap, touch and colour; and tejas, touch.
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teristic of reality. In this it differs from some other doctrines,
e.g. the Sankhya, which has no conception of static objects
at all in the physical world. Infinite dravyas are always
stable, for the doctrine recognizes only change of place
(parispanda), but not change of form (parinima); atomic
and finite dravyas may or may not be moving.

Samanya (‘Universal').—The manifold entities, so far
alluded to, are reducible to types. There is order in them
which is due to objective features and is not imported into
them by the perceiving mind. It is by virtue of this order
that objects are divisible not only into the three classes of
dravya, guna and karma, but also into sub-classes like cows,
redness or flying. It is necessary to caution the student
against taking siminya as the equivalent of ‘genus.’ It
stands for merely a feature or property common to two or
more things and not like genus for a class of things exhibiting
such a feature. The category dravya includes jars, cloths,
etc., but the simanya of dravyatva which characterizes every
dravya does not include the lower siminyas of ‘jar-ness’
(ghatatva), ‘cloth-ness’ (patatva), etc. The term siminva
may be better rendered by the word ‘universal,’ without,
however, suggesting a complete resemblance to the Platonic
‘idea."t It is in all and in each; and yet it is not different in
different particulars. Thus cow-ness is one and unanalysable.
It always subsists, but it can be apprehended not by itself
but only through a particular cow. Though appearing
together, cow and cow-ness are conceived as two distinct
entities.? Of these universals, satti or Being is the highest, for
it is found to characterize the largest number of entities;
and the others follow it in a descending order, like dravyatva,
prthivitva and ghatatva; gupatva and $uklatva: and so
forth, each characterizing less and less numerous things.

We find the keenest controversy raging round this con-

ception. Some, like the Jains, admit a basis for it in the
! For instance, the particulars are not here viewed as copies of the
universal.
* We are here taking into consideration only the more important
variety of siminya known as jiti. There is also recognired another
variety called upddhi, e.g. ‘cap-wearing,” which may be common to
several students, The description given above does not apply to it,
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outer world, but they do not elevate it to the rank of a
universal. Cow-ness for instance stands for something objec-
tive, but it is for them only a special disposition of pudgala
which disappears with the cow in which it is found.* The
Buddhists on the other hand deny it altogether, explaining
it away as merely ideal (p. 204). What is there for instance,
they ask, that is common to a mountain and a mustard seed
which are both classified as ‘earth’'? They point out that its
admission in the Nyiya-Vaidesika sense leads to all sorts of
absurdities. First of all, it involves the difficulty of accou nting
satisfactorily for the presence of the one in the many, Again
we cannot say whether the so-called universal abides
everywhere (sarva-sarva-gata) or is confined only to the
respective particulars (vyakti-sarva-gata). In the former
case only chaos would be the result, because a cow would
then be characterized not only by cow-ness, but also by
horse-ness, etc., which are everywhere by supposition ; in the
latter, it would be difficult to account for its sudden appear-
ance in a new particular which springs into existence at a
spot where the universal in question was not found previously
and whereto it could not have moved from the place in
which it was, being by hypothesis incapable of movement,
The Buddhist admits that we do regard certain things as
similar rather than others; but that, in his opinion, is due to
a subjective interference and has to be explained negatively
as signifying their difference from the rest without implying
any actual agreement, contrast being sufficient for knowing
things. When we describe an animal as a cow, we do not
mean to assert cow-ness of it as a positive predicate; we
rather deny of it horse-ness and such other features.:
The main part of the Nyiya-Vaidesika answer to such
objections is that they are based upon a spatial view of
universals—that they are located in the particular, But the
particular is not the seat of the universal: it is only the
means of revealing it (vyafijaka), so that we may view it as
being everywhere or only where the corresponding particulars
are.3

' See Pariks@-mukha-siitra, iv. 4.
* Cf. 5DS. pp. 13-14. 3 NM. pp. 312-13,
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Visesa ('Individuality').—This is the differentia of ultimate
things which are otherwise alike. Thus two atoms of earth or
two selves in their intrinsic form resemble each other in every
respect and if they should still be two, there must be a
distinctive feature in each. That feature is its videsa. The
need for it arises only in the case of such objects as cannot
be distinguished otherwise; and they are ultimate entities
like those we have just mentioned, Two jars may be exactly

talike in size, colour, etc., but they can be distinguished from
' each other by means of the separateness of the material out
‘of which they are made, So it is not necessary to assume
videsas in their case. Nor is it incumbent to seek their
aid in distinguishing even ultimate entities like an earth-
atom and a water-atom, for the difference in the qualities
that characterize them is sufficient for the purpose. The
question will of course now arise as to how the visesas differ
from one another. To this there is no more satisfactory
answer forthcoming than that they differentiate not only
the ultimate entities to which they belong, but also them-
selves (svato-vydvartaka). This category has been given up
by the later followers of the doctrine.

Samavaya (‘Necessary Relation’).—We have mentioned
that relations in this system are conceived as real. They are
generally included in gunas,® but there is one relation which
is elevated to the rank of an independent category. It is
samaviya which may be described as an intimate relation,
for the separation of the relata connected by it necessarily
implies the destruction of one at least of them. Such relata
are described as ayuta-siddha, which means that of them
one is invariably found associated with the other, There
are five types of ayuta-siddha objects, which alone admit of
samaviya relation. They are (1) dravya and guna, (2) dravya

* See Prof. Keith: I'ndian Logic and Atomism, p. 196 n. We have not
talen into account the view of the Sifra in regard to simiinya and
videsa about which there is some ambiguity.

! For example, ‘priority’ (sparatva). Strictly, however, there is ouly
one relation included in the gupas, viz. sathyoga, which is parallel to
samaviya. These are the only two cases in which one of the relata

can be described as being in the other,
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and karma, (3) particular and universal, (4) ultimate things
and vifesa and (5) whole and parts or, as the same may
otherwise be put, material cause and product. It will be
observed that in one case, viz. the last, both the relata
are dravyas and in another, viz. the third, neither may be a
dravya, for gunas and karmas also, as conceived here, are
particulars and reveal universals. The necessity for this
category arises from the pluralistic postulate of the system,
which takes ‘distinguishable’ as equivalent to 'different.’
If a dravya be altogether distinct from its attributes, the
particular from the universal, the material cause from the
effect and they are yet found together, they must be related:
and the relation itself must be unique since one at least of
these in each pair does not exist apart from the other. In
order to get a clear view of this relation it is necessary to
contrast it with the parallel conception of saryoga
(‘conjunction’) which is classed under the category of gupa
and is an occasional or separable connection. Sariiyoga
obtains only between dravyas while samaviya, as we have
seen, may or may not. While again samaviya is only between
relata that are never found separate, samyoga is between
normally separate (yuta-siddha) things. Two objects now in
conjunction must once have been separate and may again
be separated, the nature of the objects in either case remain-
ing unaffected by the process. For this reason, viz, that it
makes no difference to the relata, sathyoga should be taken
as an external relation. Even samaviya, it is necessary to
add, has to be explained as an external relation, although it
is usual to represent it as internal in modern works on the
Nydva-Vaifesika. To take it so would be to go against
the very spirit of the doctrine which views the relata
involved in the one case quite as distinct as those in the
other. One of the relata here, no doubt, is never found apart
from the other. That, however, is no disproof of its distinct-
ness. The reason why while one of them can exist without
the other, the other cannot do so is that it becomes related
to its correlate as it comes to be. We should not think that
redness, for example, comes to characterize the rose after
that colour has sprung into existence, Its origination is
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simultaneous with its relation. In other words, unlike
sarmyoga which is adventitious or contingent, samaviya is
necessary, though the necessity is only one-sided. The red
colour presupposes the rose (say), but the reverse does not
hold good, because the rose may, according to the theory,
exist out of this relation even though it be, as it is stated,
but for one instant.* Hence when we describe samaviya as
an external relation, it is not in the sense that both its terms
are equally independent as in saryoga, but only one3
Abhdva ("Negation').—This is a later addition, and the
addition is the result of working out in full the realistic
hypothesis of the system. If all knowledge points to some-
thing outside it, so also should the knowledge of negation do
and imply its existence apart from such knowledge. As in
the positive sphere, here also knowledge must be different
from the known. In other words, absence of an object is not
the same as the knowledge of itsahsence. Byabhava, however,
we should understand only the negation of something some-
where and not absolute nothing ($linya) which the Nydya-
VaiSesika dismisses as unthinkable or as a pseudo-idea. We
may speak of the negation of a jar or of cloth in a room or on
4 table, but never of negation itself. Accordingly this cate-
gory, unlike others, is relative in its conception. It represents
in reality what corresponds to the predicate in a negative
judgment—'the lotus is mof blue'—and so far is an exception
to the sense in which the term ‘category’ is to be understood
in the system. Four varieties of negation are enumerated:
In the case of a jar there is first the ‘antecedent non-
existence’ or ‘prior negation’ (prigabhiva) before the object
is made and there is only the clay or, as it is usually put, the
two halves (kapila) of it. This variety of negation is
! Jitah sarhbaddhagea ityekah kiilah: NV. IL i. 33.
* Cf. TSD. pp. 4 and 7: Utpannam dravyam ksapam agupam akri-
¥ikam ca tisthati,
3 For a further discussion of this topic see Proceedings of the Indian
Fhilosophical Congress, vol, iii. PP. 150-66,
4 Compare: * “Socrates is not living” must have an objective fact as
its basis. This is a wegative fact. If the correspondence theory of
Truth is to work, “negative facts” must be admitted'—Bertrand
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obviously beginningless, but comes to an end when the
object in question is produced. When again the jar is
destroyed leaving only the potsherd behind, there is
‘subsequent non-existence’ or ‘posterior negation’ (dhvarhsi-
bhiva). It has a beginning, but is endless, since the identical
jar will never again come into being. It should be added that
these two negations characterize the clay and the potsherd
respectively, but are not identical with them. The third
variety, known as ‘absolute or total negation’ (atyanti-
bhiiva), we have when there is the bare ground with no jar
on it. Though really temporal it is for certain technical
reasons, into which it is not necessary to enter here, regarded
as eternal. The last variety is mutual negation (anyonya-
bhidva) which is only another word for distinction (bheda)
between two objects each having its own identity and which
finds expression in judgments like *The jar is not cloth,’
‘A is not B.' It is, of course, eternal owing to the law of
identity.

We have seen that the first four dravyas have a two-fold
form as atoms and as discrete objects originating from them.
How are the latter derived? The answer to this is found
in the Nyiya-Vaidesika atomic theory. The first point of
importance about it is that, unlike the Jaina theory (p. 162),
it admits a qualitative distinction among the ultimate
particles of matter, so that the atoms of any particular
element can give rise only to products of that element.
Commonly, no doubt, it is thought that more than one element
may enter into the making of objects. But, according to the
Nyiya-Vaidegika, it is wrong to think so. The human body,
far instance, is the product, in the strict sense of the term,
of prthivi atoms only and not of the other elements also, like
water, though they are found in it. It is the belief that there
is difference in the manner in which dravyas may come
together which is at the bottom of the conception of
samaviya. When dravyas of the same kind are brought
together so as to give rise to a new product, there is
samiiyoga as well as samaviiya; when, on the other hand,
there is no such product but merely an aggregate, there is
only sarmyoga—whether the dravyas coming together are
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the same or are different in kind. In deciding what is new,
the system is guided solely by the common-sense view
(pratiti). Aggregation and production do not, as one might
think, correspond to mechanical combination and organic
growth, for the Nyiya-Vaidesika explains a piece of cloth
also which is only mechanically produced as involving
samaviya, exactly like a tree that grows from a seed.
When a piece of cloth is woven, we have in it the threads in
conjunction; and, over and above the conjoined threads, the
cloth which has come into being afresh. It is this new product
that is in samaviiya relation with the threads. But in a
bundle of threads there is only sarhyoga, for no fresh product,
as commonly understood, results therefrom. All the material
things of common experience are supposed to have been
produced in this manner and are to be taken as new. This
view of causation, which signifies that new things can be
added to those already in existence, is known as drambha-
vida (‘doctrine of new creation’). It is also termed asat-
kirya-vida (‘doctrine of non-existent effect’) because it
maintains that the effect, once non-existent, comes into
being afterwards. This does not mean that it can exist apart
from the cause. The effect inheres in the cause as a quality
may be said to do in a substance. The second point to be
noticed in the theory is that all such products are imperma-
nent.! That is, the asat-kirya-vida signifies not only that
the non-existent comes to be, but that an existent product
sooner or later also ceases to be. In contrast to Buddhism, it
is maintained here that nothing can last for less than two
instants*—those of origination and persistence, so that a
product can disappear at the earliest only in the third instant
after it is made. Lastly, all such products necessarily abide
in two or more dravyas. The insistence that produced things
are not only in time and space but also abide in dravyas is
noteworthy. When we remember that gunas and karmas
also—whether produced or not—are so by their very nature,

¢ Utpannam nirndhyate: NSB, i. 29,
* This limitation applics also to what falls under the other cate-

gories and is produced. Jadna, for instance, lasts only for two
instants (SM. p. 425).
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we see that the world as a product is in its entirety dependent
upon the permanent dravyas. The doctrine does not admit
of our using the term "phenomena’; but if we might use it, we
could describe the permanent dravyas as the ground of all
phenomena. The universe thus consists of (1) a primary one
that subsists always which was never made and will never
be destroyed—the various kinds of atoms, the other dravyas
like the selves, the universals and so forth; and (2) a deriva-
tive one which is dependent on it and which is the world we
ordinarily know. This theory, by the way, makes an attempt
at solving the well-known problem of change. The solution
is that there is really no change in the sense of successive
modifications within the unity of a thing. There are certain
things that never change, and it is the transient things
which they give rise to that explain our notion of change,
The solution is thus different from the two we are so far
familiar with—the Buddhistic one that change is total and
perpetual (p. 211) and the Jaina one (p. 161) that it takes
place in an enduring substance.

The existence of the atoms is deduced from the known
divisibility of perceivable material objects—a divisibility
which, it is said, must terminate at some stage; for, if all
objects be alike divisible indefinitely, it would be difficult
to account for the observed variations of magnitude in them.
The terminal stage in this process of division gives the atoms
which are the uncaused cause of all that is transient in the
material universe. They are simple and partless and their
size is infinitesimal so that their presence in dka%a does not
interfere with its all-pervading nature. They have neither an
exterior nor an interior; and their number in each of the
four classes is infinite. The process of origination of objects is
as follows: Two atoms of earth (say) come together and the
resulting binary compound (dvyanuka), like the primary
atoms constituting it, is infinitely small (anu) in size and
therefore supersensuous. Three such binaries,* suitably
adjusted, produce a triad (tryanuka) which is identified
with the dust mote we see dancing in the sun-beam and is

' Ksapa-bhanga-paripimayoh nirdsat: Upaskara, VIL ii. 9,
* There are also other views in this respect.
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taken as the minimum visible entity. Its magnitude is
finite and all other finite objects are made out of such triads.
To the question how the finiteness of the triad arises from
the infinitesimal size of the atoms, the answer given is that
it is due to the mumber of the constituent atoms and not to
their magnitude as in the case of common things. This is,
however, a point which is not very clear, and has accordingly
been severely criticized by the adherents of the other
doctrines. When material things from binary compounds
onward are produced, their qualities also are produced, their
nature being determined by the qualities of the respective
causal substances. Thus the whiteness of a cloth is effectu-
ated by the whiteness of the threads woven into that cloth.
Not only is the whiteness of the cloth different from the
cloth, it is also equally different from the whiteness of the
threads, so that there are several whitenesses. They are, as
already pointed out, the particular instances of white colour
which all exhibit the universal ‘white-ness’ (duklatva). The
only other aspect of the world of things that can be produced
is karma. In this case also many particulars are recognized
of each variety, so that the flying of one bird (say) is not the
same as that of another though both belong to the same
class. The process of destruction, which is the reverse of
that of creation, is somewhat differently explained by the old
and the new exponents of the doctrine.* According to the
former, a jar for example is destroyed one instant after the
destruction of the halves (kapdla) out of which it is made.
The only exception to this order is in the case of the very
first product, viz. the binary compound. The material cause
of it being indestructible, the destruction of the effect is
explained as brought about by the mere disjunction of the
atoms constituting it. There is in this view the difficulty of
satisfactorily explaining the continuance, for however short
a time it may be, of the effect after its material cause is gone.
To avoid this difficulty as well as to secure uniformity of
explanation, the later exponents hold the disjunction of the
several parts of the material cause as throughout the cause,
so that the disappearance of the material cause, where it

* See e.g. Sathkara on VS, I1. fi. 11. * TSD, p. 10,
Q
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takes place at all, is subsequent to the destruction of the
effect,

In connection with this theory we have to draw attention
to the idea of God in the system. There are no references to it
in either of the Siéras, though commentators profess to find
them there: and it is more than doubtful whether Kanpfda
or Gautama admitted a supreme Being of the kind. But both
Pradastapida and Vitsyiyana recognize God' and the
belief later becomes a well-established part of the doctrine,
Sridhara for instance tries to prove God’s existence; and
Udayana, as already noted, gives what has come to be
regarded as a classical exposition of the problem and its
solution. While this is the historical position, logically the
teaching undoubtedly stands in need of an all-powerful
Being that can initiate the process of world-production. It is
possible that this necessary implication of the doctrine as first
conceived was developed and made explicit by Vatsyiyana
and others. The God that is recognized is classed under
dtman and described as paramidtman to distinguish him
from the jivitman or the individual self. He, like the other
dtmans, is omnipresent and eternal; but while consciousness
and related attrbutes may or may not characterize the
jivitman always, they do so characterize God. His know-
ledge is not only eternal but also universal and perfect. He
can desire and will, but unlike the jiva has no pain or pleasure3
and is devoid of evil desire or hate. He is regarded as
responsible for the creation of the universe, by which expres-
sion we must understand here only suitable dispositions
of the primary objects—atoms, etc,, though according to the
view of causation held in the school the dispositions them-
selves give rise to new things. God not only creates but
also protects and in due course destroys the world, but only
to create it again. The guiding factor in the whole process
is the past karma of the beings that are to play their part
on the stage of the world in the particular kalpa. It is
difficult to say whether we have here the conception of a

L NSB, IV. i, 21; PB. pp. 48-0. * See Samhkara: VS, IL ii.
1 NSB. pp. 200-1. Some of the later exponents, mthﬂluh'\rudin‘th
bias, ascribe eternal bliss to God, See Dimakariys on SM. p. 467.
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nal God; but the voluntary agency ascribed to him
would indicate that the notion of personality is not altogether
excluded. No doubt, God here cannot be described as con-
ceived in man’s image, yet he is styled atman which does
suggest some kinship of nature with man. One special
point about God as understood here is that his existence is
established through inference and not through revelation as
in the Vedinta. The doctrine thus gives prominence to
reason here as elsewhere in accordance with its generally
rationalistic spirit. If we exclude those! that are based upon
the special postulates of the system, the arguments are of a
commonplace character and their consideration need not
detain us long. We shall merely note the chief of them as set
forth by Udayana. They are: (1) the world is an effect and
like all other effects points, among other causes, to an
efficient cause or agent who is by knowledge as well as power
equal to the task of creating it; (2) there is observed in the
created world physical order which indicates a controller
or law-giver; and (3) the moral government of the world
implies a governor who dispenses justice in accordance with
desert. We may also refer to one other argument which
is somewhat out of the way. In trying to establish the
existence of God, Udayana takes full advantage of the lack
of any proof to the contrary. He devotes one whole chapter
out of the five in the Kuswmdfjali to the examination of
this point and shows how none of the pramipas can be
adduced to make out that God does not exist. This is no
doubt a point of only dialectical value; but it cannot be
denied that it has some force, especially against those that
make much of the opposite fact that the existence of God
can never be proved.

It is necessary to say a few words now about the notion
of ‘cause’ in the system. The cause should be antecedent to
the effect, i.e, should exist in the just previous instant. It
should also be an invariable antecedent (niyata-piirva-
vrtti). This description, however, is too wide, for it includes
in any particular case several factors which cannot be
regarded as causes. Thus when a jar is being made, there is

1 See for instances, Prof. Keith: op. cit., p. 268.
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the sound produced by the play of the staff on the clay;
but, though an invariable antecedent, it can by no stretch

of imagination be taken as the cause of the jar. Hence
exclusions are made, which are technically termed anyatha-
siddhas, to render the definition of cause accurate. Whatever
answers to the description of ‘invariable antecedent’ after
stich exclusions are made is a cause of the effect in question.
The exclusions are stated to be of five kinds, but the
distinction between them is vague and indefinite and they
can all be brought under one head and described as ‘con-
ditional factors’ as J. 5. Mill does. One or two instances will
suffice to indicate the general nature of the five-fold scheme
of anyathi-siddhas: (1) the attributes of a cause are not
causes, e.g. the colour of the staff in respect of the jar is
not a cause, while the staff itself is; (2) the cause of a cause
also is not to be regarded as a cause. To give the standing
example, the father of the potter is not a cause, though the
potter is. It is clear that these are ‘conditional,’ since their
invariable antecedence is dependent upon that of others,
viz. the staff and the potter respectively. All positive
effects are regarded in the other systems as having two sets
of causes—one the material cause (upidina-kirapa) and
the other the efficient cause (nimitta-kirana). But here, while
the efficient cause is retained in the same form, the place of
the material cause is taken by two, known as the samaviyi
and the asamaviyi kiranas, in consonance with the view
that a substance is different from its attributes. The
samaviyi-kirapa is invariably a dravya; and the asamaviyi-
kirana, a guna or karma. Accordingly the Nydya-Vaidesika
speaks of three causes instead of only two for a positive
effect. In the case of cloth, say, the threads—a dravya—are
the samaviyi-kirapa, and the samyoga or conjunction
between them—a gupa—the asamaviyi-kirana. In the case
of the whiteness of the cloth, the cloth itself is the first
kind of cause and the whiteness of the threads the second,
it being believed that the whiteness is produced in it one
instant after the cloth has come into being. For a negative
effect neither of these is required, but only the efficient
cause, as for example a stick in breaking a jar.
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We may now call attention to an important difference in
the general standpoint of the two systems considered
separately. The Vaifesika views the world from the onto-
logical standpoint while the Nydya does so from the episte-
mological. This will be clear from the nature of the categories
acknowledged in the two systems. We have described the
seven padirthas of the Vaifesika. The Nyiya recognizes
sixteen padirthas; and all the seven of the Vaidesika are
included in but one of them—prameya or ‘the knowable,’ the
second of the sixteen. The first category is pramipa. These
two terms—pramina and prameya—are sufficient to make
clear the specific view-point of the Nyiya. It does not
concern itself with things as such, but rather with how they
are known or demonstrated. This should not be taken to
mean that the Nydva felt any doubt as regards the inde-
pendent existence of objects. It admitted their independent
reality as readily as the sister system, but it felt that know-
ledge might easily mislead us, and therefore set about
investigating the laws of correct thought, This standpoint
becomes clearer still from the nature of the remaining
fourteen categories,' which are all serviceable either in the
discovery of truth or in safeguarding it against irrational
attacks. The aim of the Nyiya thus is first to win the field
of truth and then to secure it with the fence? of dialectics
against the encroachment of error and sophistry. The
Nyidya is not accordingly mere logic, but also a theory under-
lying the art of controversy. The logical part seems at first
to have been even overladen with dialectical devices, but
having been relieved of much of this encumbrance it became
fully prominent in course of time. Works like the Nydya-sdra
of Bhasarvajiia, exhibit this change by adopting a new
classification of their subject-matter and treating of it under
the four heads of perception, inference, verbal testimony
1 These are sarhiaya (doubt), prayojana (aim), dpsjiinta (example),
siddhiinta (conclusion), avayava (members of the syllogism), tarka
(hypothesis), nirpaya (settlement), vida (discussion), jalpa (wrang-
ling), vitandi (cavilling), hetvibhdsa (fallacy), chala (fraud), jati

(wrong objection), and nigraha-sthina [occasion for reproof).
* NS, IV. ii. 50. It is interesting to note that the same figure was

used by the Stoics also,
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and upamina—all coming under pramipa, the first of
Gautama's categories. The transformation is complete in
Gangeda’s Tattva-contdmayt where the Nyidya becomes pre-
eminently a pramina-$3stra, casting off for the most part its
features as a vida-vidyd. The epistemological standpoint
adopted from the beginning in the Nydya thus comes to be
emphasized and the dialectical character of Gautama’s
scheme, so far as it remains, is subordinated to it.

11

We have seen that in India psychology never succeeded in
getting itself separated from philosophy. Accordingly each
system has its own psychology which is coloured by its
metaphysics. The Nyiya-Vaisesika believes in a permanent
self and makes consciousness, which it describes as the basis
of all life's activity,! one of its possible attributes. In addition
to this, five other specific attributes which the self may have,
have a bearing upon psychology. They are, 'love’ (riga),
‘aversion’ (dvesa), ‘pleasure’ (sukha), 'pain’ (dubkha) and
‘volition’ (yatna). Of these six attributes, jfidna and yatna
correspond to cognition and conation ; and the remaining four
may be viewed as roughly representing what would now be
described as the affective side of the mind. Love and hatred
are the result of pleasure and pain respectively. We like
things that have given us pleasure and dislike those we
associate with pain, But while in modern psychology these
three phases are not regarded as in reality separate and the
mind is looked upon as a unity, in the Nyiya-Vaidesika
the distinction between them is taken to be fundamental.
The three attributes of cognition, feeling and volition are
in any specific case supposed to manifest themselves in
the self in a particular order: first, knowledge ; then, desire;
and last, volition.: We have to know a thing before we can
feel the want of it; and it is to satisfy that want that we will
to act. Feeling thus mediates between cognition and conation.
There is not much that is psychologically important which
we find stated in the system about feeling and volition. It
¢TS5, p. 21. # Jandti icchati yatate,
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contents itself with viewing them from the ethical stand-
point, and we shall refer later to its view of them in that
respect, The psychology of cognition, on the other hand,
is very fully treated. Before describing it, it is necessary
to call attention to the distinction between presentative
cognition (anubhava) and representative cognition (smrti).
The former generally leaves behind a trace or impression
called bhiivand or sarhskira which abides in the self and,
when revived, leads to recollection of what was previously
cognized. That is smrti or memory. Such bhivand is a
seventh specific quality of the self.

Presentative cognition may be broadly divided into two,
viz. mediate and immediate, the manas being a necessary
aid to both. The latter is termed pratyaksa which may
roughly be taken as equivalent to sensation and perception;
and the former, such as inferential knowledge, is known as
paroksa which is based upon pratyaksa and needs no further
reference in this section. On the primary character of pratya-
ksa is based its definition as knowledge which does not pre-
suppose other knowledge. When we infer that there is fire
on the hill, we should previously have observed smoke there,
not to mention our acquaintance with the inductive relation
between smoke and fire, But to cognize blueness, say, no such
preliminary knowledge is necessary. That is, our first ideas
are furnished by the senses. There is another definition which
is more useful in understanding the psychology of perception.
It states that it is knowledge which arises by contact of a
sense-organ (indriya) with an object. Such contact is not the
sole condition of perception, but it is its distinctive feature.
The actual process is usually described as follows: The self
comes into contact with the manas; the manas with the
senses; and the senses with the object, when, if certain
external conditions like the presence of sufficient light are
satisfied, perception takes place.r It is obvious that the
description applies only to cases involving voluntary atten-
tion; and the process is reversed when, for instance, a man
waking from sleep perceives the things about him casually.
The word indriya here denotes not only the five organs of

tNSB.LI.L 4. = NS, IL i. 26,
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sense as elsewhere in Indian philosophy, but also the manas.
The last is the means of experiencing pain, pleasure, hunger,
ete. Thus the manas is not only an aid in the acquisition of
knowledge through the other senses; it is also a direct
means of securing for the sell the knowledge of certain
internal states, The senses, excepting the manas which is
both simple and ultimate, are explained here as derived from
single elements (bhautika)—the sense of sight, from fire-
atoms; the sense of taste, from water-atoms: the sense of
touch, from air-atoms: and the sense of smell, from earth-
atoms, The sense of hearing is ikida itself, but as delimited
by the corresponding physical organ, the ear (karna-Saskuli).
The principle underlying the explanation is that like only
can affect like—since without kinship between a sense and
its object its distinctive capacity cannot be satisfactor-
ily accounted for. The organ of sight alone for example
apprehends colour, for it alone is made of tejas-atoms whose
characteristic quality is colour. This, by the way, is how the
doctrine maintains the objective character of the secondary
qualities—a point to which we have already alluded.

What are the kinds of objects that can be known through
pratyaksa? That some qualities and actions out of the
seven categories are apprehended directly needs no special
mention. But does pratyaksa apprehend any of the objects
falling under the remaining categories? Here the system
holds certain peculiar views which we must now consider:
(1) Realists commonly believe that the existence of sub-
stances is inferred or indirectly known after their attributes
are perceived. The Nyldya-Vaidesika considers that sub-
stances also are directly cognized. But not all the senses are
capable of doing this. In regard to external substances, it is
only the organs of sight and touch that can do so: and in
regard to the internal, viz. the self, it is the manas. In other
words, while all the indriyas can sense, some can perceive
also. This position is not merely assumed; attempts are
made to substantiate it by a reference to experiences like
the following: ‘I am now touching what I saw.’ Here what
the two senses are able to apprehend are clearly different,
but yet an identity is experienced which is explained
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as referring to the underlying substance perceived alike in
the two moments.® (2) We have seen in the previous section
that the Nydya-Vaifesika views universals as distinct
ontological entities. The means of apprehending them is
identical with the means of apprehending the corresponding
particulars so that when the latter are perceivable the
former also are so. That is, some universals are directly
apprehended. We perceive that a rose is red through the eye;
and the same organ of sense is also able to show the universal
red-ness (raktatva) characterizing the red colour. Again let
us suppose that with the aid of touch we cognize that a
certain animal is a cow; the same sense of touch gives us the
idea of the universal cow-ness (gotva) also. (3) We are able
to know directly not only dravyas and siminyas in addition
to some gunas and karmas, but also abhiva or negation
provided it is of perceivable objects, the aid to it being the
same sense-organ as is necessary for apprehending those
objects. A jar is visible to the eye and its absence also is
perceivable by the same sense-organ.? But atoms for example
being supersensuous, their absence cannot be perceived but
has to be inferred or known otherwise. The reason adduced
in support of this view is that the apprehension of the
absence of such objects is invariably preceded by the func-
tioning of the respective organs of sense. Nobody for instance
can say that there is no chair in a room without using his
eye or some other appropriate sense-organ. We shall recur to
this point when dealing with the Mimirsi system which
postulates a distinct pramina for the knowledge of negation.

All these kinds of pratyaksa are described as laukika or
ordinary. The system recognizes a different variety of it
also which it designates alaukika-pratyaksa or transcen-
dental perception. This is of three kinds: (1) We have stated
that when a cow, say, is seen cow-ness also is seen in
exactly the same manner. The range of pratyaksa extends
farther still, and with the aid of this knowledge of the uni-
versal cow-ness we are able to apprehend directly, it is

* NSB. L. i. 30. frrbf
* Yenendriyepa ya vyaktih grhyate tenaivendriyepa tajjitib
tadabhavopi grhyate.
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said, but in a transcendental manner all the particular cows
that exist now or ever existed or are going to exist, though
only as belonging to that class. This knowledge of all the
particulars falling under a universal when that universal
itself becomes the object of perception is regarded as a case
of alaukika-pratyaksa. (2) Again when we see a rose at a
distance we apprehend its redness, form, etc., directly; and
we may also become conscious then of its fragrance by
virtue of the impression left on our mind by a past experience
of that quality in the rose. But the flower being by supposi-
tion too far from us we cannot ascribe it to ordinary per-
ception. This is regarded as another case of alaukika-
pratyaksa. The psychological truth involved here is the
familiar one that all percepts are partly presentative and
partly representative. (3) The last variety is termed yogic
perception. It brings man face to face with supersensuous
objects like atoms, dharma, etc.; and its acquisition means
the development of mystical power through a long course of
discipline which is as much moral as mental. Tt is described
as perception, though the senses do not co-operate in it, on
account of the complete vividness of view which it is sup-
posed to yield,

We have yet to draw attention to the distinction between
savikalpaka and nirvikalpaka pratyaksa. All perceptual
knowledge, according to the doctrine, is expressible in the
form of a judgment. Even what appears as an isolated
percept really stands for a judgment—something predicated
of something else. ‘A horse’ for example is equivalent to
‘an object possessing the characteristic of horse-ness.’ In
other words, perception as familiarly known to us is complex
in its character, and it is therefore described as determinate
(savikalpaka). Now, according to the atomistic standpoint
of the system, all complex things are explained as the result
of a putting together of the simples constituting them. The
complex of savikalpaka also is brought under this rule, and
it is assumed that it presupposes necessarily simple or
nirvikalpaka pratyaksa, which presents the isolated object
altogether uncharacterized.' Thus if at any time we cognize

' SM. p. 255.
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that a cow is white, we must, it is assumed, necessarily have

ived previously a cow by itself, the whiteness by it-
self, and the relation of samaviya between them also by
itself.: So the savikalpaka becomes a process of compounding
units separately given and not one of ‘discrimination within
a mass.”> The fact of this preliminary cognition, however,
it is admitted, is not a matter of which we become directly
aware; it is only the result of logical deduction from a
fundamental postulate of the system. The savikalpaka, on
the other hand, is a matter of observation and is given in
introspection. We become aware of it not as it arises, but
later in a second knowledge termed anuvyavasiya (‘after
knowledge’). We first know the object; and then, if we
choose, we may become conscious of this fact, i.e. of the self
as characterized by the jidna in question. That is inner
perception or self-consciousness.

III

One of the distinguishing features of the doctrine is the
belief that whatever is, is knowable. It not only asserts a
reality outside knowledge, but also admits that it can be
known. In fact, to say that anything is unknowable is
equivalent in the system to denying it. According to this
view, even knowledge can be known so that jiiina is not
only about objects but also about itself. But it is primarily
directed to the object which is therefore known before either
the subject or knowledge is. The two latter are revealed
together and later in self-consciousness or reflection upon
experience (anuvyavasiya). Though thus the reality of the
external world stands on its own footing, knowledge is
necessarily the means of reaching to it: and that is how the
problems of logic come to be considered in the system.
t The pirvikalpaka is not here restricted to the sva-laksana as
it is according to Buddhism. See p. 204 anie.

* In current expasitions of the doctrine the preliminary knowledge,
it is stated, need only refer to the visegapa or attributive element:
Vikista-jiinam visesana-jfiina-janyam (TSD. p. 30. Cf. SM. p. 253).
But a knowledge of the other constituents also seems once to have
been thought necessary. See NM. pp. 93 and g5.
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The Nyiya differs from the Vaifesika in admitting two
praminas—verbal testimony (fabda) and comparison (upa-
miina)—in addition to perception and inference which alone
the Vaifesika, like Buddhism, allows. We shall now consider
these pramiinas in order:—

(1) Perception (pratyaksa).—The psychological aspect of
this variety of knowledge has been treated of already and
we have here only to look at it from the logical side, The
main point to realize about it is that the scope of the
postulate that knowledge invariably points to a real object
beyond itself is restricted to the nirvikalpaka, Its data can
never be false, for we are then in direct contact with real-
ity and get an immediate knowledge of it. An erroneous
nirvikalpaka is a contradiction in terms. Error may, however,
creep in when we relate two or more objects thus given in it,
for though all the things we are thinking of may be severally
there, the content of our knowledge as a complex may be
false. In other words, it is the judgment with its synthetic
character or the savikalpaka that is the subject of logic. If
the complex content of our knowledge has a complex
corresponding to it in the objective world, we have truth:
otherwise error. Thus when one sees the conch to be yellow
(pita-Sankha) owing to one’s jaundiced eye, the conch, the
yellow colour, and the relation of samaviya are all facts of
the objective world and are given at the nirvikalpaka level;
but the yellowness is not related to the conch by samaviya
there, it appears so in knowledge. It is therefore an error. In
the case of a red rose when it is cognized as such, the two
schemes—the mental and the actual—agree; and we have
therefore truth. While the three elements involved in
judgment do not constitute in error a single complex whole
in the objective world, they are thus perceived by us. In
truth, on the other hand, they are not only thus perceived
but are actually so. This explanation of error will have to
be altered in a matter of detail when we take other examples.
In the case of the yellow conch or the white crystal appearing
red when placed in the vicinity of a red flower, the several
elements constituting them are presented to the mind in
the ordinary or laukika sense; but there are cases of error
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in which it is not so, as in the stock example of shell-silver
($ukti-rajata). Here also the doctrine maintains that not
only the subject but also the predicative element is ‘pre-
sented,’ but the presentation is of the alaukika kind—the
second variety of it, where the impression of a former
experience serves as the means of re-presenting a thing to
our mind. The silver is not here, but elsewhere. It is dpana-
stha (‘in the shop’), as it is stated. Thus in such cases also,
error is due to a wrong synthesis of presented objects only.
The argument may appear specious, but all that is meant is
that even the content of error has a complete objective basis,
and what does not exist at all (asat) can never be known.
What serves as the subject of an erroneous judgment ('this’)
is actually given; the predicate also s, though elsewhere
and not here. This theory, which is directly opposed to the
Madhyamika view that the non-existent is perceived (asat-
khyiti), is known as anyathd-khydti, a term which indicates
that the discrepancy found in error is in regard to the pre-
dicative element.”

It may be asked how the correspondence with reality,
which is said to constitute truth, can be known. There can
obviously be no direct testing of correspondence, for we
cannot get outside of our knowledge. Hence the Nyiya-
Vaidesika proposes an objective or indirect test—through
putting the knowledge in question to practice, If we doubt
whether a thing we cognize as water js really water or not,
we have to see whether it will quench our thirst. The proof
of the pudding is in the eating of it. This is what is known as
samvadi-pravrtti or ‘fruitful activity.” The verification is
pragmatic; but the definition of truth, it should be remem-
bered, is not so. Truth is not what ‘works’; it is what con-
forms to reality. Knowledge is for its own sake, and it need
not mecessarily have a practical end in view.? Unlike the
Buddhists (p. 20g), the followers of the Nyiya-Vaisesika
lay stress on the cognitive significance of knowledge. The
practical activity to which it leads is only a further result. It
v Anyathi implies prakra. Cf. Sarvam jiinam dharmipyabhrintam,

prakiire tu viparyayah: Sopla-paddrthi {Vizianagaram Sans. Series),
p- 25 + NM. pp. 160-1.
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implies a motive operating subsequent to cognition, viz. to
attain what is liked or to avoid what is disliked. In its
absence, knowledge may remain without a practical conse-
quence, but its logical validity cannot on that account be
questioned.

(2) Imference (Anumana).—The conception of vyapti here
is much widened when compared with that in Buddhism.
Thus we can reason not only from smoke to fire, but also
from the cloven hoof to the horns—features which, so far as
we know, are not necessarily related* (p. 2o1). An attempt
seems to have been made by the Buddhists: to bring cases
of the latter kind also under causation. It is quite possible
that the association between the ‘cloven hoof’ and ‘horns’ is
a necessary one, though how it is so is not known to us.
Yet the Nyiya-VaiSesika on principle postulates invariable
concomitance as the criterion of vydpti, adducing as the
reason therefor that even supposing that the features in
question are causally related, a person that connects them
inductively is not conscious of that relation when he does
s0. To the Carvika contention that neither the universals
nor the particulars can be thus related (p. 18¢), the Nydya-
Vaidesika reply is that the relation is between the particulars
but as belonging to a class. The justification for this view is
found in the recognition of universals as a separate objective
category and in the belief that through the apprehension of
a universal all the corresponding particulars are in some
sense apprehended (alaukika-pratyaksa).

Gautama refers to a triple classification of inference, The
terms denoting the three classes—pirvavat, Sesavat and
siminyatodrsta—are ambiguous and they have been so
from the time of Vitsyayana. The classification in itself is
not very important; but we shall refer to one of the expla-
nations given by Vatsydyana, for it brings out very well a
characteristic feature of inference as understood in the
system. According to it, plirvavat stands for reasoning based

* Hence the mare comprehensive terms of lifiga (‘sign’) and lingin
("the signified’) are generally used here for the middle and major
terms in preference to hetu and sidhya, which are applicable strictly
to cases based on causation. : PP, p. 6.
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upon resemblance to what has been observed in the past
(pirva) as in the case of seeing smoke on a hill and con-
cluding to fire therefrom on the strength of former experience.
This is the common form of reasoning. Sesavat is reasoning,
by the method of elimination. It is indirect proof such as is
sometimes met with in Euclid’s Elements. The third variety
of simdnyatodrsta is that in which, with the support of
what is found in the sphere of sensuous objects, we reason
about parallel cases in the sphere of the supersensuous. For
example we know that an instrument like an axe needs a
sentient agent to wield it before it can function. Assuming
that manas is such an instrument (karana), we may conclude
that there should be behind it an agent—the self, to explain
its activity though neither the self nor the manas is per-
ceivable. This, it will be seen, is merely analogical reasoning,
and the Nydya-Vaifesika arguments for the existence of
God are of this type. It was such an extension of the
scope of inference that was questioned, as we mentioned
before (p. 188), by the Carvika, The Nydya-Vaisesika here
undoubtedly claims too much for inference, for it mistakes
analogy for evidence. It in fact gives this variety of inference,
as we shall presently see, a place in its scheme of praménas
resembling that of revelation in the Mimarhsa.

Inference is two-fold—that which resolves a doubt in
one’s own mind (svirtha) and that which does so in
another’s (parirtha).' The latter is necessarily couched in
langnage, but the verbal form in itself constitutes no part
of the inference. It only helps to direct the mind of the
listener to think in the required manner, and thereby gives
rise to the same process of thought in his mind as the one in
that of the speaker. So if the syllogistic form is described as
anumina, it is only by courtesy. That is, the verbal view of
logic which is common in the West is rejected here. It was
never forgotten in India that the subject-matter of logic
is thought and not, in any sense, the linguistic forms in
which it may find expression. This anti-verbalist character
of Indian Logic is referred to as follows by the Italian
philosopher Croce: ‘Indian Logic studies the naturalistic

r TS. p. 37-
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syllogism in ifself as internal thought, distinguishing it
from the syllogism for others, that is to say, from the more or
less usual, but always extrinsic and accidental forms of
communication and dispute. It has not even a suspicion of
the extravagant idea (which still vitiates our treatises) of a
truth which is merely syllogistic and formalist, and which
may be false in fact. It takes no account of the judgment, or
rather it considers what is called judgment, and what is
really the proposition, as a verbal clothing of knowledge ; it
does not make the verbal distinctions of subject, copula and
predicate; it does not admit classes of categorical and hypo-
thetical, of affirmative and of negative judgments, All these
are extraneous to Logic, whose object is the constant : know-
ledge considered in itself.'s

The following is a typical Indian syllogism:—

1. Yonder mountain has fire.

2. For it has smoke.

3. Whatever has smoke has fire, e.g. an oven,
4. Yonder mountain has smoke such as is invariably accompanied

by fire.
5. Therefore yonder mountain has fire,

The syllogism stands for what was described above as
‘reasoning for another,’ i.e. reasoning for convincing another.
This explains for instance the statement of the conclusion
at the outset known as the pratijid or proposition. It is
intended to draw attention to the point under consideration
and keep the discussion within limits. In a purely logical
syllogism—unmixed with rhetorical appurtenances—it is
admitted that the first two or the last two of the five
members (avayava) may he dropped. Dropping the first
two and taking the last three, we shall contrast the Indian
syllogism with the well-known Aristotelian one:—

(i) The first is the major premise. It does not stand by
itself but is supported by an example. This step in inference
seems to have consisted originally of only the example. It is
even now designated udaharana or ‘illustration.’ The general
statement was introduced later. That is, according to early

t See Logic, pp. 584-s5.
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Indian logicians, reasoning even when restricted to the
sphere of the sensuous was taken to be from particulars to
particulars. In its present form the statement implies that
it was realized in course of time that reasoming proceeds
from particulars to particulars through the universal. This
innovation is now commonly ascribed to the Buddhist
logician Difndga.’

(ii) The Indian logician is not content to leave the uni-
versal proposition by itself. He illustrates it by an example.
This is, no doubt, due to an historical circumstance, viz. a
change in the view taken of the character of the inferential
process. But by retaining the example in the major premise
even in its changed form, he desires to point out that it
is a generalization derived from observation of particular
instances. In other words the reasoning process, as repre-
sented by the above syllogism, is not purely deductive but
inductive-deductive.

(iii) In the next step we have a synthesis of the major and
minor premises. In the Aristotelian syllogism, the two stand
apart although there is the middle term to link them
together. The Nydya-Vaisesika syllogism makes this con-
nection quite explicit by bringing all the three terms
together in the same proposition. The formulation of the
conclusion then becomes very simple indeed. The doctrine
lays special stress on this synthesis, but other doctrines like
the Vedanta do not agree with it,* and refuse to accept the
synthesis as necessary.

(3) Verbal Testimony (Sabda).—We have already drawn
attention (p. 178) to the distinction between sabda as a
pramfina and as a prameya and pointed out the value of the
former as a means of communicating information to others
or of enriching our own experience. We have also stated
that some Indian logicians like the Buddhists (p. 209) hold
that it cannot be a separate pramdna. They bring it under
inference because the ascertainment of the meaning of a
verbal statement, they say, in no way differs from the
inferential process, When we hear uttered significant words

t Cf, Prof. Keith: op. cil., p. 109.

= VP, p. 101
B
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bearing certain syntactical relations to one another, we infer
on the basis of our past experience that they must stand for
a connected meaning, Or to express the same in another way,
we take the words uttered as the characteristic mark (linga)
of an idea in the mind of the speaker; and since we can always
go back from the sign to that of which it is the sign, we con-
clude that there must be a corresponding idea in the mind of
the speaker, the exact nature of that idea being determined
by the sense of the words in question. This argument is
commonly met by an appeal to our introspection which
shows, it is contended, that the two processes of inference
and interpretation are not identical.®

The Nyiya, unlike the Vaitesika, admits $abda as an
independent pramina and defines it as the testimony of a
trustworthy person (ipta)—one that knows the truth
and communicates it correctly.s We find out that a person
is trustworthy by the truth of his statements and by his
unselfishness.s That is, the doctrine makes the value of
sabda as testimony depend upon the virtue of its source—
the honesty and competence of the speaker. On this principle,
it regards what is taught in the Veda as valid because its
author, God, is all-knowing.s It does not in this involve itself
in a circle since it bases its belief in the existence of God not
on revelation as the Vedinta does, but on reason. According
to the Mimiarsi, on the other hand, the Veda, as we shall
see, is self-existent and authority is inherent in it. But it
must be added that in proving the existence of God,
the Nydya utilizes a form of inference—simanyatodrsta
—whose validity can easily be questioned. If we do not
reckon it as inference from which it materially differs, we
have in the system an additional pramina whose bearing is
extra-empirical quite as much as that of revelation in the
Mimarnsi. Thus there seems eventually to be little difference
t TSD. p, 54; SM. st. 140-1, * TS, p. 50.
3 That the process so far is inferential is admitted even in the
Nyidya. See NM. p. 155 What is contested is the view that the
psychalogical process involved in passing from the sounds heard to
:.u Nilsieilu_n:;ning in the mind of the speaker is also inferential.

« dda Le .
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from the logical standpoint between the two systems in
regard to their attitude towards the Veda.t

(4) Comparison (Upamina).—This is commonly rendered
as 'analogy’ in English, but the student should be careful not
to confound it with reasoning by analogy. We shall best
explain what the Nyiiya means by it by taking an example.
Suppose we are familiar with an object X and there is
another object Y resembling it. Suppose also that while we
do not know Y, we have been informed of its resemblance
to X by one who knows both, Now if the object Y is
casually presented to us, we notice the resemblance in
question, and recollecting what we have been told we at
once come to know that that is the object which bears the
name Y. It is this connection between a name and the thing
it signifies that forms the sole sphere of upamina here; and
it is so called because it arises through the previous know-
ledge of resemblance between two things, The immediate
cause (karapa) of the knowledge that Y is the object
bearing a certain name is the perception of Y after one has
learnt that it resembles X. The scope of the pramina is
quite narrow. Yet in practice it is very useful, as for instance
in teaching where explanations accompanied by apt illustra-
tions help us in extending our acquaintance with language.

In treating of perception, we referred to the nature of
truth as understood in the system. It is such knowledge as
represents reality faithfully.? There are two other points of
an allied character, usually considered in Indian philosophy,
to which we have hitherto alluded only incidentally (p. 210).
As it is judgments that are true, we may view truth to be a
property of the savikalpaka form of knowledge; but it does
not appear to be essential to it. Hence a question arises as
to how knowledge comes fo be frue. We know the manner in
which knowledge arises according to the Nyfya-Vaisesika,
though it is hard to understand how when the aids to its

* It is instroctive to note in this connection that in all probahility
the belief neither in God nor in the Veda was originally a part of the
Nylya-Vaidesika teaching.

: Tadvati tat-prakirakam jlifnam prami: TS, p. 23; Karikdvali. st.
135.
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genesis—the self, manas, senses and object—are wholly
inert (jada), it can be knowledge at all.* The point to deter-
mine now is what conditions determine the added feature
of truth when it is found in it (utpattau priminya). This is
the first of the points to be considered now. Some maintain
that knowledge does not become true as we have assumed,
but is by its very nature so; and that where it is otherwise,
its erroneous character is the result of some extraneous
interference, Knowledge as such is valid, but it may deflect
from its nature owing to some disturbing factor. That is,
it is not truth that needs explanation, but only error—a view
which stands opposed to the Buddhistic one according to
which all knowledge is suspect until it is proved to be true,
To this theory of the self-validity or svatah-primanya, as it
is termed, of knowledge we shall recur later in speaking about
the Miméirsa and shall confine our attention at present to
the Nydya-Vaifesika view. According to it, neither truth
nor falsity is a normal feature of knowledge. Whether any
particular knowledge is the one or the other depends entirely
upon circumstances other than those that account for the
rise of knowledge itself. To state the view in general terms:
If a, b and ¢ are the causes of knowledge, its truth or falsity
is caused by another circumstance, say m or #». This
additional circumstance, however, does not stand for any-
thing altogether distinct from the causes of knowledge, but
means only their excellence or deficiency respectively.?
And since the doctrine holds that the causes must necessarily
have either of these features, all knowledge as it arises will
be either true or false and there can never be what may be
called neutral knowledge.s A similar discussion is carried on
in reference to the criterion of truth—that by which we
discover what knowledge is true (jiaptau primanya). This
is the second of the two points mentioned above. The
question here is not how knowledge comes to be true or false,
but how we become aware of its truth or falsity. Here also

¢+ The position is scarcely distinguishable from that of the Cirvika.
* TSD, pp. 55-6; Kdrikdvali, st. 131.

3 CE NM. p. 171: Nirdosam nirgupam viipi na samastyeva kirapam,
See also Id., p. 161,
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two answers are given by Indian logicians, but we shall refer
only to the Nyaya-Vaifesika one at present. According to it,
the validity or invalidity of knowledge is not revealed in
anuvyavasiya, which apprehends it. That gives us only
knowledge. To know whether the knowledge so given is true
or not, we require an additional means, viz. fruitful activity
(sarivddi-pravrtti), as pointed out already. That is, when
we know knowledge, we do not know its logical worth.
It is known only subsequently—as the result of an appeal
to facts, which is what fruitful activity means. And there
may be knowledge known of which the truth or falsity is
not yet seen. That is ‘doubt.” The view that the validity
of knowledge depends, in respect of its origin (utpattau) or
of its ascertainment (jfiaptau), upon the fulfilment of an
extra condition i5 known as paratah-primdnpya-vida or
'the theory of validity from outside.

v

Before describing the practical teaching of the doctrine, it
is mecessary to refer to the notions of dharma and adharma
which in one form or another all systems alike associate
with the self, indicating thereby that man's life has not only
a mental but also a moral or spiritual side to it. The Nyiya-
Vaidesika speaks of dharma and adharma as two specific
qualities (videsa-guna) that belong to the self in addition to
the seven already mentioned. They thus directly characterize
it. But then the words do not stand for right and wrong
deeds; they signify rather the merit (punya) and demerit
{pipa) resulting respectively from the performance of the one
and indulgence in the other.* The Mimarhsi and the Vedéinta
systems accept an external standard for distinguishing a
right deed from a wrong one, viz. the revealed authority of
the Veda; here in the Nyiya-VaiSesika, the law that con-
strains us in the field of conduct, is in the last resort internal.
It believes that dharma as well as adharma is directly
perceived. It is not, however, every one that can discern
the difference between them, but only he that has purified
' TS. pp. 58-9.
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his nature by continuous self-discipline and has succeeded
in developing yogic power. Hence their perception is stated
to be of the alaukika kind—the third of the varieties
mentioned above. When we say that morality as conceived
here is obedience to an inner law, we mean the intuitive
judgments of such ‘seers’ who alone can speak with the
voice of the true self, To the average man, who is still under
the sway of particular desires and passions, the standard
remains external inasmuch as his knowledge of dharma, to
confine ourselves to only one of the two notions we are
considering, is acquired through another and is second-hand.
Strangely enough the doctrine in its present form accepts
the authority of the Veda also in this respect as shown by
its adoption of the whole of the karma discipline as taught
in it,! and the need for two praminas is justified on the
supposition that dharma can be intuited only after it is
known from the Veda.s But if we remember that when once
dharma is known, the most important thing to do is to
strive not for acquiring an immediate or direct knowledge of
it, but for realizing it in action, it becomes clear that one
of the two pramfnas is superfluous. And it is the Veda that
15 50, if we may judge from the general tenor of the doctrine
and the repudiation of verbal testimony as an independent
praminpa in the Vaifesika part of it.

So far as the preliminary discipline is concerned, we can
trace the influence of the Gitd teaching as early as Pradasta-
pada,s but the training really appropriate to the Nyiya-
Vaisesika and originally recommended in it is akin to what
we have noted in connection with the heretical schools in an
earlier chapter (p. 113). Its object, however, is the same as
. that of karma-yoga, viz. sattvatuddhi or ‘cleansing of the
heart," as is clear from Viitsydyana's reference to it as itma-
samskira or ‘self-purification,’ and is to be achieved by
eliminating narrow love (riga) and hate {(dvesa). Only the
course of conduct laid down here is not disinterested activity
in the Gitd sense but the practice of yama and niyama.
There is some uncertainty regarding the original connotation
! PB. pp. 7 and 273-3. 1 NM. p. 1c8.
) See p. 281. CL. TSD. p. 67.  « NS. IV, ii. 46; PB. pp, 273, 280 fi.
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of these terms as understood in the Nyiya-Vaidesika, But
in the later works treating of the doctrine, they come to he
identified with the same as defined in the Sankhya-Yoga.:
We shall, therefore, defer the explanation of these terms to
the next chapter, merely remarking now that they respec-
tively represent the negative and positive sides of ethical
training. Love and hate are found to a greater or less extent
in all men; and together with their causes—pleasure and
pain—they are reckoned as specific qualities of the self in its
empirical condition. All voluntary activity is traced to these
sources so that the view which the Nyiiva-Vaidesika takes
of conduct may be described as hedonistic. Only we must
not forget that it regards the desire to avoid pain to be as
strong a motive in prompting the will as the desire to obtain
pleasure.* The selfish activity (pravrtti) to which narrow love
and hate give rise leads in its turn to pain and pleasure, and
they again to likes and dislikes, Thus life, as it is commonly
led, moves in a vicious circle in which no point can be
regarded as the beginning. By restraining man from indolging
in certain activities and by encouraging him to cultivate
certain positive virtues, the training implied in yama and
niyama helps him to break away from this circle and pursue
undistracted the path by which he may reach the ultimate
goal of life.

The nature of the goal is determined by the pessimistic
attitude of the doctrine towards life as a whole. The doctrine
does not deny the reality of pleasure as a positive experiences;
but pain is equally real, and the two, in its view, are so
uthnmb];,r connected with each other that avoiding pain
necessitates avoiding pleasure as well. Further, it believes
that pleasure in life is so uncertain and pain so much
predominates over it that it is not worth one’s while to strive
to secure it. All pleasure again being transient—Ilasting only
for two instants, like jiiina—continuous pleasure means
perpetual effort. Hence the ideal of life is represented as
apavarga or ‘escape.’ It is negative and consists not in the

t See NSB. IV. ii. 46; Vicaspati: T@parya-fikd, IV. il. 46; Nydya-

hkandali, p. 278.
t Karikdvall, st. 146 . 3 NS I,Lg:IV.i s6.
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attainment of happiness, but in the removal of pain. The
removal, being a dhvarhsa or ‘posterior negation,’ will endure
ever afterwards and no lapse from that condition will take
place. Such an ideal is quite operative, for, according to the
Nyiya-VaiSesika, conative activity is prompted as much by
a desire to shun pain as by a desire to obtain happiness, and
the prospect of rising above all pain once for all is strong
enough to impel a person convinced of the misery of em-
pirical existence to do his utmost for reaching that end. But
the aim of life should not only be desirable; it should also be
possible of attainment and the doctrine holds, as we know,
that evil though real can be avoided.* For pain like pleasure is
only an adventitious feature of the self and its removal
means no loss to its intrinsic character. For instance in deep
sleep, the self remains without either, which may be taken
to indicate the possibility of moksa being a similar but
permanent condition.? It is not only pain and pleasure that
are adventitious, but also knowledge, desire, volition, etc.,
so that the state of moksa is one in which the self is able to
cast off all its nine specific qualities. Accordingly, the self
then not merely transcends empirical life, but also ceases
to be the subject of experience in all its forms,

It is interesting to compare this ideal with that of Bud-
dhism. Buddha taught that avoiding pleasure and pain or
eliminating selfishness is not possible until we cease to
believe in the self as a persisting entity, The Nyiya-
Vaisesika differs in admitting an enduring self; but it
insists that the ideal of life is not reached until we feel
convinced that the self in reality is beyond all experience,
Thus the source of evil in this system lies not in our belief
that there is a permanent self, but in the belief that it must
needs have pain or pleasure while in its intrinsic nature it
is devoid of both. Such a wrong view of the self gives rise to
love and hate; and the rest of life’s selfish activities follow
from them. This theory which is implicit in the Vaidesika
analysis of the springs of action into desire for pleasure (riga)
and aversion from pain (dvesa), the Nyaya makes explicit
by resolving them into something more ultimate, viz.
t NS. L i. 20-1; NM. p. sor. * NS, IV.i 63.

:
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delusion* (moha). Our aim should be to free ourselves from
the tyranny of this wrong conviction by realizing the true
nature of the self. This initial folly of moha or mithyd-jfiina
is not a mere lack of right knowledge but positive error or
wrong knowledge.? It may be represented as two-fold:
(i) mistaking things that are not really of the self as belonging
to it, viz. manas, body and so forth; and (ii) mistaking the
non-essential or accidental features of the self such as
knowledge, pain and pleasure arising through association
with its empirical vesture, for its essential features. Neither
geparation from the former nor the elimination of the latter
can affect the integrity of the self; but man commonly loses
sight of this fact and feels that with their deficiency is
bound up that of himself. In one word, there is nothing
which the self can or has to obtain for itself; and it is the
knowledge of this truth that is the immediate means of
release.3 But if it is successfully to dispel the delusion, it
should be ripened into direct intuition through constant
meditation, Mere reasoned conviction is of no avail. Thus the
acquisition of right knowledge and the practice of yoga
constitute the chief features of the discipline directly leading
to release. The way of securing the saving knowledge is as
follows: (1) Formal study of philosophy which is to be
carried on under a competent teacher who can properly
instruct us; and (2) reflection upon what has been thus
learnt with a view to get conviction for oneself about it.
These two stages secure mediate knowledge or ‘knowledge
by description’ as we might say. Then follows (3) meditation
upon the true nature of the self.+ It leads to direct experience
of the truth which will banish ignorance at once. A person
who has such experience, it is supposed, will reach the final
goal of life (apavarga) as soon as he is dissociated from the
physical body at death.

In thus conceiving of the goal of life, the Nyiya-Vaisesika
¥ NS.IV. i 3-8: NM. pp. 500-1.
3 Na tattva-jfiinasya anutpatti-mitram: NSB. IV, ii 1.

I NS L1 1.
4 NSB. IV.ii. 38 and 47-0. These correspond to éravaga, manana and

nididhydsana of the Upanisads and are so termed in the Nydya-
kandali, p. 282,
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15 tacitly denying that there is any difierence between soul
and matter, The self that has reached it is divested of all
experience and it is not even conscious of itself then. Such
an ideal is surely repugnant to the common mind, whatever
justification it may or may not have in theory. It may
successfully avoid evil, but it is a success which is worse
than defeat, The straightforward attempt of the Buddhist to
secure annihilation is far better than this formal admission
of a self in unconscious moksa, But it is moksa only in the
eschatological sense. The complete elimination from the self
of all its specific qualities in the case of an enlightened
person is supposed to take place only after death. So far as

the present life is concerned, such elimination is not only not -

aimed at but is impossible. If we then, according to our
plan (p. 184), try to determine the Nyaya-Vaifesika ideal of
life from the positivistic side, much of what is undesirable
disappears from it. Jivan-mukti, no doubt, is not formally
recognized here as in some other systems; but a stage
corresponding to it, when a person has succeeded in obtaining
enlightenment though he has not yet become 'free’ in the
technical sense, is admitted (p. 19) both by Vatsyiyana and
Uddyotakara, Such a person will not be diverced from his
physical or mental adjuncts; but narrow love and hate will
have disappeared from him together with the selfish activity
that proceeds from them. Nor will his life be one of passivity,
if we may judge from Gautama’s statement® that activity
taints only when it is prompted by selfishness. The best
support for putting this forward as the Nyaya-Vaidesika
ideal of life is to be found in its conception of God, ‘the
highest soul’ (paramitma) as he is termed, who is not bereft
of knowledge or desire or will, but only has no pain or
pleasure, no likes or dislikes and therefore, though ever
active, never engages himself in any selfish activity. From
this view-point, then, man's effort here should be directed
towards acquiring enlightenment, refining desire and will by
purging them of all selfishness, learning to endure pain and
wholly abolish hate—an ideal which, whatever it may lead
to nltimately, is not without an excellence of its own.
' NS. IV. i. 64.
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CHAPTER X1

SANKHYA-YOGA

Twis should once have been a widely influential schoel to
judge from references to it in the Mahabhirata and kindred
literaturer: but its vogue, especially on the Sinkhya side,
is not very great now.* The surviving part of its literature
also is relatively poor. Modern scholars, as we have already
had occasion to notice (pp. 106, 132), are divided in their
opinion as regards its origin. All agree that references to
what appear as the Sinkhya-Yoga doctrine are found in the
Upanisads, especially in the later ones among them. But
while some are of opinion that the system is independent
in origin and almost as old as the Upanisads, others maintain
that it is an offshoot of the teaching of those ancient
treatises. There is indeed a reference in one of the Upanisadss
to Kapila rsi, the supposed founder of the Saikhya according
to tradition: but both old Indian thinkerst and present-day
scholarss agree that it is only apparent. The expression
there means the ‘red wizard,’ not ‘Kapila, the seer,’ as it may
at first appear and denotes not a real person at all but
Hiranyagarbha or some other mythical being. As the
discussion of this question requires an acquaintance with the
details of the doctrine, we cannot enter upon it now. We shall
merely state in passing that whatever its true origin, th
was one stage in the history of the system when its adheren
traced it to the Upanisads. Badarayapa, as is well known
has systematized the teaching of the Upanisads in his
Vedanta-sitra, and one of the topics to which he recurs time
and again is whether the Sankhya is the teaching of the
Upanisads.® His conclusion is that it is not, and his repeated

1 See 58, p. 227, + ERE. xi. p. 189,
3 Sevet. Up. v. 2. « Cf. Sarikara on VS, IL i 1.
§ See PU. p. 200; Prof. Keith: The Samkhya System, pp. 8, 40-1.

¢ Cf. Sarhkara on VS. I. . 5-11; 1L i. 1-3. This refutation is different
from the one in VS, I1. ii. 1-10, where the Sdikhya is criticized on

rationalistic grounds.
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reference to it cannot be satisfactorily accounted for without
assuming that there were Sankhya thinkers in his time who
contended that that was the teaching of the Upanisads.
Even so late as the sixteenth century A.p. Vijfiina Bhiksu,
the author of the Sankhya-pravacana-bhisya, which is a
commentary on the Saakhya-sitra, maintained a similar
view. This may of course be the result of later Sankhya
teachers trying to find support for their doctrine in the
Upanisads, whose authority had come to prevail, but it may
also indicate a desire on their part to trace it to its real
source even when the meodifications in it had changed its
character so very much.

The relation between the Sankhya and the Yoga again is
difficult of settlement. It iz not even clear that one of them is
later than the other, for they may well have been due to
differentiations in what was originally a single doctrine. In
the form in which the two have come down to us, there is no
doubt that the Yoga is later. If the view adopted here, viz.
that the doctrine is derived from the Upanisads, be right,
it appears probable that its starting-point should be sought
in & primitive Sankhya-Yoga with belief in a supreme God
to whom the individual selves and prakrti, the source of the
physical universe, though distinct are yet subordinate; for
such a doctrine is nearer to the teaching of the Upanisads
than the atheistic Sankhya or the theistic but dualistic Yoga
of classical times.* We have to assume that under naturalistic
influence such as that of the Svabhiiva-vida,-the capacity
to unfold the universe was transferred completely to prakrti,
rendering the idea of God superfluous; and on that was later
grafted a belief in his existence by the exponents of the Yoga®
probably as a matter of theological expediency—'to satisfy
the theists and to facilitate the propagation of the theory of
the universe expounded in Sankhya.'s This point will become
clear when we trace the origin of the doctrine and point out
its relation to the Vedinta.

* Ci. Dr. Belvalkar: Bhandarkay Commemoration Volume, pp. 1834
* Vicaspati in his Bhdmati (I1. i. 3) seems to give support to two
such stages in the history of the doctrine on its Yoga side.

3 ERE. vol. xii. p. B3r.



SANKHYA-YOGA 260

‘The earliest book of authority on classical Sinkhya we
now have is the S@nkhya-kirikd, which is a work of about the
fifth century A.D. Roughly speaking, we may take its author
Tévarakrsna to have been a contemporary of Kiliddsa. It
consists of seventy stanzas and is on that account sometimes
designated as the Satkhya-saptati. It contains a brief but
exceedingly lucid exposition of the theoretical teaching of
the system and has been described as “the pearl of the whole
scholastic literature of India.’ It has been commented upon
by several, including Vacaspati—the well-known advaitic
scholar of the ninth century A.p. This book, with a com-
mentary whose identity is not quite certain, was translated
into Chinese under the name of ‘the Golden Seventy Dis-
course’ by one Paramirtha, a Brahmin of Ujjain who went to
China in A.D. 546 on the invitation of its then Emperor
and spent the rest of his life there. Another work of note on
the system is the Tatfva-samdsa, which, as its name indicates,
is very brief—hardly more than a table of contents, as it has
been characterized. It was regarded by Max Miiller as the
oldest work on the subject,! but that view is not generally
accepted now.? A third work of importance on the system is
the Sankhya-siitra, ascribed to Kapila himself; but the work,
though much of its material may be really old, is clearly a
very late production and cannot be assigned to a date earlier
than the fourteenth century A.p. It is in six chapters of *
which four are concerned with the elucidation of the doctrine,
one criticizes the rival systems and one gives the parables
(akhydyika) illustrating the chief points of the doctrine—
rather a novel feature in a Siitra work. It has been commented
upon, among others, by Vijiidna Bhiksu, to whom reference
has already been made. In this commentary the Sankhya
appears considerably modified, the general effect of the
modification being to bring it nearer to the Vedinta, We
may regard it as lafer Sitikhya, We shall refer to its diverg-
ences from the earlier where they are of importance. As
regards the Yoga system, Pataiijali’s Yoga-sitra is the
kS5, p. 242
s Prof, Keith: op. cit., p. 80. But see Journal of Oriental Research
(Madras) for April 1928, pp. 145-7-
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recognized text-book. It has been assigned to about the
end of the fifth century A.n.*; and if this date be correct,
the traditional identification of its author with Patafijali, the
grammarian who is known to have lived in the second cen-
tury B.C., must fall to the ground. It consists of four chapters
which deal respectively with the nature of mental concen-
tration (samidhi), the pathway to it (sidhana), the super-
natural powers that may be acquired through it (vibhiiti),
and the nature of the goal of life which consists in the
isolation of the self (kaivalya). It has been commented upon
by Vyasa® (a.p. 500) and King Bhoja (A.p. T000) among
others. The former’s commentary has a splendid gloss by
Vicaspati and another by Vijiina Bhiksu.

I

The Sinkhya-Yoga like the Nyiya-Vaitesika admits a plural-
ity of selves, called purusas, and is likewise realistic since
it regards objects as existing independently of the mind that
cognizes them. But while the latter traces the physical
universe to a multiplicity of sources, the former derives it
from a single one, viz. prakrti. In other words, the Shfkhya-
Yoga, unlike the Nydya-Vaidesika, is—if we overlook for the
moment the plurality of selves—dualistic, prakrti and purusa
or nature and spirit being the only two ultimate entities
recognized. We shall now consider in some detail how each
of these is conceived:—

(1) Praketi—This is the first cause of the universe—of
everything excepting only spirit which is uncaused, and
accounts for whatever is physical, both matter and force. Out
of it, the whole variety of the universe evolves. Hence the
doctrine is known as paripdma-vida or a ‘theory of change.’
‘Even space and time are represented as aspects of prakrti
‘and do not, therefore, exist apart from its as independent
entities. This is a point which is worthy of note, for it shows
that the system does not, like the generality of philosophic
' Prof. Jacobi: Dates of Philosophical Satras, JAOS. (1011).

* It is difficult to say who this Vydsa was, Tradition identifies him
with the well-known author of that name,
1 STK. st. 33; SPB. ii. 12,
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doctrines including much of Western thought till quite recent
times, start by positing matter #n space and time, but looks
upon the primordial physical entity as including and explain-
ing them both. The nature of prakrti is deduced from the
nature of the common things of experience by the aid of
reason alone. As the material cause of these things, it should
consist of what is common to all of them; for the effect,
according to a fundamental postulate of the system, must be
essentially the same as the material cause. By a process of
analysis, the essential characteristics of the physical universe
are reduced to three—named sattva, rajas and tamas;
and prakrti is conceived as constituted of them. It is thus
complex in its nature, though single. These three factors are
termed gunas, whose conception is of the utmost importance
in the system. The chief point about them is that they are
not what their name might suggest, viz. qualities of prakrti.
That would be admitting the distinction between substance
and attribute as the Nyiya-Vaidesika does, but the Sanikhya-
Yoga regards it as a pure abstraction.\The gupas are to be
understood here as the components of prakrti. They might
be described as substances, if that again did not suggest
the same artificial distinction. They are still termed gunas
because, it is said,! they by intertwining make a rope (gupa)
or forge a chain for binding the self. This explanation is
| somewhat inconsistent with the spirit of the Sankhya-Yoga
| teaching, for prakrti not only binds but also liberates the
self from bondage. Indeed purusa’s liberation, as we shall
sée, is the ultimate purpose for which it evolves. There is
|another explanation, which again seems to run counter to
'the dominant thought of the doctrine. It is stated that the
gunas are so called because they form a category subordinate
to the purusa, which implies that spirit here is more important
'and that prakrti is only something that ministers to it. The
"explanation, though supported by certain statements of old
authorities,> would destroy the avowed dualistic character of
the teaching by making one ultimate entity depend upon
another. As regards the nature of the gunpas: sattva repre-

sents whatever is fine or light ; tamas whatever is coarse or
' 5PB, i. 61. + Y5, ii. 23; YSB. i 4
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heavy; and rajas whatever is active. It is clear from this
description that the conception is arrived at as a hypothesis
in accounting for the diversity of the world in its material as
well as its mechanical aspects. Their triple character merely
signifies that #hree is the minimum number of elements
necessary for such an explanation.* If only one guna is
postulated, it would not explain variety at all; if two, they
would either cancel each other’s effect, thus leading to no
transformation whatever, or one would dominate over the
other always, thus leading to a monotonous movement in a
single direction. In later Sdnkhya is found the important
development that each of the three gupas is manifold and
that the infinity of prakrti is due to their indefinite number.
In this case the triple division would be the result of grouping
together like gunas. Such a view undoubtedly explains
better the discord and diversity of the world of experience;
but at the same time it makes the doctrine more like the
Vaisesika® with its belief in an infinity of atomic reals with
qualitative distinctions.

The gunas form the substratum of change which as in
Buddhism is taken to be perpetual (p. 211). But change is not
total here and the gunas persist while only their modes
appear and disappear. This solution of the problem of change
“leads to the postulating of a two-fold condition for all
things—one, latent or potential and the other, potent or
actual, When all the modes of prakrti are latent, we have
the state of dissolution (pralaya); at other times, evolution
(sarga). Even in the state of dissolution, prakrti is supposed
to maintain its dynamic character; only then, instead of
producing unlike forms, it reproduces itself (sajitiya-
pariniima) so that perpetual motion is a fundamental postu-
late of the system so far as the physical world is concerned
{(p. 233).3 The ground for the conclusion that there is per-
* The idea of gunas here, if not derived from the medical theory
of the three dhitus, has at least a parallel in it. Cf. STK. st. 13,

: SPB. i, 127-8. As regards the antiquity of the gupa-doctrine,
see OST. vol. v. p. 377. The conception occurs as early as AV., and
the Mbh. is full of references to it.

lLPraﬁkma-puril;lminu hi sarva eva bhivi rte citi-dakteh: STE.
st, 5.
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petual movement in prakrti is to be found in the conviction
that if it ceased to be dynamic at any stage, it would be
impossible to account for the reappearance of motion in it
again. Here we see a realization of the truth of Newton's
First Law of Motion that a body in motion or at rest con-
tinues to be so unless it is disturbed from outside. There is
no such external agency recognized in the doctrine to interfere
with its movement. No doubt the change from the state of
dissolution to that of evolution is accounted for by intro-
ducing an outside influence, viz. the presence of spirit
(purusa-samnidhi)?; but the explanation is given only in a
half-hearted manner and is, as we shall see, one of the
unsatisfactory features of the system, so far at least as the
Sinkhya part of it is concerned.

There are certain special features of evolution as conceived
here which deserve notice. First, it is based on a belief in the
indestructibility of matter and the persistence of force,
Something cannot come out of nothing; and whatever is,
has always been. Production is only the manifestation
{abhivyakti) of what is already in a latent form, and is not a
new creation (arambha). The so-called beginning of an object
is only an event in its history; the object itself is not, and
cannot be, made. Similarly, destruction means only change
of form, for there can be nothing like absolute annihilation.
Secondly, evolution is conceived as cyclic or periodical.

IThat is, there are periods of evolution and dissolution
‘alternating so that it is not a process of continuous progress
in one direction only, It would seem also that dissolution is
the normal state, for there is a persistent tendency in prakrti
when in evelution, to revert to that state. Next, evolution
is here regarded as teleological; but, as prakrti is by hypo-
thesis not sentient, we cannot take it wholly so. We may
characterize it as quasi-teleological, however hard it may be
to understand that term. What is meant is that the whole
process serves a purpose, though it cannot be described as
consciously pursued. Lastly evolution, so far as it is teleolo-,
gical at all, has reference to the individual and not to the °
species. Its object is not the elevation or improvement of
t SP. i. g6,
5
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the latter, even at the expense of the former, but securing
worldly experience (bhoga) for the individual or bringing
‘about his liberation (apavarga) from the ties of sarmsira.
We shall later explain the probable meaning of this double

“aim involved in the evolution of prakrti.
The order of evolution of the twenty-four principles

(tattvas) known to the system, if we exclude the purusas
which stand outside the realm of change, will be seen from

the following scheme:—
1. Prakrti.

|

2. Mahat.

3. Aham-kira.

r | f [
4. Manas, F-1. Sensory 10—-14. Motor 15-19. Tanmitras,
OTEARS. organs.

20-24, Bhiitas,

The complete significance of this scheme and of the various
terms used in it will become clear as we proceed. For the
present it will suffice to refer to only a few points in it:—

(i) The evolutionary series includes in addition to what
are clearly physical, viz. the five subtle (tanmitras) and the
five gross elements (bhfitas), certain others like the manas
which appear to be psychical in character; and it may seem
a contradiction to make prakrti, which by hypothesis is
non-sentient, their source. Really, however, there is no
contradiction, for the latter are not themselves psychical,
but owe that character to the influence of the self, the
sole principle of consciousness acknowledged in the doc-
trine. An illustration may make the Sankhya-Yoga posi-
tion clear in this respect. A mirror can reflect our features,
but the surface of the wall, upon which it hangs, cannot;
and yet both are alike material. Similar is the case of the two
sets of entities above referred to which, though originating

ia s TRk | ;
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from the same prakrti, behave differently towards the self—
one responding to its influence readily and the other not
doing so. The difference between them is therefore one of
degree, not of essence. The 'psychical’ factors have in fact
been compared to the nervous system on its physical side.!

(ii) In the state of dissolution, the three gunas of prakrti,
though perpetually active, are in perfect equilibrium. At the
beginning of a period of evolution, this state ceases and is
followed by one in which sattva predominates. It marks
the starting-point of heterogeneous evolution and is called
mahat (“the great’), or buddhi. The initial stimulus for this
alteration, according to the Yoga, comes from God or
Isvara.: According to the Sankhya on the other hand which
acknowledges no such supreme Being, the change is ascribed
to the ‘mere presence’ (simnidhya-mitra),’ as it is termed, of
the purusa; and the pnsmb:ht_v of its influencing prakrti,
though continuing to be passive, is illustrated by a magnet
attracting iron. This is a point which is far from satisfactory.
In the first place, the purusa is eternal and omnipresent like
prakrti so that the condition determining the evolution of
the latter is ever fulfilled while its course is supposed
to be interrupted at intervals by dissolution, To explain
the break in the course of evolution by the past
karma of beings will not do, for the purusa, being really
untouched by good or evil, karma and its efiects should be
taken to characterize the buddhi and therefore as internal
to prakrti.+ There is again the difficulty due to the admission
of many selves in understanding what exactly is meant by
the presence of purusa—whether it is of one or of all. To
assume, as Vijidna Bhiksu does,s that it refers to the influ-
ence of a chief Purusa in each kalpa or cycle of creation would
virtually be to abandon the atheistic position and side with
the Yoga.

(iii) Now as regards the last group in the evolution, viz.
the elements: When we remember that the ultimate reals out
of which the produced part of the universe is constituted
according to the Nyidya-Vaidesika are these elements, it will
* ERE. xi. p. 190, : See Hhoja-vriti on Y'S. i. 24.
3 S5PB. i g6, + 5P, L. 16. § SFB. i. o6.
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be seen that the Sankhya-Yoga carries its investigation
farther back than that system until it arrives at a single
principle. How are these elements derived and what are their
characteristics? Their immediate causes are the five tanma-
tras; and they are named after the distinguishing features of
the five elements as fabda-tanmitra (‘essence of sound’),
sparsa-tanmiitra (‘essence of touch’), etc. The gross elements
which spring from them show greater and greater differentia-
tion. Their mode of origin is as follows: From Sabda-tanmatra
emerges ikila with sound as its manifest guality. From
dabdatanmiitra and sparfa-tanmitra combined emerges air,
which therefore has the two qualities of sound and touch;
from these two and riipa-tanmitra springs fire, which has the
three qualities of sound, touch and colour; from these three
and rasa-tanmiitra emerges water with four qualities, viz.
sound, touch, colour and taste: and last, earth comes into
being from all the five tanmitras and is therefore character-
ized by all the five qualities of sound, touch, colour, flavour
and odour. The elements beginning with #kisa are conse-
quently more and more concrete. Each element is conceived
as manifold, and consists of finite and disparate particles
termed paramdnus,! though the expression does not signify
here precisely what it does in the Nyiya-Vaifesika. It is out
of these atoms that the whole of the physical universe as
known to us is produced.

(iv) The scheme indicates only what we may describe
as primary evolution. Evolution does not stop at it. It goes
further on as is shown, for example, when prthivi is trans-
formed into a tree? or a caterpillar becomes a butterfly. This
secondary evolution is in fact what we are familiar with and
what takes place within any single period of evolution.
When an object that has evolved in this sense breaks up, it
is reduced to the form of the gross elements and the process
of dissolution does not extend beyond except when the
evolutionary period in question itself comes to an end.
Primary evolution is described as the differentiation into
: Cf. YSB. i. 40, 45;ili. 44, 52.

* As in the Nyilya-Vaidegsika, no distinction is made here between
mechanical and organic products. See p. 239 ante.
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distinct principles (tattvintara-parinima)': but what consti-
tutes distinctness is not well defined. It is clear, however,
that this amounts to a recognition of grades or degrees in

An attempt is made in the system to deduce the being
of prakrti, not merely its nature, with the aid of reason. The
deduction depends upon two principles which the system
takes as its postulates. The first of them to which we have
already alluded is described as the sat-kirya-vida. According
to it, nothing new can come into being which is in clear
opposition to the Nydya-Vaidesika doctrine of asat-kirya-
vida. The totality of what exists now is given from the very
beginning. But what is, may be implicit or explicit—the
two forms being respectively termed ‘cause’ and ‘effect.” The
jar is ever there and is so really eternal; but it is not per-
ceivable when in a subtle or latent form. In other words, a
thing always is in itself though it may not be for us.2 It
subsists always although it may exist only for a while, and
existence necessarily signifies subsistence. The bearing of

 this postulate on the present question is that the physical
‘world which is now explicit must once have been implicit ;
and it is just that implicit state which is prakrti. That is
indeed the literal meaning of the term pradhina ("what is put
before or presupposed’),y which is sometimes used for
prakrti. The second postulate is that the finite always
implies the infinite, which reminds one of the dictum of Hegel
that the finite transcends itself. The notion of finitude here
requires a word of explanation. Things as understood in the
Sankhya-Yoga cannot be said to be limited by time or space,
for neither of them is recognized as a separate entity, So the
word ‘finite’ is taken to mean ‘not self-sustaining’ or, as it is
otherwise expressed, ‘not pervasive' (avyipi).4 For example,
dkasa is finite in this sense because while it sustains all that
is derived from it in the process of evolution, it itself is
sustained by its cause, viz. abda-tanmitra. This tanmitra
again reveals another element more fundamental by which it
is sustained ; and so forth backwards until we reach an entity
! STK. st. 3. ' CLYS. i 13,
3 5PB. i, 125, 4 5TK. st. 15-16.
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which is all-pervasive and self-sustaining. That is prakrti
In prakrti itself or, what amounts to the same, in the three
gunas, we may think that there is mutual exclusion, none
being caused by the others, and that they are all therefore
finite. But the theory is that, though not causally related,
they are absolutely dependent upon one another (anyonya-
Sraya-vrtti),* and that none of them is self-sustaining. In
other words, prakrti is not a mere unity of aggregation, but
: a systematic unity of parts each of which has its special
| place and function in the whole. This, by the way, shows the
| existence of a limit to the investigation of the cause for the
" physical world ; for, if we proceed farther back, we do not get
anything different from prakrti. It is therefore regarded as
paramdvyakta ‘the final unmanifest's or the first cause whose
being is unconditioned and necessary. It will be seen that the
reasoning is based upon the observation of common things
emerging from their respective material causes and disappear-
ing into them again, A jar is made out of clay; and, when
“destroyed, it turns into clay again. Emergence and absorption
thus have a terminus, viz. clay here; This process of reasoning
is only extended beyond the visible material world to arrive
at prakrti; or, to state the same differently, primary evolution
is postulated on the analogy of the secondary. Even sup-
posing that a principle which has a basis in experience may
be extended to what transcends experience, it may well be
asked what warrant there is for assuming the very principles
—mahat, aharh-kira and tanméitras—and only so many, to
account for the bhiitas which alone are given in experience;
and it is significant that the basis for this part of the doctrine
is stated to be not inference but verbal testimony (iptigama)
or the ipse dixit of the Sankhya-Yoga teachers.s That the
physical world has evolved out of a certain number of ele-
mental principles given in our experience, or perhaps from
one, is a doctrine of the Svabhiva-vida (p. 105); but the
further reference to mahat, etc., as intermediate stages in the

t STK. st. 12; YB. ii. 15. Such a view, of course, is open to criticism
with reference to spirit which neither pervades nor is pervaded by the
gupas, leading to the conclusion that both prakiti and purug are
finite. See Bhdmadl IL. ii. 1. 1 5TK. st. 15-16. 1 STK. st. 6.
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evolution, which distinguishes the Sankhya-Yoga, suggests
that it is to be traced to a different source. We shall see in
the sequel what reasons there are for concluding that source

to be the Upanisads.

. (2) Purusa—Purusa is mere sentience. It is changeless,
eternal and omnipresent. It is also entirely passive, all

I
|
|

activity being restricted to prakrti. It may accordingly be
said to represent the affective or receptive side of the mind
and is consequently described as an enjoyer or experient
(bhokta) without being a doer or agent (karta). Like prakrti,
the self also is here sought to be established with the help of
reason alone, Various arguments are adduced to prove why
such a psychic entity should be su to exist.! First of

all it is stated that the physical universe, bein%jmﬁnﬁmt,
requires a sentient principle to experience it or that objects
WF]EL_&&EEE{P such an argument by recognizing
a mecessary relation between the two militates against the
fundamental dualism of the system. Equally inconsistent
with the same aspect of the doctrine is the second argument
that prakrti, which is complex, implies by contrast the exist-
ence of something which is simple, viz. the self. Again the
design® that is found in nature, particularly in the living
body, it is argued, leads to the same conclusion. A note-
worthy point here is the manner in which the ‘design
argument’ is utilized. It is explained as pointing not to the
designer but to one that profits by the design. The Sankhya
concludes from the presence in nature of means adapted to
the accomphshment of particular ends, not to God as their
author, but to the self for whom it supposes them to exist.
This conclusion may be taken as being on a par with the

- other, for any contriver must necessarily have in view one

whose need his contrivance meets. No watches for example
would be made if there was none to use them. But it may be
asked why it should not equally well imply God as the
contriving mind whom the Sankhya, as an atheistic doctrine,
declines to accept. Here is a point of much importance in the
» 8K st 17.

* This argument is foreshadowed already in the Upanisads. See
P 66 anle,
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doctrine, especially in contrast to the Nyidya-Vaisesika. In
ithe latter, the material out of which the visible universe is
made possesses no spontaneity of its own, Its various parts
‘have accordingly to be brought together and also kept
together by some external factor—God or karma or both.
But here there is a great advance in the conception of
prakrti in that it is of an organic entity.? It is able to develop
‘of itself. Such an entity has no need for an external manipu-
‘lator. This is at the bottom of the atheism of the Sankhya
and shows the futility of attempts like that of Vijiiina
' Bhiksu to read theism into the doctrine.? |But prakpti,
though its conception is different from that of the Nyiya-
Vaisesika atoms, does not evolve for itself and therefore
points to sentient purusa, It is this teleology implicit in
/prakrti that the design argument here makes use of. It serves
las the point of departure from the Svabhiva-vida with
which the doctrine has much in common, and tells us by the
way that spirit is the only true ultimate in the Sinkhya- Yoga.
Unlike prakrti, it is not a unity of parts; noris it non-sentient
like it. So it does not in its turn refer to anything beyond it-
self. A fourth argument is drawn from man's longing for
escape from sarisira or the spiritual instinct to be free. What
| strives to escape must be other than what it is to escape from,
| viz. prakrti. The purusas are conceived as many; and
-' various arguments are put forward in support of that
view,3 such as the divergent histories of men and the differ-
ences in their endowment—physical, moral and intellectual.
But such reasoning only shows the plurality of the empirical
selves. In themselves, it is hard to see how the purusas can
differ from one another. There is not even a semblance of
explanation here as in the Nyiya-Vaidesika, where each self
is stated to be inherently characterized by its own visesa
(p- 235).

The view of causation in the system is the very reverse of
that in the Nydya-Vailesika. It is described as sat-kirya-
viida, for the product, according to it, is supposed to be there
in the material cause always in a latent form, But sat-kirya-
vida like asat-kirya-viida, it must be remembered, refers
1 SK. st. 57. i 5PE. i. 92-8, 1 SK. st. 18,
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only to the material cause. The system recognizes two other
kinds of cause—the efficient and the final. The latter points
to something outside the sphere of prakrti, it being always
either worldly experience (bhoga) or release (apavarga), both
of which have reference to the self, This statement, however,
does not seem to signify that the final aim of evolution is two-
fold. Apavarga or escape means, as in the Nydya-Vaidesika,
the restoration of the self once for all to its natural condition.
Prakrti evolves for bringing about its release in this sense,
and it ceases to do so for a self when that particular self
becomes free. When we take this along with the point
already noticed, viz. that the state of pralaya or world-
absorption and not that of evolution is normal to prakrti,
apavarga will be seen to be the only true aim. We may look
upon the other aim of bhoga as its necessary antecedent} If
the two aims be considered as independent or external to
each other, it will not be possible to explain how blind
prakrti, albeit that it is omnipotent, can exercise a choice
between them and decide which is to be secured for which
purusa and when. The introduction of karma, as already
indicated, will not help the argument, for the traces which
past karma leaves behind abide not in the self but in the
buddhi and are therefore of prakrti. Such an interpretation
saves the doctrine to some extent from the charge of self-
contradiction in the conception of prakrti, viz. that while it is
stated to be non-sentient, it is supposed to be endowed with
activity which implies conscious choice. The final cause is the
most important of the causes and in one sense it may be
said to be the only cause,! for in its absence there would be
no progressive movement at all in prakrti. Its recognition
signifies what we have already pointed out, that the con-
ception of prakrti is that of a systematized unity of parts or
a teleological whole. The efficient cause is conceived as nega-
tive in its nature, It is useful only in removing obstacles and
not in making any positive contribution towards the product,
for by hypothesis whatever manifests itself is already there
in the material cause. Prakrti is characterized by universal
potency, and holds in itself the possibility of all forms. It can
+ Cf. SK. st. 31: Purugirtha eva hetub.
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become anything and the efficient cause is required only to
determine the direction in which it is to exhibit movement
by removing the obstacle in that direction. As analogous
to this, we may think of water stored up in a reservoir which
at every point of its sides is trying to find an outlet and
flows out only where the resistance to its effort is removed.*
Finally, we must point out that this view of causation
holds solely within the sphere of prakrti and its transforma-
tions. The self, in reality, remains untouched by it. It is
neither a cause nor an effect of anything.

The most important distinction between the Sankhya and
the Yoga is the belief of the latter in God. Some scholars, old
as well as new,® have tried to maintain that there was no
intention on the part of Kapila to deny God and that all that
he meant to assert was the impossibility of rationally estab-
lishing his existence. But this seems to be contrary to the
spirit of classical Sinkhya as already ohserved; and it may
here be added that the attempt to give a theistic colour ta
the doctrine appears quite late in its history. Vijiana Bhiksu
is anxious to find a place for God in the Sinkhya scheme, but
the support for it even in the late Sfitra is slender, We have
‘already indicated how the notion of God or I4vara as he is
termed here came to be included in the Yoga; and it is
therefore only loosely related to the doctrine. The very
sfitras in which it is postulated in Patafijali's work stand
disconnected with the rest of the work.3 As conceived here, he
is a purusa like others, though a perfect one. He is omniscient
and omnipresent; but, unlike the Vedintic Iévara, he is

| external to matter (prakrti) as well as to the individual

——

selves (purusas). In other words, he is not the Absolute and
in this he resembles the Nyiya-Vaifesika God (p. 242), the
chief difference being in the part they play in shaping the
mﬁd owing to the difierence in the conception in the two

trines of the material out of which it is shaped. The only
argument adduced by Patafijali in support of his theistic
position is the existence in our experience of a graded scale
‘of knowledge, wisdom, etc., which, he supposes, points to

' ¥S.iv. 3. % See SPB. i 92-8; v. 2-12; S5. pp. 302-4.

3 ¥5.i. 23-9. Cf. ERE. vaol. xii. p. 831.
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infinite knowledge, wisdom, etc., as their limit. He to whom

these latter belong is God. But it may be asked how these

super-excellences can belong to God if he also, being a purusa,
is bare spirit and stands aloof from prakrti. To ward off such
an objection the doctrine views God as endowed with a sort
of personality implying actual contact with a physical
adjunct which consists mainly of sattva and does not bind
him. Besides affording the initial impetus for the evolution
of prakrti, he in his mercy helps his devotees in finding release
from empirical existence. But God's help is not the only

| means of securing it, the successful practice of yoga, as we
shall see, being another.

Before concluding this section, we may bring together the
several postulates of the Sankhya-Yoga to which we had
occasion to refer. They are:—

(i) Whatever is, always is; and whatever is mot, never is.

(i) Change implies something that changes.

(i) The effect is essentially the same as its material cause.

(iv) All variety can eventually be traced to three sources,
which are not, however, independent but inter-
dependent.

(v) Matter is characterized by perpetual motion.

(vi) Neither mind is derived from matter, nor matter from
mind.

11

Here as elsewhere in Indian philosophy generally the term
*psychology’ is to be understood in its etymological sense as
the science of the soul. But what is the soul that can be
thought of as the subject of experience in this system? We
have the purusa, no doubt, but it really remains external to
everything and cannot therefore stand for the subject of
experience. There is another element that serves as an
important aid in the process of knowing, viz. mahat or
buddhi; but that is equally unsuited to be the subject though
for quite a different reason. It is non-sentient (jada) being
derived from prakrti, and experience cannot therefore be
ascribed to it. Though neither by itself can serve as the
subject, it is stated, they do so together, the buddhi contri-
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buting all the activity involved in it and the purusa the
element of awareness (caitanya). The purusa illumines or is
reflected in the buddhi, which though physical is fine
encugh to receive the reflection; and, thus illumined, it
serves as the conscious subject. The buddhi may therefore
be viewed as the physical mediom for the manifestation of
spirit. We may call their unity in this sense the empirical
self to distinguish it from the purusa or the transcendental
self. Owing to such association, each of the two elements in
the empirical self appears completely transmuted—non-
sentient buddhi becoming sentient, as it were, and passive
purusa, active. The illustration commonly given in this
connection is the ‘red-hot iron ball' where the formless glow
of fire appears spherical and cold iron, hot. Every jfiina is a
state of this blend. When we consider its two parts separately,
the modification of the buddhi which such a state involves is
called a vrtti and the reflection of the purusa in it jAina.
Owing to the felt identity of the two elements, the vrtti
also is sometimes designated jiifina.®

It will be noticed that in the evolutionary scheme are
included the eleven indriyas or sense organs (including
manas), aharh-kira and buddhi; but there they represent
successive stages in the evolution of the universe from prakrti.
These thirteen factors have also another aspect with which
we are at present more particularly concerned. In this
aspect they assist the individual in acquiring experience,
and together constitute the psychic apparatus with which
every purusa is endowed in the empirical state. The exact
relation between these two aspects, viz. the cosmic and the
individual, is a matter which shall immediately engage our
attention. For the present it will suffice to recall the explana-
tion already given of 'psychic’ as applied to these factors.
They are psychic in the sense that they lend themselves to
be lighted up by the purusa unlike the other products of
prakrti, viz. the elements whether subtle or gross. It is this
that distinguishes the two series, the subjective and the
objective as we may call them. They are the result on the
part of prakrti to adapt itself to the requirements of the

1 SK. st. 20, 1 YSB. ii. zo; iv. 22,
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purusa.! In other words, the functions that we describe as
mental are really mechanical processes of physical organs,
which assume a psychical character only when illumined
by spirit. The senses are here derived from the ahar-kiira,
and not from the elements (bhiitas) as in the Nydya-Vaise-
sika (p. 248). Though traceable to one and the same source,
each sense functions differently—the eye apprehending
colour; the ear, sound; and so forth—owing to the difference
in the collocation of the gunpas in them.

The Sankhya-Yoga, like the Sautrintika but unlike the
Nyiaya-Vaidesika, believes that perception is effected by
means of a psychic sign, viz. an image or idea (ikira) of the
object in question. The image is not transferred to the
buddhi and found ¢ it as may be supposed, but the buddhi
itself assumes the form of the object, when a suitable
stimulus is received from outside. The modification of the
evolvent buddhi, viz. vrtti, is a characteristic not only of
pemephon but also of all forms of consciousness, and when
it is inspired by spirit, experience results. The psychic
apparatus as a whole mediates between the purusa and the
outside world thereby securing for the former the experiences
of life (bhoga) or, if the time for it is ripe, final freedom
(apavarga) through right knowledge (viveka). The details of
the process of knowing are as follows: The object first
impresses one or other of the senses, and the jiidna that
arises then is quite vague and general. It is ‘bare awareness’
{E]n-cana~mﬁtra} and marks the nirvikalpaka stage. The first
stage in perception does not accordingly refer, as in the
Hyiyaa\fm.écﬁka (p- 251), to the isolated and discriminate

. It becomes properly explicated later when
interpreted by the manas, and is therefore termed ‘determi-
nate’ or savikalpaka. Pratyaksa does not accordingly start
here from detached elements and synthesize them, but from
an indistinguishable whole into which it introduces order
afterwards.? This completes the process from the objective
* Instead of saying, as we ordinarily do, that we adjust curselves to
our environment, we should here say that prakrti adjusts itself to our

needs,
t SK. st. 27, 28 and 3jo. Vijfiina Bhiksu somewhat modifies this view

which is based upon STK. See SPB. ii. 32.
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standpoint; but there follow two other stages before per-
ception is psychologically fully explained. The first is the
appropriation of the experience by the ahari-kira or the
reference of it to the self in question. If now the perception
is to lead to any action the buddhi intervenes and decides
upon what action has to follow and issues instructions, so to
say, to the proper motor organ (karmendriya), the result
being either some action or desistence from it, The buddhi
thus corresponds to the will-aspect of conscious life. If we
use a single term—antah-karana—for the last three elements
of the psychic apparatus, we see how the internal organ in
one or other of its phases is engaged, when once the senses
have been stimulated, in reacting to the stimulus. The order
in which the psychic organs function, it will be seen, is the
reverse of that in which they appear in the evolutionary
scheme given above. In internal perception such as that of
pain or pleasure, as also in mediate knowledge, the process is
exactly the same; only the co-operation of the external
senses (jfiinendriya) is not required and they do not there-
fore function then. This analysis of the psychic process, which
takes perception as an increasing differentiation in a pre-
sented whole, is very much sounder than that of the Nyiya
Vaiéesika; but owing to the denial in the doctrine of direct
interaction between the buddhi and spirit, there is even here
a difficulty in understanding how experience emerges all at
once out of a purely physical or physiclogical process. The
illustration of a glowing iron ball is not apt, for the iron ball
and fire are actually in relation there unlike the buddhi and
the purusa here,

Now as regards the double sense in which the principles
from mahat onwards, excluding the elements in their two-
fold form, are to be understood in the system. It is not
difficult to understand their significance from the standpoint
of individual experience. The process of perception, as just
set forth, makes it quite clear. But the same cannot be said
of their cosmic aspect, and it is impossible from the premises
of the system to discover why these psychical terms should
be applied to the ontological entities in question. The only
way of explaining this obscure point is to assume a cosmic
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Purusa and regard the whole process of evolution as an deal
presentation to him. That will give us at once a rendering in
psychical terms of these ontological principles. If we identify
the mahat—as cosmic buddhi illumined by spirit—with this
Purusa, the next stage in evolution, viz. the ahar-kira will
stand for the sense of self-hood which arises in him, positing
on the one hand what we have described as the objective
series or not-self; and on the other the subjective series, or
more strictly, the apparatus of thought adapted to cognize
it.* Since in the case of such a cosmic subject the order of
psychological presentation coincides with that of actual
evolution,® the above assumption also accounts for the order
in which the several principles occur in the evolutionary
scheme which, as observed already, is the reverse of that in
which they function in individual mental life. When we
remember that this is exactly the position of the Upanisads
and that they mention more or less the same stages? in
describing the creation of the world by the personal Brahman
(mahdin dtmd), it will be clear that the inclusion by the
Sankhya of these principles in its scheme is to be traced to
the teaching of those treatises. But in its reaction against
Absolutism, the doctrine has discarded the idea of a universal
soul and by sundering it into two—prakrti and purusa—has
reduced each to a mere abstraction. For the activity of
prakrti is meaningless with purusa; and purusa, were it not
for its association with prakrti, would be hardly distinguish-
able from nothing. The result is that while the system
professes to be dualistic, its implication is quite the reverse.s

1 According to YSB, ii. 19, it would seem, the tanmitras are derived
from mahat and not from aharh-kiira. Such a view would give us the
notion of the not-self at the same level at which the notion of the
self is given. But see YSB. i. 45.

: See IP, vol. ii, p. 277; Prof. Keith; Religion and Philosophy of the
Feda, pp. 535 fi.

¥ Cf. Katha Up. 1. iii. 10~13, I1, ifi. 3-11; Pradwa Up. iv. 8; By. Up.
L iv. 1.

¢ In connection with the early history of Siakhya, reference may be
made to Prof. Dasgupta’s History of Indian Philosophy, val. i. pp.
203-322.
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Il1

The view that knowledge arises through a psychic medium
(buddhi-vrtti) may easily lead to subjective idealism as it
does in the Yogicira school; but the Sankhya-Yoga lays
down a postulate at the very outset that all knowledge
necessarily points to some object outside it. Belief in the
plurality of selves which is an essential part of the doctrine
furnishes a support for the postulate, since the agreement
between what different people experience may be taken to
vouch for the existence of a common or trans-subjective
basis for it all.* The psychic medium accordingly is here but
a connecting link between the knower and the known and
does not displace the latter (p. 206). A natural corollary to
this view is the correspondence theory of truth. That know-
ledge is true in which the form assumed by the buddhi
rightly represents the object perceived. This is the Nyiya-
Vaidegika view as well; only the theory of representative
ideas (vrttis) is nmot accepted there. A more important
difference between the two is that whereas in the Nydya-
Vaifesika which makes the manas merely the pathway of
knowledge, knowledge is supposed ordinarily to show objects
as they are, there is here no guarantee that it does so. The
buddhi, which so far as our present purpose is concerned
may be taken as the equivalent of the manas of the Nyaya-
Vaigesika,? is conceived here not as passive but as endowed
with self-activity and as the abode of numberless impressions
acquired through experience during a beginningless past.
Owing to this circumstance, every buddhi has its own special
bent and different persons may not therefore be impressed
in the same manner by the same object. Though one, the
object becomes ‘severalized,” as it were, in the act of being
apprehended on account of the bias of individual percipients.
These two factors, viz. the objects and the particular bent
of the percipient, co-operate in all knowledge and the result-
+ This is the significance of the words visaya and simfinya used in
SK. st. 11. Cf. also YS. iv. 15.

: Strictly it is the antab-karana, of which the boddhi is only one
element, that corresponds to the manas of the Nyya-Vaisesika.
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ing image may not, and generally is not, an exact copy of the
former. It is in this power of meddling with the object which
the buddhi possesses that we have to seek for the source of
error. But the power only emphasizes one aspect rather than
another of what is given and does not add any new feature
to it. In other words, the activity which the buddhi exercises
is selective, the theory being that only so much of the nature
of an object is known as is in kinship with the perceiver's
mood at the time. Like only appeals to like.* This alters very
much the complexion of the resulting error. It is one of
omission and not of commission as in the Nyaya-Vaisesika.
It is right so far as it goes; only it does not go sufficiently far.
To get at the true nature of the object, we have accordingly
to supplement our personal view by taking into consideration
all other possible views of it. The doctrine admits, like
Jainism (p. 150), that such comprehensive knowledge: is
possible, but it can be attained only when the buddhi is
purified by continuous self-discipline, so that generally
speaking what we perceive is only partially true. Incomplete-
ness is a common deficiency of our knowledge, and much of
the evil in life is to be traced to viewing it as complete. Two
people may disagree about an object though both may be
right in part, because each is obsessed by the idea that he is
in possession of the whole truth about it. There is also
another deficiency characterizing all knowledge excepting
only that of a ‘freed man’ or jivan-mukta, As neither the
buddhi by itself, nor the self by itself can, according to the
system, be the conscious subject, we have to seek for it, as
has already been pointed out, in the two together: and no
experience is possible until we mistake them for one, or to be
more correct, we fail to notice that there are two factors
constituting it. This failure, termed aviveka or non-discrimi-
nation,’ which again is an error only in a negative sense, is a
pre-condition of all experience. It leads to a fatal confusion

* Compare the illustration of one and the same damsel appearing

differently to different persons, given in STK. st. 13.

* See STK. st. 4, where such knowledge is described as drsam jiidnam,

Cf. ¥S. . 48.

3 For the use of this term or its equivalents see STK. st. 2, 21, 66, ete
T
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between the purusa and the buddhi in which the character-
istics of each are ascribed to the other and we talk of the
huddhi as knowing and of the purusa as acting. It is the
removal of this error, we may add by the way, through
discrimination (viveka) between the two factors constituting
the empirical self that the doctrine holds to be the chief aim
of life,

Error may thus be of two kinds: (i) where only one object
is involved, it is mistaking a part for the whole ; and (ii) where
two objects are involved, it is overlocking the distinction
between them and so virtually identifying them with each
other. The two kinds can be reduced to the same form, for
the second may be looked upon as a particular case of the
first. Not knowing the purusa or the buddhi completely we
confound the one with the other; and when complete
knowledge of them is attained the mistake will of itself
disappear so that it also, like the first, may be said to result
from incomplete knowledge. The two instances of incorrect
knowledge given above may together be described as ‘meta-
physical error.’ They are what vitiate all experience, and
there is no escape from it until jivan-mukti is achieved. But
apart from this basic error of which man is not commonly
aware, there is another with which he is quite familiar,
Thus a white crystal appears red when it is placed by the
side of a red flower; and we sometimes think we see silver
when closer scrutiny discovers it to be only shell. Their
explanation is similar: In the case of the first, the red flower
as well as the white crystal is given, and it is because we lose
sight of the fact that they are two that we mistake the colour
of the crystal. It is non-discrimination (aviveka) as in the
case of the purusa and the buddhi, the confusion between
which is the cause of empirical life, The moment we realize
that there is the flower #n addition to the crystal, the error
vanishes, In the case of the second, only one object, viz. shell,
is presented and our error is owing to our stopping short at
grasping its features which it has in common with silver for
which it is mistaken. That is, it is incomplete knowledge that
gives rise to error here, as in the case of the other vanety
of what we have termed ‘metaphysical error.” Though thus
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the two forms of common illusion correspond to the two
forms of the other, there is an important difference between
them from the practical standpoint. To dispel the latter,
complele knowledge is necessary; but in the case of the
former it will suffice if we acquire such knowledge as does
not leave out the feature which is relevant in the given
context to distinguish the objects confounded with each
other. To take the second of the two illusions we are con-
sidering, such a feature is the lightness of the shell as com-
pared with the heaviness of silver. Because we overlook the
fact that the object before us is too light to be silver, we fall
into the error; and the moment we discover it, the error
disappears.

Though the explanations of the several kinds of error may
differ in matters of detail, their underlying principle is the
same. Error is lack of sufficient knowledge (akhyidti),r not
wrong knowledge (anyathi-khydti) as in the Nyiya-Vaife-
sika (p. 253); and the way to avoid it is to acquire more, if
not complete, knowledge. The most important point in this
explanation is that when the error is discovered, nothing of
what was cognized before is sublated (badhita). What is
given in knowledge is always and necessarily a fact; only it
may not be the whole of the fact. In other words, there is no
subjective element in error. Truth does not supplant, but
nn]_v supplements what is given in the so-called error. This
view is what is generally found expressed in early Sankhya-
Yoga works.2 But the S#akhya-sitra modifies it in a funda-
mental manner by admitting an ideal element in explaining
error.3 Thus it describes the illusion of the red-crystal as
involving a positive relation between the two objects—the
crystal and redness, which is not given, but is fancied so
that, though the relata as such are real, the relation between
them is not so. That is, error shows what is given as well as
what is not (sadasat-khyati)+—an explanation which seems

* This may also be described as sat-khyfiti as nothing but the given

is apprehended.
3 See references given in footnote 3 on p. 280 as well as YS. ii. 26

Bhoja-vriti on YS. iv. 33.
'SP, v. 56, 4+ SPB. v. 26 and 36,
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to be inconsistent with the fundamental postulates of the
doctrine.* This later Sankhya view of error, we shall see, is
very much like the explanation given by Kumarila (viparita-
khyati), while the ecarlier one resembles that given by
Prabhikara (akhyati).

The praminas accepted here are only three: perception,
inference and verbal testimony. The system, being derivative,
has not developed these details separately and seems to have
borrowed them from the Nyiya-Vaisesika, so far as they are
not inconsistent with its metaphysical view-point.2 In
perception alone is there any difference which is worth
mentioning; and that difference is mainly due to the view
taken of the process of knowing as already explained.
In the case of inference and verbal testimony, the agreement
with the Nyiya-Vaisesika is almost complete. As regards
validity (primdnya), the Sinkhya-Yoga represents a position
which is the exact opposite of the Nyiya-Vaidesika. Validity
and invalidity are both stated to be normal aspects of jiiina3
since according to the sat-kirya-vida the potential alone
can become the actual, and whatever manifests itself at any
time should be regarded as already there. Both are therefore
regarded as inherent in jfiina; and which of them shows
itself at any time is determined by the circumstances that
explain the genesis or apprehension of the jfiina in question.
This is a statement which seems self-contradictory ; but it is
not out of keeping with the Sinkhya-Yoga principle that the
phase of reality which reveals itself to us is always relative

to our standpoint.

v

The Sankhya-Yoga, like the other systems, believes in
karma and transmigration, What transmigrates, however,
is not the self, which because it is all-pervading does not
admit of change of place, but the subtle body (lifiga-Sarira)
consisting of the eleven organs of sense together with buddhi,

t See for a further discussion of this point Indian Philosophical

Quarierly (1029), pp. 99-105.
* SK. st 4; Y5.i. 7. See also STK. st. 5. 1 5D, p. 20; SDS. p. 129,

R T N R e —
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aharh-kira and the five rudimentary elements (tanmétras).
This is a permanent annexe, so to speak, to each self which
leaves it only at release. Death and birth mean only the
change of the gross body and not of the subtle. In the latter
are stored up all traces of past thought and action; and the
acquisition of right knowledge depends upon the cleansing
of this empirical outfit or more strictly of the buddhi which
forms its pre-eminent element. Dharma and adharma are
here conceived not as qualities of the self as in the N -
Vaisesika (p. 261), but only as modes of the buddhi which,

|owing to the congenital confusion betwéen it and the

purusa, are mistaken to belong to the latter.' It means that,

‘like experience, morality also has significance only on the

empirical plane. Intrinsically, neither the purusa nor the
buddhi can be described as moral. In the Nyiya-Vaisesika
likewise is the ethical life confined to the empirical sphere;
but while it constitutes there an actual, though only a
temporary, phase in the history of the self, here good and
evil do not so much as touch the purusa. To remain always
absolutely untainted is, in fact, the essence of spint as
conceived here. The Kdriki® says: "No purusa is bound or
liberated ; nor does any migrate. It is prakrti in its manjfold
form that is bound, is liberated and migrates.’

The ideal is kaivalya or aloofness from prakrti and all its
transformations, which is quite in consonance with the pessi-
mistic attitude of the doctrine. It is also termed apavarga,
for the self in that state escapes from the realm of suffering.
But no positive bliss is associated with it. The self not only
has no pain or pleasure in that condition; it is also without
knowledge, for it has not the means, viz. the buddhi and its
accessories, wherewith to know, This reminds us of the Nyiya-
Vaidesika ideal; but sentience being conceived here as the
very substance of the self, the charge of insentience cannot be
brought against it as in the other system. The immediate
cause of such aloofness is viveka or discriminating knowledge,
which removes the cause of bondage. But the knowledge
should be more than a mere belief that nature is different
from spirit. It should be an immediate experience and the

t See SP. v. 20-5. s 5t. 62.
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truth should become known by the practical, we might say,
as distinct from the theoretical reason. Thus in this doctrine
also ignorance or ajfiina is the cause of suffering. It is not
wrong knowledge as in the Nyiya-Vaidesika (p. 265); but,
according to the view of error set forth in the previous
section, incomplete knowledge.

The Safikhya, as it has been handed down to us, is almost
silent regarding the method of acquiring the intuitive
experience that results in release; the Yoga, on the other
hand, is mainly concerned with its elaboration. The only
reference to the disciplinary means found in the basic work
of the Sanikhya, viz. the Kdrikd, is meditation upon the truth
that prakrti and purusa are distinct!; and the rest of it has
to be gathered from the sister system. As in so many other
doctrines, the path to salvation here also lies through
detachment (vairigya) and meditation (yoga).? Detachment
in the beginning can only be provisional (apara-vairigya),
for in its mature form (para-vairigya) it presupposes com-
plete knowledge. The provisional detachment which results
from an awakening to the ills of life as it is commonly led,
will gradually lead to the higher form of it, if meanwhile
the disciple engages himself in learning and meditating upon
the ultimate truth—a view which shows that the means of
achieving the idealis as much intellectual as it is moral. The
discipline laid down by Patafijali is what is familiarly known
as yoga. We cannot enter into the details of this training,
which are somewhat techmical, but can mention only its
broad features:

(x) The preliminary moral training is included under the
first two heads, which we had occasion to mention already
(p. 263), of yama and niyama of the eight-fold means
(astinga) of yoga.: Yama is negative—consisting of non-
injury (ahirhsd), truth-speaking (satya), abstinence from
stealing or misappropriation of other’s property (asteya),
celibacy (brahma-carya) and disowning of possessions
(aparigraha).4 Niyama, which signifies the cultivation of
i+ 5t. 64. 1 Y5 i. 12-16. y ¥5. il 20 8,
4 The resemblance of this part of the training to the 'five vows' of
Jainism may be noted. See p. 166 ante.
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positive virtues, comprises purity ($auca), contentment
(samtosa), fortitude (tapas), study (sviidhydya) and devotion
tnGnd[Mmpmmdham.]*Thmmsutuap&akthﬁt&n
commandments of the Yoga, and their general tendency is
ascetic. Of the first group, non-injury is the most important
and is stated to be the end and beginning of yama.? The
remaining four virtues must not only be rooted in it, but also
help to perfect it so that it may finally come to be practised
irrespective of time, place and circumstance.

(2) After this ascetic preparation begins the yogic training
proper. This is a form of discipline which is very old in India
and was known both to the orthodox and heterodox circles.
It finds a prominent place in the Upanisads as well as in
doctrines like Buddhism. The references to it in the Maha-
bhirata also indicate its great vogue. But there were
important differences in the way in which it was understood
in the various schools. It was for instance practised by some
with a view to acquire occult or supernatural powers and
by others for the attainment of moksa. Among the latter,
some took it as the means of becoming one with the Absolute ;
others, like the followers of the present doctrine, as that of
merely shaking oft the yoke of matter. Yoga as treated of by
Patafijali, is very much rationalized; and, though he refers
to the acquisition of certain supernatural powers, he dis-
misses them as really hindrancess to self-realization. This yogic
training may be divided into two stages—the first comprising
the next three of the eight-fold help—ésana (‘posture’),
prindyama ('control of breath’) and pratydhira (‘withdrawal
of senses from their objects’)—which aim at restraining the
mind from the physical side; and the second comprising the
remaining three of dhirani, dhyana and samadhi, which are
different forms of concentration and aim directly at control-
* This is explained as cultivating a spirit of absolute self-surrender to
God in whatever one does, suggesting the influence of the Giti ideal
of disinterested action. Here it appears as part of the preliminary
discipline; but in ¥S, i. 23 such devotion to God is represented as a
means, alternative to yogic practice, of attaining samfidhi and,
through it, kaivalya. For a possible explanation of this contradiction,
see Prof. Dasgupta: The Study of Patasijali (Caleutta Uni. Pr.), pp.
166-7. 3 Cf. YSB. ii. 30-1. 3 il a7,
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ling the same. The principle underlying the whole discipline
is that man’s faculties are by long habit adjusted to the
preservation of the empirical self and that they must be
readjusted* so as to secure the totally opposite aim of
restoring the purusa-element in it to its true condition. Of
these several stages in reaching yogic perfection, it is neces-
sary to add a few words of explanation only on the last, viz.
samidhi, which directly leads to kaivalya. It is divided into
a lower and a higher form known respectively as sarmpra-
jfiita and asamprajfiita samidhi. The latter is the goal?
the former serving but as a stepping-stone to it. In both
alike there is need for the highest power of concentration,
The first is a state in which the buddhi continues to function
though it is wholly absorbed in the contemplation of a
particular object, everything else being excluded except the
fact that one is having a wvision of it. It is accordingly
described as 'conscious samadhi.’ All sources of distraction
are eradicated here and the buddhi shines forth with its
sattva element in the ascendant. In asamprajiiita-samidhi,
the consciousness of the object also disappears along with
self-consciousness. It is consequently termed ‘superconscious
samidhi." The buddhi ceases to function then or its vrttis,
as it is expressed, become latent.3 In that condition not only
are the inferior vrttis arising from the dominance of rajas
and tamas overcome, but also those arising from sattva.
When in the final form of asarhprajfiita-samadhi the
buddhi is thus concentrated on the self, it vanishes once for
all, leaving the purusa apart and alone. If we compare our
common mental state to the ruffled surface of water in a lake
which reflects an object like a tree on the bank as a distorted
image, the samprajiiita condition may be likened to the
calm surface containing a steady and faithful image of it and
the asarhprajfidta to the condition where the tree is by itself
and there is no image at all for the lake has dried up. There
are thus altogether three levels of life that may be dis-
tinguished: the first in which rajas or tamas is the chief
governing factor, the second in which sattva predominates
and the third which transcends sattva also. The lower
v YSB, ii. 33. 5 YS. i, 3and 4. 3 ¥S. i 1.
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samiidhi is quite intelligible psychologically; but the higher,
because it presupposes the suppression of the mind, takes us
beyond normal psychical life. We pass in it to the realm of
mysticism.

A person that has reached this stage, when his lease of life
runs out, attains kaivalya once for all and there is no return
thence. But that is the goal of life in the eschatological
sense (videha-mukti), There is another that can be reached
in this life, viz. jivan-mukti, which the doctrine explicitly
admits.? In this condition the purusa continues to be related
to the buddhi, but it is the buddhi which has been purged
of its defects and is fully enlightened. The attitude of
the jivan-mukta towards the world is very much like that
of the perfected man according to the Nyiya-Vaidesika ideal
(p. 266). He participates in its life, but is detached from it
Though in the world, he is not of it.

' SK. st. 67-8.



CHAPTER XII

PURVA-MIMAMSA

THE distinguishing feature of this system, as compared with
the others so far considered, is its adherence to the Veda as
in itself an infallible authority. We have seen systems like
Jainism refusing altogether to recognize its authority and
others like the Nyiya attempting to subordinate it to some
other. The Miméarhsd differs from them all in that it places
the Veda or sruti on a footing peculiarly its own. As to the
exact place it assigns to reason, we have to refer the reader to
what was stated in an earlier chapter (pp. 180-2). It will
suffice now to observe that though thus authoritative in its
own right, revealed truth comes to us through the medium
of words whose interpretation is by no means easy, Hence
the need for mimérnsa or the investigation of the principles
according to which the texts enshrining that truth are to be
interpreted.* It is only when thus assisted by reason that the
Veda will disclose its true import. The primary aim of the
Mimiirisa as a branch of learning may, therefore, be described
as getting back from the expression to the idea behind it, the
solving of the important problem of the relation of speech
and thought. Since the view taken of language here is that it
is independent of the individual using it the system
involves a great deal of discussion relating to social or folk
psychology. This psychological inquiry contains much that
is valuable for the modern science of Semantics or the branch
of knowledge dealing with meaning in relation to linguistic
forms. The Mimdrhsd in this respect serves as a necessary
complement to Vydkarana or Grammar, whose treatment of
words is mainly formal. The indirect advantage thus resulting
to psychology and philology, forms one of the most important
! See e.g. PP. p. 104. Mimdrhsdl is viewed as a form of tarka, since it

assists a pramdga. Cf, Note 1 on p. 182,
* Compare SD. Sabda-sidhutve hi prayoga-paravadd vayam na
svayam Iimahe (p. 122). Yathi-lokam ca sabdirthivadhirapam na

yatheccham (p. 127).
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features of the study of Mimarisi. The laws of interpretation
formulated by Jaimini and his successors are guite general,
and they are applicable as much to works outside the Veda
as to that ancient text. They have, in fact, become widely
current and are utilized for arriving at a right interpretation
of all old texts, particularly legal treatises (dharma-sastra).
Speaking generally, we may say that the Mimirhsa
attaches greater importance to the Brihmanas than to the
Mantras, which means that it looks upon the Veda as essen-
tially a book of ritual. It not only subordinates the earlier
Mantras, but also the later Upanisads. Its designation as
Plirva-mimérhsd has reference to this latter phase, viz. its
being concerned with the teaching of those portions of the
Veda that come before the Upanisads, the daréana dealing
with the latter being termed Uttara-mimirhsi. The sacri-
ficial inquiry which forms the main subject-matter of the
Mimdrhsi is, no doubt, very old. It is the chief purpose of the
Srouta-siitras and is found even in the Brihmanas. Doubts
and discussions regarding ritual are but natural, especially
when once the stage of its inception is passed. The Mimarhsa
only extends the scope of the inquiry and makes it more
systematic. We must not understand from this that it deals
with sacrifices precisely as taught in the Brihmanas.
Separated as it must have been in its origin from the
Brihmanas by several generations, the Mimirmsi marks both
growth and decay in its conception of ritual. It does, as a
matter of fact, reinterpret and in reinterpreting considerably
modify the old system of rites. The doctrine as known to us
also exhibits a far more important change, viz. the subordina-
tion of the idea of sacrifice itself to that of the attainment of
moksa. The aim of life as originally conceived was, to state
it in general terms, the attainment of heaven (svarga). The
replacement of this aim by the ideal of moksa points to a
radical transformation of the doctrine. By it, the Mimarhsa
ceases to be a mere commentary on Vedic ritual and becomes
a darsana. It is therefore in its present form vastly different
from what its other name, Karma-mimirsi, may suggest.
The emphasis that it lays on the performance of rites, so far
as that emphasis is still preserved, has now in effect become
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quite secondary. This important change should have been
brought about by a desire on the part of the later exponents
of the Miméarhsi to bring it into line with the other systems
of thought and not allow it to remain a mere liturgical
discussion bearing upon rites which probably had by that
time become more or less defunct. The change has not taken
place in the Kalpa-siitras, if we leave out the few references to
self-realization (itma-labha) in them®; but it is clearly seen
in Upavarsa and Sabarasvimin, early commentators on the
Siitra of Jaimini, and is very common in their successors.
The darfana aspect of it is, therefore, comparatively late. The
speculative spirit underlying it is not new to the Veda as a
whole, for it is found in the Upanisads and in the allegorical
interpretations of rites sometimes given in the Brihmanas
themselves. But the special type of philosophic theory which
it now represents follows quite other lines, It is not derived
from the philosophy of the Mantras; neither does it continue
Upanisadic speculation. It is traceable to sources other than
the Veda and is therefore neither a religion of nature nor a
philosophy of the Absolute, Some of its minor tenets may be
allied to what is found in the philosophic portions of the
Veda; but, strange as it may seem, the larger part of them
and the more important among them have, as we shall see,
been borrowed from the Nyiya-Vaitesika. The spirit of the
Brihmanas was to supersede the simple nature-worship of
the Mantras; the spirit of the fully developed Mimdrhsa is
to supersede ritualism as taught in the Brahmanas and later
systematized in the Srouta-siitras, But the supersession in
neither stage is complete, so that the Mimirisd as now known
is an admixture of the rational and the dogmatic, the natural
and the supernatural and the orthodox and the heterodox.
It is with the darfana aspect of the system that we shall deal
here and not with its ritualistic theories or its exegetical
principles.

The main source of authority in regard to this system is
Jaimini's Mimdrmsd-siitra. Its date, as in the case of the other
philosophical Sutras, is quite indefinite; but it is commonly
believed now to have been the earliest of them all and assigned

¥ See Note 1 on p. 93.
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to about 200 A.D. The system of thought itself, however, is
much older, references to it being found in such early works
as the Dharma-siitras’ and possibly also in the Mahdbhisya
of Patafijali (150 8.c.). The siitras are considerably over 2,500
in number and are divided into twelve chapters with sixty
sub-sections in all. There are nearly a thousand topics dis-
cussed so that the work is by far the biggest of the philoso-
phical Siitras, Like the others of its class the work when read
by itself is for the most part unintelligible, and the aid of a
commentary which preserves the traditional interpretation
is indispensable for understanding it. Such an aid we have
in the bhisya of Sabarasvamin, who wrote it probably about
400 A.p. Tradition fondly associates Sabara with King
Vikramiditya, who is supposed to have lived in the first
century B.C., but there seems to be no truth in it. There was
at least one earlier commentary on the work by Upavarsa
(A.D. 350), but nothing of it is known to us, except a possible
extract from it in Sabara’s bhiasya,s The bhisya has been
explained in two ways by Prabhiikara (A.p. 650) and Kumi-
rila Bhatta (A.D. 700), who differ from each other in certain
essential respects. Prabhikara's ‘great commentary’ known
as the Brhati is yet in manuscript, except for a small frag-
ment which has been published; and the same is the case
with the Rju-vimald, commentary upon it by Silikanatha,
believed to have been a pupil of Prabhikara. The views of the
school have therefore to be gathered from the Prakarapa-
padicika of the latter, which also has unfortunately not been
recovered completely. Bhavanitha was another influential
writer of the school with his yet unpublished Naya-viveka.
As regards the second school, which for a long time has
practically superseded the first, we have adequate material
for reference. Kumirila's own huge and important work is
fully printed and consists of a general or philosophical part
called the Sloka-vartika and two others—Tantra-virfika and
Tup-tika, The first of these has been commented upon in a
most lucid manner by Parthasirathi Midra in his Nydya-
ratnakara, Mandana Miéra, probably a pupil of Kumarila,
1 See Prof. Keith: Karma-mimdrisd, p. 2.
s CLIV. L 14, sLis.
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was a famous thinker who has to his credit many works on
the Mimarsa like the Vidhi-viveka and the Bhdvand-viveka.
Several other works of this school are also known, amongst
which we may note Parthasirathi's Sdstra-dipikd, Madhava's
Nydya-mild-vistara (A.p. 1350) and Khandadeva's Bhaffa-
dipikd (A.D. 1650). These follow in their explanation the
order of the siitras of Jaimini. Several independent treatises
also are known which serve as useful manuals on the ritual-
istic or the interpretative side of the system. Such is the
Mimamsa-nydya-prakisa of Apadeva (A.p. 1650) and a
digest—or, according to some, the chief basis' of it—by
Laugiksi Bhiskara, the Artha-samgraha. Another work which
deals with the philosophic teaching of the school of Kumirila
or the Bhitfa school, as it is termed, is the Mdna-meyodaya.
It has come to light only latterly and is the composition of
two writers who lived about the sixteenth century A.p, Our
treatment of the system will be general; but wherever there
are important divergences between the two schools from the
philosophical view-point, we shall notice them. The chrono-
logical relation of these schools is yet a matter of dispute;
but, speaking on the whole, the Prabhikara school seems to
be the older and to preserve better the distinctive lineaments
of the original Mimarhsa or at least to be nearer in spirit to it

than the other.?

The conception of &tman is somewhat different in the two
schools, but both agree regarding its plurality. To consider
first the school of Kumirila: The view is very much like the
Nyidya-Vaifesika one and dtman is conceived as both an
agent (karid) and an enjoyer (bhoktd). But while the Nydya-
Vaifesika admits no action in the self—neither change of
place (spanda), nor change of form (paripima)—here though
the former is denied, the latter is admitted.’ That is, the
system recognizes the possibility of modal change in the
self. Though undergoing modifications it is regarded as
* Profl. Edgerton: Mimdssd-nydva-prakiia (Yale Uni. Pr), pp.
22-3, * Prof. Keith, op. cif., pp. 9-10. 3 5V. p. Jo7. st. 74.
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eternal, for Kumairila rejects the view that even internal
change militates against permanence, Experience acquaints
us daily with many things that change almost constantly,
but yet maintain their identity. Jfifna or knowledge is a
mode of the self. It is described as an act (kriyd) or process
(vydipira)® and is naturally spoken of as supersensible, since
it is found in so ethereal a "substance’ as the self. This change
or disturbance which takes place in the tman brings about
a certain relation with the object known. The self, being by
hypothesis omnipresent, is necessarily in relation with all
existent objects; but that relation is not the same as the one
we are now considering. If it were, jidna would arise in
respect of all objects as long as they existed. The relation
resulting from jiifina is unique and is described as ‘compre-
hension’ (vydptr-vyipyatva). The act or process of jiiina is
viewed as transitive so that its result (phala) has to be sought
in something other than where it manifests itself. The act
of cooking, for example, is seen in the agent, but its result—
‘softness’ (vikleda)—is found in the material cooked, viz. the
rice-grain. The former is the subject; and the latter, the
object. When jiiina arises in the self relating it to an object,
the latter is affected in a particular way so that experience
is not wholly a subjective modification, but has also an
objective modification corresponding to it. The object
becomes ‘illumined’ (prakasa-visista) thereby; and its being
thus illumined or made known (prikatya or jiidtati) serves
as the means for our concluding that jfiina must have arisen
in the self previously. Jiifina is thus only to be inferred. While
it can reveal other objects, it has no power to manifest
itself. Though knowable, jiiina is conceived here as known
indirectly through inference and not directly through
introspection as in the Nydya-Vaidesika (p. 251). The new
feature of being illumined which characterizes the object, as
a consequence of jfiina arising in respect of it, may mean that
it is known mediately or immediately. According to this
double nature of the result, jfiina is either mediate (paroksa)
or immediate (pratyaksa).

The proximate cause of perception which leads to direct

+ 5D, pp. 56~7.
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knowledge (visadivabhiisa) is the contact of the senses with
their respective objects. The knowledge that we so get is
in the first instance quite vague and indefinite and is named
dlocana as in the Sankhya-Yoga (p. 285). It gains clarity
and definiteness only afterwards. The earlier stage in this
process is described as ‘indeterminate’ (nirvikalpaka); and
the later, ‘determinate’ (savikalpaka).! The conception of
the two stages here is therefore different from that in the
Nydya-Vaisesika. Another important divergence from the
Nydya-Vaisesika is that the nirvikalpaka here is not merely
a theoretical supposition which, beyond explaining the savi-
kalpaka, serves no practical purpose (p. 251). It is quite
useful and the Miméarhsaka admits that activity may be, and
actually is, based upon it. Children and animals whose
mental growth is incomplete or imperfect act only under the
promptings of this primitive stage of perception and even
elderly people do the same when in a flurry.2 That is, the
nirvikalpaka is not here a mere hypothesis formulated to
account for some known phase of experience, but is a part of
normal experience itself. Like the Nyfiya-Vaidesika, the
Mimirsi also recognizes manas as a sense (indriya) in
addition to the five admitted by all and its co-operation is
laid down as indispensable for all jfiina. Regarding the
structural character of the senses also, there is a general
agreement—the first four senses of sight, flavour, odour and
touch being taken as derived from the elements whose
distinctive qualities are their respective objects. In the case
of the manas, the view is that it may or may not be derived
from the elements (bhiitas). As regards the remaining sense,
viz. that of sound, the school, relying on the Vedic statement
that ‘the organ of hearing proceeds from dik,'s makes it
delimited space (dik)4 and does not connect it with ikada.
The senses including the manas, with or without contact
with objects according as the knowledge is immediate or
mediate, furnish the external conditions which induce

1 8D, pp. 36 and 40,

* 5D. p. 40 (com.). The reference to the behaviour of animals and
children is notewarthy.

3 Mundaka Up. 11, i, 4. 4« See SD. p. 36.
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change in the self constituting knowledge; and it is the dis-
sociation once for all from them in moksa that will set the
self free as in the Nyiya-Vaidesika,

So far we have taken into consideration the waking state.
More or less the same description applies to dream also: only
the co-operation of the five external organs of sense is there
withdrawn. In regard to sleep (susupti), Kumdrila holds a
somewhat peculiar view. He admits of course that the self
endures in it as other Indian thinkers generally do: but
in consonance with his view of knowledge, he regards the
self as characterized then by the potency to know (jfidina-
sakti). In this, he differs from the Nydya-Vaidesika, which
denies jiidna in every form to the self in sleep. He also
dissents from the Upanisads because he recognizes no
happiness then. The later reminiscence of happiness to which
the Vedintin pointedly draws our attention (p. 72), Kumirila
explains negatively—as due to the absence at the time of all
consciousness of pain. If the self were really in the enjoyment
of the highest bliss then, it would be impossible, he says, to
explain the feeling of regret which a person feels afterwards
if he comes to know that by going to sleep he has missed
some common pleasure.

There is one other point to which we must allude before we
leave this part of the subject and it is the way in which,
according to Kumarila, we become aware of our own self,
It is known directly through the aharh-pratyaya or the
‘I-notion' as we may render it.* This forms an important
point in the teaching and requires explanation. Kumirila
understands ‘self-consciousness’ literally and holds that the
self can at once be both subject and object—the knower
as well as the known (jada-bodhditmaka) and adduces as
evidence therefor the common saying: ‘I know myself.’s
Ascribing such an apparently contradictory character to the
self is quite in harmony with the ruling principle of his thought,
which, as we shall see, is that the nature of things cannot

18D, p. 124, 1 Ihid., p. r2z.
1 This saying is to be viewed as only partially representing experience
as it actually occurs, for it necessarily includes a reference to an
object (say, a ‘jar') other than the self which is left out here.

u
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be rigidly determined as such and such (bhedabheda-vida).s
In an example of knowledge like ‘I know the jar,’ there are
two elements—one comprehending the self (aharh-vrtti) and
the other comprehending the object in question (e.g. ghata-
vrtti). That is, self-awareness is constant and accompanies
all states of consciousness, being absent only in deep sleep
where no object is known. When we say that the self is thus
known in all experience, we must not take it to mean that it
is known as the swbjec in the act of knowing. The fact of
knowing is itself not known at the time and has, as already
pointed out, to be inferred later. We cannot, therefore, know
theself then as characterized byor as owning such knowledge,
which 1s what is meant by the term ‘subject.” But yet the
self cannot be unknown, for that would go against the felt
personal identity in all one's experience. It is therefore
explained as being known then as the object of the ‘T-notion.’
If we take this along with the view that the self to be known
at all must at the time become aware of some object or other,
we see that self-consciousness, according to Kumirila,
implies not only an internal difference—a self which is
opposed to itself as its object, but also an external difference
—a self which is distinguished from the not-self.

Prabhikara disagrees with Kumirila in two important
respects in his view of the self, and in both he sides with the
Nyiya-Vaifegika.* Not believing in parinfima, he does not
admit that the self suffers change. Again he objects to the
description of the self as 'knowable,’ and avers that agent
and object can never be the same in any act. It is only
objects that are knowable. The self, on the other hand, is a
subject and is revealed as swch in all jiiina. 1f it were not so
revealed simultaneously with the object, one's jiiina would
be indistinguishable from another’s. From this, it should not
be thought that the itman is self-luminous. It is wholly
non-sentient (jada), and therefore requires for its revelation
the presence of some knowledge to which the character of
self-luminousness is assigned.3 Though thus dependent upon
an aid the self, to be realized, does not require a separate
1 SD. p. 101. * See PP. chap. viii, especially pp. 152 ff.
1 FP. p. 51.
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mental act, it being manifest equally whenever any object is
known. The word which the Pribhakaras use for knowledge
or experience is sarhvit which, being self-luminous (sva-
prakifa), needs nothing else to make it manifest. Though
ultimate in this sense, it is not eternal. It appears and dis-
appears; and, as it does so, reveals both the object and the
self simultaneously with itself, This triple revelation is
what is described as triputi-jfiina. So far as other psycho-
Iogical details are concerned, it will suffice to remark that
there is a still closer approximation here to the Nydya-
Vaisegika than in the previous school.

II

The main object of the Mimirmsaka is to establish the
authority of the Veda; but he does not like to do so solely
on dogmatic considerations and therefore tries to seek
rational grounds for it. He contends that his system does not
consist merely in delivering settled judgments (upadesa-
sdstra), but is a reasoned inquiry (pariksa-éastra).’ The very
classification by him of revelation along with perception
and inference under pramdna shows it. The testimony of the
Veda is but a particular means of knowing truth; and what-
ever value there is in it, the Mimarmsaka holds, is due to its
being a pramina like perception or inference. It is thus that
he enters the arena of logic; and, though he may not be a
rationalist in the full sense of the term, he cannot at the same
time be described as a mere dogmatizer.

The system starts by postulating what is called the svatah-
priminya or the self-validity of knowledge (p. 260) both in
respect of its origin (utpattau) and ascertainment (jfiaptau),
Ifa, b, and ¢ (say) account for the genesis of knowledge, those
causes themselves explain its validity also. Similarly the
validity of knowledge is known when the knowledge itself
is known; and no additional means is required therefor, All
knowledge is presumably valid and an explanation is called

t See SD. p. 18 and of, Jaimini-sitra, 1. i, 3.
1 5D, pp. 19-23 and 48-50; PP, ch. iv.
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for only where any particular knowledge fails to be so. We
proceed to act always on the supposition that the knowledge
we get is true; but if any part of it is discovered to be not so,
we seek for the cause of its invalidity in extraneous circum-
stances that must have interfered with the free functioning
of this means, The cause of invalidity is some defect in the
means or source of knowledge (karana-dosa). Thus a person
may think that he sees a particular thing, silver, while it is
only shell because his eyesight is defective. This is how
wrong knowledge arises. It is found out by its incompatibility
with subsequent experience (baddhaka-pratyaya). When the
person, who fancies that he sees a serpent, at a distance,
approaches it and discovers it to be a rope, he concludes
that his previous knowledge was erroneous. While thus the
Mimarnsa agrees with the Nydya-Vaidesika in its view of the
invalidity of knowledge (aprimdnya), it disagrees with it in
respect of the view it takes of its validity (primdnya). The
chief reason for the disagreement is the disaccord between
the nature of truth as defined in the Nyiya-Vaisesika and
the manner in which it proposes to verify it. Truth is stated
to be correspondence with reality, but the test does not,
indeed cannot, ascertain that correspondence. So the doctrine
proposes anindirect test—fruitful activity (sarhvadi-pravrtti).
What serves as the test is thus really another experience—
that of thirst being quenched, to cite the example already
given. Now this second experience cannot validate the first
without itself being similarly validated; and setting about
verifying it would only mean going on ad infinitum. Even
supposing that this second experience needs no verification,
it cannot vouch for the presence of a corresponding reality
outside knowledge. A person may dream of water and also of
quenching his thirst by drinking it. There is fruitful activity
here, but no objective counterpart. What the test actually
finds out is only whether two experiences cohere, and to
accept such a test as adequate is virtually to give up the
realistic position because the supposed correspondence with
reality is left wholly unverified. Thus we see that though the
Nyiya-Vaisesika starts as realism, it fails to maintain its
position in the solution of what is one of the crucial problems
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of philosophy—that of truth and error. The fact is that a
realistic doctrine cannot adhere to the view that validity is
determined ab extra (paratah-priminya). That is why the
Miméarhsd which likewise upholds realism advocates the
opposite view of svatah-priminya and, by presuming all
knowledge to be valid, normally dispenses with the need for
testing it.

We may now point out the bearing of such a view of
pramina upon the authority of the Veda which is of para-
mount importance to the Mimdmsaka. Neither the circum-
stance that renders knowledge invalid nor that which leads
to its discovery exists in the case of the Veda. There can
be no flaw at the source (karapa-dosa); for the source in
the case of verbal testimony is the speaker or writer, and
the Veda, according to the Mimfrisaka, is self-existent and
has had no author at all (apauruseya). Nor is there the possi-
bility of its coming into conflict with perceptual or other
form of common experience, for what it teaches refers, by
hypothesis, only to matters beyond this life and is therefore
empirically unverifiable (p. 180). We may think that though
not contradicting common experience, the Veda may be
discrepant with itself by teaching one thing here and
another there. But no such discrepancy will be found, it is
maintained, if we properly understand the Veda. It is in
determining what a proper understanding of it is that the
rules of interpretation, to which we referred ahove, are
laid down. This view, which is peculiar to the Mimarhsi,
requires further elucidation.

The Veda here stands for a form of uttered words and it is
in this sense that the Mimfrmsaka holds it to be self-existent,
He bases his view mainly upon the following considerations:

(r) The relation between a word and its meaning is natural
and therefore necessary and eternal. We ought not to think
that things were there already before they were named. The
word and the thing it names go together and it is impossible
to think of either as having had a beginning in time.* But we
must carefully note what in this view is meant by the terms
‘word’ and ‘thing." In order to know the character of the

1 SD. pp. go—7 and 116-17. See also p. 44, com,
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former, it is necessary to distinguish first between varga and
dhvani. A varga is an articulate sound. It is conceived as
integral (niravayava) and omnipresent (sarva-gata) and
therefore also eternal (nitya). That a varpa can be uttered
several times or in several ways does not mean that there are
as many particular cases of it with a universal running
through them. What thus diversify it are its accidental
features; and, however much they may change, a varpa
remains the same. One of the important arguments adduced
in support of its permanence is the ready recognition we
have when the same varpa is uttered more than once, which
implies that all those utterances refer but to an identical
thing. We say for example that the a-sound is uttered ten
times and not that ten g-sounds are uttered. If they did not
refer to the same the recognition would have to be explained
—without adequate reason for doing so—as an illusion, no
identity being possible between the fleeting utterances
themselves. The latter, viz. dhvani, is viewed as the means of
manifesting the varpa which has all along been there; and
it may be compared to the written symbol, the chief differ-
ence being that, when there are several varnas, we have a
temporal series of utterances in the one case, but a spatial
series of written signs in the other. The variety of ways in
which a varga may be uttered, as ¢.g. with different stresses,
is explained as due to differences in this means of ntterance.
The nature of dhvani is explained in alternative ways, but
we need not enter here into a discussion of such details, It is
enough for our purpose to regard it as ‘tone’ which, as the
means of revealing varnas, must be different from them. It is
also transient and limited to the place where it is heard. A
‘word’ (4abda) is two or more of these varnas, and is regarded
as merely an aggregate (samuddya) and not as a whole
(avayavin) distinguishable from each of its constituent parts
and from all of them. But yet the necessity is recognized in
the case of every word for the varpas in it occurring in a
specific order; for otherwise words like dina ('pitiful’) and
nadi (‘river’), which consist of the same varnas but placed
in a different order, would not differ in their connotation.
This order, however, can refer only to their manifestation
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and not to the varpas themselves which are, by hypothesis,
present everywhere and at all times. Their gradual or pro-
gressive utterance does not interfere with the unity of the
word as the perceptual process, for instance, which also is
gradual, does not affect the unity of an object like a tree when
it is seen. As regards the ‘things’ signified by words, we are
not to understand the particular facts of experience which
come into being and disappear, but the corresponding uni-
versals which are eternal and of which the passing individuals
are nothing more than signs. That is, the significance of the
word is general® though, when associated with other words to
form a sentence, it may come to denote a particular. The word
and the meaning being both eternal, the relation between
them also is necessarily so. It does not follow from this that
the Mimdrhsaka rejects the conventional element in language.
He only assigns a subordinate place (sahakdri) to it though a
necessary one, the purpose it serves being illustrated by that
of light in seeing.* If the conventional element were not ad-
mitted, tuition or instruction regarding the meanings of words
by one who is already familiar with them, which is known to
be necessary for learning a language, would become super-
fluous. The problem discussed here is a philological one and
the solution reached is that language is not a creation of the
human or even of the divine mind—the former being the
view held in modern and the latter, in ancient Nyiyas—but
a natural phenomenon.+ In holding such a view, the Mima-
msi resembles the older school of modemn philolologists,
which maintained that philology was a natural science.

{2) The permanence of the relation between a word and its
meaning, even though it be granted, does not establish the

* The meaning of proper names is regarded as due to mere convention
(See PP. pp. 135-6 and SV, p. 674, st. 120). But even here the
connotation is general, e.g. ‘Devadatta’ means not the person so
named in any particular stage of life but the individual who, in spite
of minor changes, endures throughout life, Cf. Mammata's Kdvya-
prakfia, ii. 8. : SD. p. 9. 3 SM. p. 361,
4 It is social also in so far as it involves a conventional elemest,
The diversity of existing languages is explained as the result of
xupﬁminmmiginﬂidmhpee:h,nlti:tuputthsmtbem
harse.



312 OUTLINES OF INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

eternity of the Veda. It merely serves as a negative aid to it
by precluding the conclusion which one may draw at once
that whatever is verbal in form must necessarily have had an
origin in time. The Veda consists of words, and so far it is
like any other literary work. If the permanence of the word
and meaning constituted the criterion of eternity, all
literary works, in fact all uttered statements, would alike be
eternal. If the Veda alone is so and not other works also,
it should be traced to some unique feature it possesses;
and such a feature, it is said, is the particular order (Anupiirvi)
in which the several words occur in it. When the Mimiirhsaka
states that the Veda is eternal, it is this permanence of the
text that he means. He views the Veda as produced by no
author—human or divine; and he maintains that it has been
preserved intact during a beginningless period by being
handed down from teacher to pupil with scrupulous care.t
This belief is based on the circumstance that tradition,
though going back to a far-distant antiquity, has throughout
been silent in regard to the authorship of the Veda, while
in the case of even very ancient works—like those of Buddha
or the Mahibhirata—mention is made of some author or
other. While the order of the words in those works was
determined by their authors, it is self-determined in the
Veda. This argument again, granting that tradition is really
silent on the authorship of the Veda, is negative and can
lead to nothing that is decisive,

Thus the Mimarhsaka doctrine of the fixity of the Vedic
text rests upon a certain view of language it takes and upon
the supposed absence of all reference in long-standing tradi-
tion to its having been mmpused h_'.r one or more authors,
In neither case, it is clear, is the premise adequate to support
the important conclusion that is drawn from it. The belief
in its present form is therefore nothing more than a dogma.
This ‘idolatry of scripture’ appears comparatively late and
seems to have been arrived at by extending to the form of the
Veda what was once taken to hold good of its content. The
truth concealed under this purely scholastic view, therefore,
is that the Veda embodies eternal verities. In the case of

t Jaimini-sifra. 1. i, 27-32.
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smrtis, as distinguished from the #ruti, it is even now held
that this content constitutes the truth revealed, though an
attempt is made, under the influence of views similar to the
one we are now considering, to trace it (p. 91) eventually to
some sruti which is no longer extant. In this connection it is
instructive to cite the opinion of the grammarian Patafijali
of the second century B.c., that while the sense of the Veda is
eternal the order of the words in it is not so. 'Is it not said
that the Vedas were not composed—but are eternal? Quite
s0; but it is their sense that is so, not the order of the syllables
in them."t

Coming now to the Mimirsaka theory of knowledge, we
have to note that it is realistic, both according to Kumdrila
and Prabhikara; and there is no knowledge which does not
point to a corresponding object outside it.? But all knowledge
is here presumed to be true, according to the theory of self-
validity and wverification becomes necessary only when any
doubt is cast upon its validity. The one kind of knowledge
that does not come under this description is memory.
According to the Bhittas, recollection is not valid for novelty
i5 a necessary condition of validity.3 Truth should not only be
not contradicted by subsequent knowledge (abddhita); il
should also point to something not hitherto known (anadhi-
gata). Prabhikara does not accept this condition, for all
experience (anubhiiti)—whether the object be already known
or not—is valid for him. Even the so-called error, as we shall
immediately see, satisfies this requirement. But he also
differentiates recollection from anubhiiti, for it is not experi-
ence in the primary sense of the term, being dependent upon
a former one (sipeksa).4 If all experience by its very nature
is valid, it may be asked how error arises at all. Kumdrila
and Prabhiikara differ considerably in their answers to this
question and their explanations are known respectively as
viparita-khyiti and akhyiti. It would be better to begin
with a description of the latter and then contrast the former
with it.

(1) Akhyiti—The word khyiti means 'knowledge’ and
v IV, {ii. 1o1, 3 Seeeg. SV. p. 217, 8t 3; PP. iv. 66.
3 5D, p. 45; SV. p. 431, st. 104-6. « FP. pp. 42-3. 127.
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the term akhyati, which is literally equivalent to ‘no know-
ledge,’ is applied to Prabhikara’s theory to indicate that
error, according to it, is not a unit of knowledge, but a compo-
site of two jitinas.* When shell is mistaken for silver and we
say to ourselves, ‘Thisissilver,’ the ‘this’ is actually perceived
as also certain features of the shell which it possesses in
common with silver, The knowledge of those features
revives in our mind the impression of a former experience
and we recollect silver. The so-called error here really
consists of these two jiiAnas—perception immediately
followed by memory. Of these the first is true so far as it
goes, though it may not go sufficiently far, Its object ‘this’ is
not sublated afterwards since, even when the error is dis-
covered, we feel ‘This is shell.” The same, no doubt, cannot
be said of the second jiiina because its object, silver, is not
found in the given context. But in this it only exhibits its
normal character; for it is memory—although we at the time
lose sight of that fact (smrti-pramosa)*—and does not as
such signify that the object is present then, That is, the
former knowledge claims to be valid and the claim is justi-
fied; the latter does not put forward any such claim at all,
Indeed, Prabhikara does not admit that knowledge can
ever play false to its logical nature; and there is consequently
no error, according to him, in the common acceptance of the
term. In what passes for error, we overlook the fact that
there are two jAdnas;s and, as a natural cansequence, we
also fail to notice the separateness of their respective objects.
This failure to know, however, cannot by itself account for
the 'error’; because, if it did, errors would occur in dreamless
sleep,4 which also is characterized by absence of knowledge.
The negative factor of failure is therefore viewed as operating

! Strictly this should be ‘sarivit.’ But to secure uniformity of
terminclogy in considering this topic of truth and error in the two
schools, we use ‘jiifna’

* Dreams, according to Prabhikara, are memory without the con-
sciousness at the time that they are so. See NM. P 176,

! Recognition likewise partakes of the character of both perception
and memory, but one is aware at the time of the recallective elomen
thumithmcufmdiﬁnmtfmthemnhmwem ing.
See 5D, p, 45. + PP. iv. st. 5.
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in giving rise to error with a positive one to which we have
already referred, viz. the perception of the ‘this' as charac-
terized by the features that are common to shell and silver.
We may therefore describe what is commonly supposed to be
error as partial or incomplete knowledge; only in 5o doing we
must be careful to remember that there is no single unit of
knowledge to which that term is applicable. To take another
instance: A white crystal placed by the side of a red flower
may be wrongly regarded as a red crystal. There also we have
two jiiinas, viz. the perception of the crystal smnus its true
colour and the sensation of the redness alone of the flower,
Each of these jfiinas is quite valid so far as it goes; only here
both the jidnas are derived through the senses. As before
they convey a partial knowledge of the objects, viz. the
crystal and the flower; but the basis of error here lies in the
contiguity of the objects, not in their similarity as in the
previous example. Further, there are two objects bodily
given here instead of one and the features comprehended are
what characterize them singly and not their common ones.
But the distinction between the two jfidnas as well as that
between their objects is not as before grasped and we are
therefore said to fall into error. Here also the akhyiti
view lays down two conditions—one positive and the other
negative for error becoming possible at all—a partial know-
ledge of the things presented and a failure to note the
distinction between them."

(2) Viparita-khydti.*—Kumirila also maintains that know-
ledge always points to an object beyond itself, In shell-silver,
for instance, there is something directly given, viz. the 'this’;
but the silver is not so given. Yet it should not on that
account be taken as ideal or non-existent, for its notion,
being due to the suggestion of a former experience, goes
back eventually to an objective counterpart, This view, like
the previous one, splits up the object of erroneous knowledge
into two parts—the ‘this’ (visaya) and the ‘what’ (parakéira)
—and explains them separately. The first of them as before
is not sublated when the mistake is rectified; and the
! Compare the earlier Sapkhya view of error, set forth in the previous
chapter, i SV. pp. 242-6; SD. 58-9.
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explanation of the second element also is practically the
same as before, Though not given here and now, the silver
must have been experienced before; for otherwise it could
not at all have been fancied in the shell. The difference
between the two views is that while, according to akhyati,
error is due to a losing sight of the fact that the presentative
and the representative factors stand apart unrelated
(asarhsargigraha), here in viparita-khyati it is ascribed to a
wrong synthesis of them (sarhsargagraha). In the former case
error, so far as that term is applicable at all, is due to
omission because it only fails to grasp some relevant part
of what is given. Hence its discovery, when it takes place,
does not mean the discarding of any feature previously
cognized. In the latter, the error becomes one of commission,
for it includes as its content more than there is warrant for
in the reality that is presented. In other words, illusion is
here explained as wmitary knowledge instead of as two
jfdnas. The subject and predicate elements consequently
seem related in it, while they are not so in reality. Similarly
in the case of the red crystal, the two relata, viz. the crystal
and the redness, are actually given; but while they are not
unified in fact, they appear so in error. As a consequence the
redness of the flower, instead of standing apart, shows itself
in the crystal and makes it appear differently (viparita)
from what it is.* This view is no doubt more in accord than
the previous one with experience which points to the object
of illusion as a synthetic whole, but epistemologically it
presents a difficulty, viz. the inclusion of an ideal element
within the content of knowledge, However unconvincing the
akhyiti view may be, it is true to its realistic postulate in
admitting no subjective element whatsoever, Knowledge
may not be adequate to the given reality, but it never goes
* This, by the way, accounts for the name viparita-khyati, which
literally means ‘appears as other.’ See SV. P- 245, 8t. 117 and p. 312,
st. 160 (com.). The Bhitta view is commonly identified with the
Nyliya-Vaidesika one. There is no doubt much that is common
between the two, but there are differences in matters of detail. The
Bhittas do not, for example, recognize what is known as alaukika-
pratyaksa which is essential to the Nydya-Vaidesika explanation of
errors like ‘shell-silver.”
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bevond it. Here, on the other hand, it overshoots the mark.
That is, error is partial misrepresentation; and to admit that
knowledge can misrepresent its object, even though it be
only in part, is to abandon to that extent the realistic
principle on which the doctrine claims itsell to be based.
These views of error imply a fundamental contrast between
the two schools of Mimérhsi in their conception of knowledge.
Kumdrila recognizes error as such, and it can therefore be
easily distinguished from truth. According to Prabhiikara,
on the other hand, there being truly no error at all the
distinction disappears. The distinction, however, being
universally recognized must have some basis; and if Prabha-
kara would explain it, he cannot like Kumirila do so from
the purely logical point of view, but has to seek another.
The new standpoint he finds in the view he takes of know-
ledge—that it is essentially a means to an end and that its
sole function is to guide action or subserve vyavahira, as it
is said. All knowledge, according to him, prompts activity?;
and, judged by this fresh criterion of practical utility, truth
becomes quite distinguishable from error. Knowledge, no
doubt, can never deceive on its logical side; but it may be
such as does or does not ‘work.’ In the one case, we have
truth; in the other, error. The latter has cognitive value as
much as the former, but it lacks practical worth; and when
we describe it as error, we only mean this—that it is decep-
tive in respect of the claim it puts forward to be serviceable.3
Accordingly when after rectification error yields place to
truth, what happens is not any modification of its logical
meaning but only the abandonment of the activity that has
been prompted by it.4 In other words, the efiect of the
discovery of error is seen on the reactive side of consciousness
—not on its receptive side. In viparita-khyiti also its dis-
covery arrests activity; but that is looked upon as only a
further result, the immediate one being a readjustment of

* Compare the later Sipkhya view of error as stated on p. 201 ante.
i Compare the view of 4abda-pramiga as stated in PP. pp. 91-04.

1 PP iv. st 37 £
4 In cases where error has led to suspension of activity, its discovery

will prompt it.
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our cognitive attitude towards the object. Any effect this
readjustment may have on our volition is only subsequent
to it. Kumiirila's attitude towards knowledge is thus primar-
ily detached and scientific; that of Prabhikara, pragmatic.
The Mimdrnsakas of the Bhitta school recognize six
praminas, while those of the other accept only five of

them:—

(1) Perception (pratyaksa), which has already been con-

sidered,
(2) Inferemce (anumina).—There is a general resemblance
here with the Nyidya-Vaisesika, as, for example, in the view
taken of inductive generalization (vyipti). But there are
differences also. It will take us too far away from our purpose
here to dwell upon them or upon the features distinguishing
the views of the two Mimfrhsi schools in their conception of
this pramana.

(3) Verdal Testimony (5abda).*—The place of this pramina
in Mimims3 logic has been indicated already and it now
remains to point out one or two of the more important
differences between the two schools: The Pribhikaras, unlike
the Bhiattas, adhere to what appears to have been the
earliest view of sabda as a pramina (p. 178) and equate it
with the Veda, explaining other forms of verbal testimony
as mere inference (p. 257).* Again a wverbal statement,
according to Kumdrila, may point to an existent something
(siddha) or to something that is yet to be accomplished
(sidhya). For example, the sentence ‘There are fruits in the
next room’ refers to a fact, while ‘Fetch a cow’ refers to a
task. Though thus admitting the two-fold character of the
import of propositions, he restricts it to the sidhya or what
is yet to be done, when he comes to speak of the Veda.3
Prabhikara declines to admit that verbal statements,
whether Vedic or not, can ever point merely to existent
things and limits their scope to the sidhya, in keeping with
the pragmatic view he takes of all knowledge. All utterance
should be relevant to some context in practical life and
therefore point to an action as its ultimate meaning. What-
1.5D. pp. 72-3; PP. pp. 87 L. t See PP. p. 94.
1 [fatmini-siifva, 1. ii. 1-18.
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ever be the difference between the two thinkers in this
respect, we see that they agree in holding that action is the
final import of the Veda. Assertive propositions found in it,
they explain, as fully significant only when construed with
an appropriate injunction or prohibition found in the
particular context. On this view depends the well-known
division of the Veda broadly into two parts, viz. vidhi or
‘injunction” and artha-viida or ‘explanatory passage.’ The
latter, consisting of statements describing things as they are
or were, have accordingly no independent logical status
and are to be understood as complementary to what is
taught in the other portion, viz. vidhi. As complements of
injunctions they commend what is prescribed; as comple-
ments of prohibitions, they condemn what is forbidden.*
The bearing of this view of scripture on Upanisadic state-
ments like Tat tvam asi, which are not injunctive, is that
they also are to be construed with reference to some action
taught in the Veda—a point to which we shall recur when
treating of the Vedinta,

(4) Comparison (upamina).*—The Mimarhsaka like the
Naiydyika disagrees with the view that this is not an inde-
pendent pramina and can be brought wholly or partly under
one or other of the other praminas. But he conceives it
altogether differently from the latter. According to the
Nydya, it may be remembered, this pramana has for its sole
object the relation between a word and its meaning learnt
under certain conditions (p. 25¢). Here it is reciprocal
similarity that is known through it. When a person who is
familiar with the cow (say) casually comes across a gavaya,
an animal of the same species, and notices the resemblance of
the latter to the former, he discovers that the cow is also
similar to the gavaya, It is this second resemblance or, to be
1 To give the stock illustration: There is in the Yajurveda (I1. i.
I. 1) an injunction ‘One should sacrifice a white (animal) to Viyu,"
and in the same context is scen the assertive proposition "Vayu
verily is the swiftest deity.’ The latter is a glorification of Viyu and is,
according to the principle stated above, to be construed with the
former. When 0 construed, it signifies that it is good to offer this
sacrifice; for the reward will be speedy.
¢ 5D. pp. 74-6; PP. 110-12.
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more exact, the recollected cow characterized by it that is
known through upamina. This view, no doubt, renders the
pramana liable to be classed under inference. But the Mimirh-
saka defends his position by pointing out that the basis for
inference, viz, a knowledge of inductive relation (vydpti) is
not needed here. The relevant major premise here would
signify that if one thing, say B, is similar to another, say A,
that other is similar to the first. As giving expression to a
general truth, it implies the simultaneous observation of
both A and B. But the conditions of upamina do not
require it, as even a person who has never seen two similar
things together but meets with a cow and thereafter a
gavaya in the manner described above is able to arrive at the
conclusion in question. A matter of metaphysical importance
here is that 'similarity’ (sidpéya) is conceived as dual, the
similarity of A to B being distinct from that of B to A.

{(5) Presumption (arthipatti).'—This is postulating some-
thing to account for what apparently clashes with experience
and is therefore in the nature of a hypothesis. We may
otherwise state it as rendering explicit what is already
implicit in two truths both of which have been properly
tested, but which appear mutually incompatible. Thus if
we know that Devadatta is alive and do not find him in his
house, we conclude that he should be somewhere else.
Another example commonly given in this connection is that
of a person who, though not eating by day, continues to be
healthy and strong, which leads to the conclusion that he
should be eating by night. That this is a valid form of
discovering the unknown from the known is clear, but it
may appear to be only inference. Some like the Naiydyika
therefore class it under anumina, and do not regard it as a
distinct pramina. The argument in support of the opposite
view is as follows: The result here cannot be represented as
reached through inference inasmuch as there is no middle
term at all to serve as its means, To take the first of the above
examples, ‘being alive’ by ifself cannot serve that purpose,
for that does not necessarily lead to the conclusion in question
viz. that Devadatta is outside his house, He may then as

* 5D, 76-83; PP. pp. 113-18.
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well remain in his house as elsewhere, Nor can ‘not being in
his house’ by ifself take that place, since that reason may
equally properly lead to the conclusion that Devadatta is
no longer alive. So we are forced to view the middle term
as formed by combining both these—'being alive’ and ‘not
being at home.' But in this combined form it involves a
reference to what is to be established through the inference
viz. that Devadatta is somewhere outside his house.! That
is, the conclusion is already included in the middle term
which is never the case in inference. We might add another
reason: while in inference the ground ('the fact of smoke’) is
explained by the conclusion ('fire'), here the ground ("being
alive and not being found in the house’) explains the con-
clusion ('being elsewhere’).: The truth is that arthapatti is
disjunctive reasoning and is not syllogistic in the ordinary
sense of the expression. If we reduce it to the syllogistic
form, the major premise will be a negative universal referring
to things beyond the universe of discourse; and it therefore
ceases to be significant. In this connection it may be stated
that, unlike the Naiyiyikas, the Mimarhsakas of both the
schools reject the negative universal as the major premise in
a syllogism. They consider that it can generally be expressed
in a positive form. The scope for arthapatti is just where
it cannot be so expressed.

(6) Non-apprehension (anupalabdhi).3—This is the specific
pramina by which negation, not nothing, is known, e.g. the
absence of a jar or of atoms somewhere. Like the Nydya
(p- 237), the Bhitta school of Mimimsi admits negative
facts (abhiva) ; but, unlike it (p. 249), it formulates a separate
praména for knowing them, The word anupalabdhi means
the ‘absence of apprehension,’ i.e. the absence of knowledge
derived through any of the five foregoing praminas. This
means that, as knowledge got through any of the praminas
points to the existence (bhiava) of objects, the absence of
such knowledge indicates, other conditions remaining the
same, their non-existence (abhiva). Only it should be
remembered that the absence, to serve as the index of non-
existence, must be aided by the mental presentation of the

* SV. p. 455, 5t. 19 f. : NAL p. 44- 3 5D. pp. 83-7.
x
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relevant object. There may be several objects not found in a
particular place; but we think of the absence of that alone
among them all, which some other circumstance has made
us think of. The Naiydyika divides ‘negations’ into two
classes according as their correlate (pratiyogin) is perceivable
or not. The means of knowing the former kind, he holds, is
perception; that of the latter, inference. Here in the Mimi-
misd, this sixth pramina is postulated as the common means
of knowing both varieties of negation. The knowledge of no
negation, it is contended, is perceptual. For, in the first place,
no sense-contact which is necessary for such knowledge is
conceivable in the case of negation.! Secondly, there are
instances where a knowledge of the negation of perceivable
objects arises even when no organ of sense is functioning.
Thus a person who did not think of an elephant at all in the
morning on a particular day, may later come to realize,
owing to some circumstance or other, that he did not see it
then, The knowledge, because it refers to the past, cannot be
connected with the functioning of the senses at the time of
realizing the negation. Nor can it be ascribed to their
functioning in the morning, since the correlate (pratiyogin),
viz. the elephant, was by hypothesis not thought of then for
its negation to be apprehended. Again the pramina by which
negation is known cannot be brought under inference: for,
if it is, the major premise of the syllogism will be ‘Wherever
there is absence of knowledge of a thing, there is—other
circumstances being the same—absence of the corresponding
object.’ This premise relates two negations and, as an induc-
tive generalization should eventually be based upon per-
ception, it assumes that their knowledge is perceptual which
is against the present contention that it is inference. The
Priabhakaras do not admit this pramana, for they do not
recognize negation which is its sole object. They explain
abhava in terms of the positive factors involved in it, as
we shall see in the next section.?

1 SV, p. 479, st. 18, # PP. pp. 118-35,
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IT1

The Mimirhsaka is a realist, and his realism has some features
of its own. Unlike the Sautrintika and the Vaibhisika, for
example, he believes in the existence of permanent dravyas
which are the substrata of qualities and are not merely
aggregates of fleeting sense-data. So far, the doctrine agrees
with the Nyidya-Vaifesika. But it differs from that doctrine
also—to confine our attention first to the Bhiitta school—
in not admitting that a dravya can be produced anew, and
recognizing the principle of change instead. Every dravya
is eternal, and endures however much its forms or attributes
may change. The clay that we see before us may at one time
be made into a jar, at another time into a saucer: it may be
brown now, and red hereafter. But in all these transforma-
tions the same material persists. The dravya endures: its
modes alone appear and disappear.! In other words, Kumi-
rila dismisses the notion that things are self-identical units
which ever remain the same, excluding all difference. This
view of reality exhibits kinship with the Sinkhya-Yoga in
general. It is parinima-viida, and the relation between the
material canse and the effect is, as in the other system, one
of identity in difference (bhedibheda), One important
difference between the two docirines is that here the
changing dravyas are ultimately many and not only one.
Another difference, by the way, is in that the Mimamsa
extends the notion of modal transformation to the itman
also which is absolutely static and passive according to the
other doctrine. The change that characterizes the physical
reality is ever in progress. It never began and is never going
to end, the Mimamsaka recognizing no creation (srst) or
dissolution (pralaya) of the universe as a whole.s “There was
never a time,’ he says, ‘when the world was otherwise than
now': Na kadicit anidréam jagat. Individual things, no
doubt, come and go; but that is accounted for by the self-
evolvent character of reality. Whatever stimulus is required
1 5V. pp. 443, 8t, 32-3, * Cf. SV. p. 476, st. 12.
3 SV, p. 673, st. 113,
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for such change to take place comes from the past karma of
the selves that are on life's pilgrimage at the time. This
means the abolition of the idea of God! from the system,
which is indeed a strange tenet to be held by a school
claiming to be orthodox par excellence. To characterize the
whole view in one word, it is pure empiricism? excepting only
in one point, viz. the recognition of a supernatural sphere of
being and of a revealed authority through which a knowledge
of it can be attained. As regards the other sphere—that of
common experience—it beats every naturalistic school of
thought known to history. Infaet, a standing charge against
the Mimdrhsd, at least in one stage of its growth, was that it
was thoroughly materialistic in its outlook.3

The Mimfmsaka is also a pluralist and believes that variety
i5 at the root of the physical universe.4 The school of Kumd-
rila accepts all the nine dravyas known to the Nyaya-
Vaisesika and its conception of them is more or less the same.
It adds two more to them, viz. tamas or ‘darkness’ and sabda
or ‘sound.’s Time is perceivable the view being that all
perceptual experience, no matter through what sense it is
acquired, includes a reference to this element. It cannot,
however, be apprehended by itself, but only along with
some other object. Other dravyas also are regarded as
perceivable excepting only the manas which is known
mediately.7 It is curious that darkness should be regarded
as a positive dravya in preference to the Nydya-Vaidesika
view, which is also Prabhikara's? of equating it with the
absence of light. The reason assigned, viz. that it is character-
ized by colour and movement which can only be found in
dravyas, is too naive to appeal to anyone. Silikandtha
describes it as ‘crude.’ The statement that it cannot be nega-
tion (abhdiva), since its supposed correlate (pratiyogin),
* The gods of Indian mythology also are repudiated, and sacrificial
nﬁn:mga it is explained, are made as if there were gods. See p. 36

* Cf. Yatha sarthdriyate tathi: SV, p. 552, st. 29.

3 S\". P. 4, st. 10.
4 Cf. Vilaksapa-svabhivatvit bhivinim. 5D, p. 1oz
§ Mana-meyodaya, p, 66, ¢ SD. pp. 45-6.
7 Mana-meyodaya, pp. 78-8o,
¥ FF. pp. 144 f1.; Mina-meyodaya, p. 68,
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‘light," is not thought of wherever darkness is seen is equally
unconvincing. Of these dravyas, the first four as well as
darkness are stated to be of atomic structure and the
remaining ones, including soul, are described as infinite and
ultimate. By ‘atom’ in this system should not be understood
the infinitesimal paraminu of the Vaisesika, but the smallest
particle which experience acquaints us with, viz. the mote
in the sunbeam which corresponds to the tryanuka of the
other doctrine. The Vaisesika conception of atom is described
as purely speculative, but it does not seem to be altogether
rejected.* From all the atomic substances, objects of different
magnitudes may, as in the Nyiya-Vaisesika, be derived;
only the relation between the material cause and the effect
is here viewed as bhedibheda or tiditmya (‘identity in
difference’), instead of samaviya (p. 239), in accordance with
the Bhitta belief in sat-kirya-vida. These dravyas form
only the support, as it were, of the universe. There are also
other features of it which are divisible into three classes—
guna, karma and samfnya or jati, which together with
dravya form the four positive categories of Kumirila's
system. But it must be remembered that they are not
conceived as entirely distinct from the dravyas to which they
belong. The relation between them is one of identity in
difference,* so that the significance of ‘category’ here is not
the same as in the Nydya-Vaisegika. Kumirila's list also
includes negation (abhdva), and we therefore have five
categories in all.3 The first of them has already been described
and it is sufficient for our purpose to state that the notion of
the others is for the most part like that in the Nyiya-
Vaisesika.

The Prabhikaras accept four more positive categories of
which we need refer here only to one, viz. samaviya. Its
recognition means the entire rejection of the relation of
identity in difference (bhedibheda) admitted by the Bhitfas.s
As a consequence substance and attribute, universal and
particular, material cause and effect come to be conceived
as altogether distinct, and the doctrine does not subscribe to

1 SV. p. 4o4, st. 183—4. : Mdna-meyodaya, p. 6.
i1 Id, p. G5, - ¢ PP. p. 27.
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the sat-kirya-vida. This signifies a vast difference between
the two schools in their conception of reality. While siding
with the Nyidya-Vaifesika in this respect, the Pribhikaras
differ from it in discarding abhiva as an independent cate-
gory, their view being that it can always be represented as a
positive saomething. Thus the absence of a jar in a room is the
mere empty room; its prior negation, the clay; and so
forth.' Amongst the eight positive categories recognized, the
dravyas are nine as in the Nyidya-Vaidesika, and their con-
ception also is generally the same,

IV

The admixture of the rational with the dogmatic which we
noticed in connection with the theoretical teaching of the
Mimiirhsd is equally striking on its practical side. So far as
ordinary morality goes, the doctrine adopts a point of view
which is severely secular and explains virtue as a conscious or
semi-conscious adjustment of conduct to interest. Sabara
says that charitable acts like providing water-huts (prapd),
though for the benefit of others and therefore good, are not
yet dharma,? That is, the Mimarsd judges conduct by a
utilitarian standard ; but it is not egoistic and, as is indicated
by the very example given by Sabara, is based upon the
realization of the social nature of man, A scheme of morality
founded upon such a principle is not without parallels in the
history of ethics. But what is peculiar about the Mimarhsi is
that it refuses such morality the highest place in life’s ideal.
As in metaphysics, here also it conceives of another sphere
of activity whose significance is extra-empirical and confines
the title of dharma to it alone. Common morality, according
to the Mimarhsaka, is purely an empirical affair which none
but the short-sighted fail to understand. True spirituality
consists in fixing one’s attention on dharma or such acts of
duty as lead to success in the life beyond. It may appear that
such a shifting of the attention from the present life to the
coming one will throw morality into the shade and thus tend

t Cf. SD. pp. 83 fi. s 1. i, 2,
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to reduce its value in the eyes of man. Tt does nothing of the
kind. For, as conceived in the Mimfrhsi, ceremonial life
does not exclude common morality; it is, on the ether hand,
founded in it. ‘The Vedas cleanse not the unrighteous,'t
Though not viewed as the highest, ethical purity is regarded
as a pre-condition as well as a necessary accompaniment of
religious or spiritual life, The few occasions on which the
dictates of common morality seem to be neglected, as for
example in the immolation of an animal in a rite, are
explained as only the exceptions that prove the rule. How-
ever unconvincing the explanation given in justification of
these acts, it should be admitted that generally the Veda
supports conclusions that are ethically quite unexceptionable.
In the present case, for instance, it explicitly forbids injury
to living beings: Na hirhsyit sarvii bhiitini.

When dharma is understood in this unique sense, it natur-
ally requires an equally unique pramiina to make it known
(p. 109). That pramiina is the Veda.* While the standard of
judgment for common morality is human, that for dharma
is superhuman. ‘We should distinguish,’ Kumarila says,
‘between what relates to dharma and moksa which is known
from the Veda and what relates to artha and kiima which is
learnt by worldly intercourse.’s It is not merely common
human experience that is of no avail in knowing dharma and
adharma, but also the higher faculty of yogic perception
recognized for the purpose in doctrines like the Nyiya-
Vaidesika (p. 262). The single name of apiirvas (literally
meaning ‘never before’) which Prabhiikara gives to dharma
and adharma emphasizes their inaccessibility to the other
pramiinas (minfintaripiirva). It is conceived by him as the
result of sacrificial and such other acts—not those acts
themselves as in the Nydya-Vaidesika—and corresponds to the
punya and papa of the other doctrine. But it abides like the
latter in the self (itma-samaviyi), so that apiirva is a sub-
jective feature to be distinguished from the objective act
leading to it. According to Kumarila these forms of activity

+ Aclira-hinam na punanti Vedah: Quoted by Sarhkara in his com. on
VS, iil. 1. 10, : Jaimimi-sitra, 1. 1. 2,

3 Tanfra-vdrtika, 1. iii. 2. + See PP. pp. 187, 105.
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are themselves dharma and adharma'—the former standing
for permitted or obligatory deeds like a sacrifice, the latter
for prohibited deeds like drinking or killing an animal; and
it is to know what is prescribed or prohibited that we have
to seek the aid of the Veda. That is, though there is nothing
transcendentalabout the acts themselvesdescribed asdharma
and adharma, the fact of their being the means of a super-
natural good is not humanly ascertainable, It is from this
standpoint that they are represented here as known through
revelation and revelation alone,

The Veda reveals dharma, according to both the schools,
as the subject of a mandate (vidhi or niyoga)—as something
to be accomplished, in accordance with the Mimdmsa
conclusion that action is the final import of the Veda. But
they differ considerably in their view of the motive for
obeying that mandate. In fact, this question of the motive
has split the Miméarhsakas into several camps.? It is not
necessary to refer to them all3s We shall only note the
commonly recognized distinction between the two schools.
According to the Bhittas, the Veda not only acquaints us
with dharma and adharma, but also specifies the desirable
results to be obtained by following the one and abstaining
from the other, viz. the attainment of some pleasure or the
avoidance of some pain. In the usual example of the jyoti-
stoma sacrifice, it is heaven (svarga) that is held out as the
end; in the case of destroying life, it is hell (naraka) against
which one is warned. Thus the Bhatta school, like the Nyiiya-
Vaidesika (p. 263), believes that pleasure and pain are the
only ultimate motives. ‘Not even the stupid act,’ Kumirila

* Ydgidireva dharmab: SD. pp. 25-6. The term yaga strictly stands
for a certain resolve which is the prelude to the performance of a
sacrifice and is explained as tydga, or, the spirit of renunciation
involved in giving away what belongs to oneself. (Cf. the formula
‘no more mine'—na mama—uttered at the time of the offer,) Devatim
uddidya dravya-tyigo yigah (Nydya-mald-vistara, 1V, ii. 27-8). In
this sense, dharma would of course be a characteristic of the subject.
* See Tantra-rakasya, ch. iv.

} For a fuller discussion of this and allied topics, reference may
be made to Ethics of the Hindus, by Dr, 5. K. Maitra (Calcutta Uni.

Pr).
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remarks in a parallel context, ‘without some good in view.'s
But we should not conclude from this that the end is included
in the behest and that it commands us either to seek pleasure
or to shun pain.* The desire for good is already there in man,
and the Veda merely admits it as a psychological fact
without pronouncing any judgment on the value of pleasure
or on the lack of it in pain, In other words, we have here
what is described as psychological hedonism and not ethical
hedonism. But it should be acknowledged that the injunction,
in this view, utilizes subjective desire by appealing to it as
the incentive to make itself operative. The Prabhdkaras
demur to the admission of a hedonistic aim as necessary for
the Vedic imperative to operate. The Veda, they say,3 is
not so helpless as to need an extraneous aid in enforcing its
mandatory power. It neither coaxes nor threatens anyone;
and the only motive it presupposes is reverence for the
mandate itself. But Vedic injunctions like ‘one should
sacrifice’ (yajeta) do no apply to all. They are addressed only
to some, and expressions like ‘he that desires heaven’
{svarga-kiima) found in them do not point to any benefit
to be derived by obeying them, as the Bhiit{as assume, but
only limit the sphere of its applicability by specifying the
persons (niyojya) whose duty those injunctions set forth.4 In
the case of any particular injunction, only those will respond
who answer to the description contained in it. What prompts
them to act is this consciousness that it is their duty to do so
{kdryati-jiiina), and never the prospect of satisfying any
desire that they may have (ista-sidhanati-jidna).s The
good or evil that may result therefrom is accordingly looked
upan as a consequence rather than as an end directly aimed
at. There is no doubt that the idea of the fruit resulting from
ritualistic activity is pushed farther into the background
here than in the other school; but for all practical purposes
the two views are the same, because both alike admit that
an end is attained—no matter what name they give it.f The

Prayojanam anuddiéya na mandopi pravartate: SV. p. 653, st. 55.
SY. p. 125, st. 266, 1 NM. p. 350.
PP, p. 191, 5 Ibid., pp. 177 and 180,
It is termed here not phala but niyojya-videsapa: PP, p. 191.

L T
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specially important point to note here is the concern which
both the schools exhibit to maintain that it is not of the
essence of a command to contain either a promise or a
threat and the consequent exclusion from Vedic teaching
proper of the idea of recompense, which doubtless consti-
tuted originally the sole motive of sacrifices.

We have thus far considered what are termed kimya and
pratisiddha karmas or optional and forbidden deeds (p. 108),
which constitute the sphere of the hypothetical imperative,
and seen that there is practically no difference between the
Bhittas and the Prabhikaras in their attitude towards them.
There is, however, an important distinction between the
two views and it comes out clearly in the case of the third
variety of 'unconditional duties’ (nitya-karma) like the regular
offering of twilight prayers (sandhy&), which after all consti-
tute, as we shall see, the essential part of the discipline of
the Mimirsa regarded as a dardana, Tn accordance with the
hedonistic basis of conduct accepted in the Bhitta schoal,
these duties also are conceived as serving an end, viz. over-
coming past sin (durita-ksaya). Further, by adherence to
them, one keeps off the sin (pratyavaya) that is sure to result
from their neglect.' In neither case does their performance
bring any positive gain, but they are not without an aim,
According to the other school, such deeds have no conse-
quence whatsoever and are to be performed for their own
sake. They are not a means to an end, but are themselves
the end.* While according to the Bhittas dharma even in
its form of nitya-karmas is only of instrumental value,
this school pursues it as the supreme good, regarding it
as definitely above artha and kima or empirical motives
taken in their totality. Here we have a conception of duty
for duty’s sake, and that in a sense far more rigorous than
in the Gitd, since even motives so pure as ‘cleansing the
heart” and ‘subserving the purposes of God' (p. 125) are ex-
cluded and the doing of duty is placed on a basis of absolute
disinterestedness. The law governing dharma here may there-
+ 5D, p. 130.

3 Apiirva, in general, is described as svayam-prayojana-bhiita. See
Tanira-rahasya, p. 70,
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fore be said to correspond to the ‘categorical imperative’ of
Kant. But what, it may be asked, is the penalty, according to
the Prabhikaras, if one should disobey such mandates? The
reply to this question, we shall state in the wordsof the Tanira-
rahasys,* one of the few published works of the school:—

‘The personal ending such as that of the potential
mood (lin), you say, teaches apfirva as a duty to be accom-
plished. In that case one may not set about it, although it
is known as a duty, because it serves no end.’

‘Even in respect of optional deeds, which are known to
have an end, one may not act. What is to be done? The
function of a pramiina ceases with the mere revealing of
its object.’

‘Well, in the case of the optional deeds, the failure to
perform them means missing their fruit and that is the
penalty, What is the penalty in the case of unconditional

.duties?’

“The Vedic mandate will not then have been carried out.”

*What of that?*

‘That itself is the punishment, for obeying the Vedic
mandate itself is of ultimate value (purugirtha). It is on
the analogy of these karmas that we say that carrying
out the mandate is the true end even in the case of optional
deeds and that the attainment of the so-called phala is
incidental.’

‘How can their non-accomplishment be itself the punish-
ment?*

“The good, who praise those that obey the Vedic behest
and blame those that do not, will answer that question. Or
one's own conscience, which feels guilty of having proved

faithless to it, will do so.'

The appeal here, it will be seen, is first to the judgment of
the better mind of the community and then to the verdict
of our own conscience.? But it is conscience not in the sense

1 P, 66,
: The former of these two explanations seems to be more in keeping
with the Pribhiikara ideal; the latter is hardly different from the

Gitd teaching of sattva-suddhi.



332 OUTLINES OF INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

that it is an independent guide in discriminating right from
wrong, but in the sense that it constrains us to follow dharma
when it is once known. The communication of what is right
or wrong is still left to an external code. The appeal in its
double form, we may add, implies that man is conceived
here not merely as a spiritual being himself, but also as a
member of a society of spiritual beings.

In one important respect the aim of the Mimarnsa, it is
clear, should differ from that of the other systems. It should
pursue not the ideal of moksa but dharma, whether as a
means to an end or as an end in itself. Such seems to have
been its aim till a certain stage was reached in the history of
the system. In that early period in the growth of the Mima-
msd, only dharma, artha and kiima (tri-varga) were accepted
(p. T09) as human values and not the fourth one of moksa
also.* Tospeak generally, dharma is still the highest ideal in
the Kalpa-siitras; but the doctrine in its present form has
practically thrown it overboard, and replaced it by the ideal
of moksa. The transformation means the virtual abandon-
ment of many of the rites taught in the Veda.* But the change
is of a far more subversive kind in the case of the Prabhikara
school than in that of Kumirila. The latter conceive of
dharma as a means to an end and the introduction of the
moksa ideal means only the substitution of one end for
another. If the old aim was svarga, the attainment of some
positive good, the new one is apavarga, the negative one of
escape from sarisiira. But in the case of the former, which
pursued dharma as its own end, the acceptance of the new
ideal means deserting its cherished principle of doing duty
for its own sake, and going over completely to the side of the
Bhattas; for its idea of moksa, to judge from Salikanitha's

! Compare NM. pp. 514 ff: VS, IIL iv. 18,

* In this connection we may draw attention to the view of some
later exponents of the doctrine who, following the teaching of the
Gitd, replace the divergent phalas of the several karmas by the
single one of ‘pleasing God* by their performance (Mimdrisd-mydyva-
frakdia, p. 273). This change is quite against the atheistic spirit of
the Mimirhsd and shows how completely the Gitd ideal influenced
orthodox thought,
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description, is also the seeking of an end, viz. escape from
the trials and travails of sarsira.

We shall now briefly touch upon the nature of this new
ideal and the discipline laid down for its attainment. Our
knowledge of the Nyiya-Vaisesika conception of bondage
and release will be of much use here, for the two doctrines
resemble each other in this respect so very much. We may
add that almost the same criticism applies to the one ideal
as to the other. The self is conceived in the Mimirsi as
eternal and omnipresent; but, as a matter of fact, it is con-
ditioned by various adjuncts which are not at all indis-
pensable to it. Its empirical encumbrance is three-fold::
To begin with, there is the physical body as limited by which
alone it enjoys pain or pleasure ; secondly, there are the organs
of sense which are the sole means relating it to the outside
world ; and lastly, there is that world itself so far as it forms
the object of the individual’s experience. It is this connection
with things other than itself that constitutes bondage, and
release means separation from them once for all. The
Mimdrhsaka refutes the Vedantic view that the physical
world is sublated or transcended in moksa. Nor does he
admit that the relation between the world and the individual
self is unreal as the Sankhya-Yoga does. According to him,
the world is real and endures in exactly the same form even
when a self becomes free ; and moksa means only the realiza-
tion that the relation of the self to it though real is not neces-
sary. This state is described negatively as excluding all pain
and along with it all pleasure also.3 There seem, however, to
have been one or more interpreters of Kumirila who main-
tained that it is a state of bliss or nanda.+ It is controverted
by Pirthasirathis and a consideration of Kumdrila's remarks®

i PP. pp. 156—7. This glaring discrepancy can be explained only by
supposing that the stress laid upon dharma as the ultimate purn-
giirtha, or the disinclination to bring duty and pleasure into relation
with each other, was a characteristic of an earlier phase of the
Pribhikara doctrine and that it remains as but a relic in Salika-
niitha's exposition of it. For evidence in support of the existence
af such a phase, see Jowrmal of Oriental Rescarch (Madras) 1930,
PP Go-108, : SD. pp. 125 1 SD, pp. 126-7.
4 Mana-meyodaya, pp.87-0. 55D, pp. 127-8. ¢ 5V, p. 670, st. 107.
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in that connection seems to support him. No such difference
of opinion seems to have existed in the case of the other
school. In this condition, all the specific characteristics of the
self such as jfidna, pain and pleasure disappear. The self is
not conscious then even of itself, for the manas has ceased to
operate. But unlike the Nydya-Vaidesika, the Mimarhs3 of the
Bhitta school maintains that the capacity for manifesting
such features persists. The only advantage gained by this
deviation from the Nyadya-Vaidesika is the maintenance of
consistency in regard to the parinima-vida which the school
advocates; for the latent capacity to know, to feel or to will
which is supposed to persist in the self then is never mini-
fested again. Distinctions like these, moreover, affect only
the state attained after death. So far as moksa may be taken
to represent the condition of the enlightened in this life, there
is entire agreement with the Nyaya-Vaidesika.

As in the other doctrines, detachment from worldly
concerns and faith in the teaching are needed here also as
preliminary requirements. Without them, no serious effort
is possible towards securing final freedom. The direct means
of release is deduced from the general Indian belief which
the Mimarhsaka shares that karma is the cause of bondage.
When the cause is removed, the effect must necessarily cease
to be; and abstention from karma, the Mimarhsaka thinks,
should automatically result in restoring the self to its
original state. The karmas to be abstained from, however,
are not all but only those of the optional (kimya) and the
prohibited (pratisiddha) types. The performance of the one
gives rise to some merit ; that of the other, to some demerit.
They are thus a means of renewing bondage and have to be
eschewed by a person that is seeking freedom. The third or
the nitya variety of karma, even the seeker after moksa
should perform ; for otherwise he will be disobeying the Vedic
law enjoying them.* That would be equivalent to indulging
in prohibited deeds, the only difference being that while the
first counts as a sin of omission, the second does as one of
commission, It is to avoid becoming entangled again in the
¢ The influence of the Gitd is again clear in this restriction of activity
to mitya-karmns.
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miseries of samsira as a consequence of such sin, that one
should carry on the nitya-karmas. Thus the course of
discipline laid down here is two-fold: (1) abstention from the
optional and forbidden deeds, and (2) adherence to the
obligatory ones. In neither case, it should be added, is there
anything positive effected, the conception of moksa being
negative in the system, viz. the restoration of the self to its
normal condition. As regards the exact part which a know-
ledge of the self, according to Kumirila, plays in securing
freedom, there is some doubt owing to a discrepancy between
the Sloka-virtika and the Tawmira-vdrtika in that respect.t
Without entering into the polemics of this question we may
state, following Parthasirathi's interpretation, that a know-
ledge of the self or more strictly the insight born of meditation
upon its true nature, is a contributory aid to freedom, so that
the doctrine is what is technically described as jiifina-karma-
samuccaya-vida. The followers of Prabhikara agree in this
respect ; only they do not admit any purpose in the perform-
ance of nitya-karmas beyond obeying the call of duty. Their
acceptance of the need for jiiina as a means of release, along
with the performance of unconditional duties, is quite
explicitly stated.:
v Cf. SV, pp. 669 ff. and Tanfra-varfika, 1. iii. 25.
1 PP. p. 157.



CHAPTER XIII
VEDANTA

Ve INTRODUCTORY

AL schools of Vedinta claim to be based upon the Upanisads,
Whether this claim can be fully established in every case
or not, there is no doubt that they derive a considerable
part of their material from that source.! In dealing with the
Vediinta, we shall accordingly have to refer to the Upanisads
frequently; but, as we have already given an account of their
teaching, it will not be necessary to go into details. Tt will
suffice merely to refer to the relevant points or even to assume
the reader’s familiarity with what has already been stated,
The teaching of the Upanisads, we know, is predominantly
monistic, though it is not easy to determine what particular
form of monism is taught in them. But this did not prevent
dualistic interpretations being put on them, and the chief
form of dualism that was traced to the Upanisads in olden
times was the Sankhya. There is a clear indication of this, as
already noticed (p. 267), in the Vedinta-siitra, which has for
long been the universally recognized manual of Vedinta.
One of the chief objects of Badariyana in his treatise is to
refute this_view that the LTpéiﬁi';:iH.'s*Ié&h the. dualistic___
Sankhya. There is also another object equally important
which he has in view, viz. the refutation of ritualistic
Mimirhsd, according to which the essential teaching of the
Veda is contained in the Brahmanas; and the Upanisads,
though as a part of revelation are not unauthoritative, are
only of secondary significance and should be finally construed
Wwith reference to some ceremonial act or other (p. 319). They
may for instance be looked upon as speaking of the self which
is the agent in the performance of rites or as glorifying the
deities whose propitiation is their aim. In any case it is

' The Upawizads, the Bhagavadgitd and  the Vedania-silra are
known as the prasthina-traya or, as we might say, the triple founda-
tion of the Vedinta,
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certain, the Mimarisaka contended, that karma is the sole
theme of the Veda and that the Upanisads, which form a
part of it, cannot be taken to point to Brahman or any other
principle as the highest entity whose realization constitutes
the end and aim of man. The inherent ambiguity of the
Upanisads, the glaring contradiction between the piirva-
and the uttara-kipdas of the Veda and, we may add, the
growing power of heterodox beliefs, thus account for the
attempts made in the Vedanta to systematize the teaching
of the Upanisads.

There is evidence to show that this systematization was
effected in more than one way. In the Siitra of Badarayana
there is reference to as many as seven Vedantic teachers—
whether they were his predecessors or contemporaries is not
known ; and he alludes to differences of view among them in
respect of essential points like the nature of moksas and the
need of sarnydsas for the spiritual aspirant. Even in regard
to such an important question as the relation of the jiva to
Brahman, Bidardyana mentions two views other than his
own,$ both implying vital distinctions in general philosophic
outlook. Differences like these on fundamental issues show
that the teaching of the Upanisads was from very early
times understood in several ways by Vedintic teachers.
Badardyana's exposition is only one: and, in all likelihood,
the most influential of them. All current schools of Vedinta,
though differing from one another in important matters,
alike claim to represent precisely what Badariyana himself
taught. The extremely laconic form of his siitras has rendered
such variety in interpretation possible. In fact, they are
more cryptic than the Upanisads, and it is consequently much
more difficult to get at their meaning than at that of those
old treatises. The result is that even as regards the most
essential points there is ambiguity. We do not for instance
know for certain whether, according to Badariyapa, the
world actually emerges from Brahman (parinima) or is only

* €L VS. L i 4 and Samkara’s com. on it, The Mimihsakas are

styled "deniers of Brahman® (Brahma-nistika) in Rimananda’s gloss

on the latter, 1 VS, IV. iv. 5-7.

3 V5. L iv. 18-z0, 4 V5. Liv. 19-21.
¥
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a phenomenal appearance of it (vivarta). There seem to
have been once commentaries® on the Vedanfa-sitra uphold-
ing both these views with all their implied differences under
theory as well as practical discipline; but they were all
superseded by Sarmkara’s great commentary upholding the
latter view and are now lost. Attempts were made later to
revive some of the superseded views whally or in part by
commentators like Bhaskara and Yadavaprakifa, but
without much success. Though these interpretations do not
abolish the conception of God, they prefer to look upon
Brahman as the Absolute and may therefore be described
as predominantly philosophic. There have also been purely
theistic interpretations of the Siflra, especially subsequent
to Sathkara; and among them again we find distinctions due
to the identification of the supreme God with Visou or Siva.
Thus Rimdnuja and Madhva uphold the supremacy of
Visou, while gﬁkﬂ.lﬂ.t.hﬁ exalts Siva above him. Of these
various schools of Vedinta, we shall consider here only two—
one, that of Sarhkara to represent the philosophic interpre-
tation and the other, that of Riminuja to represent the
theistic. Before proceeding to this consideration, we may
add a word about the relation between the Mimdmsd- and
the Vedanta-siitras. The two are regarded by all Vedantins
now as complementary to each other and as together exhibit-
ing the totality of Vedic teaching, though they differ in
regard to the place that should be assigned in the scheme of
Vedintic discipline to karma as tanght in the former.
Historically the two treatises were probably independent
with different authors— Jaiminiand Badariyanarespectively;
and they were later put together with suitable emendations
by someone who is described as Vydsa—'the arranger.'s
Upavarsa, the Vrttikira to whom we alluded in the previous
chapter (p. 301), seems to have commented upon them in this
combined form. 1he date of the original work by Badardyapa
i5s now believed to be about 400 A.D.

t See Dr, 5. K, Belvalkar: Vedanta Philosaphy (Poona) Lecture v,
3 Sec Deussen: System of the Vedanla, pp. 24-5 and 28,
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A. ADvAITA

The particular type of monism taught by Sarmkara is very
old, though in its final form it owes a great deal to his
contribution. Its most distinguishing feature on the theoreti-
cal side is its conception of nirguna Brahman as the ultimate
reality with the implied belief in the Miyi doctrine, the
identity of the jiva and Brahman and the conception of
moksa as the merging of the former in the latter: on the
practical side, it is the advecacy of karma-sarinyfisa or
complete renunciation with its implication that jfiina and
~jfidna alone is the means of release. The earliest extant
formulation of this doctrine is found in Gaudapida’s Karikd,
which purports to summarize the teaching of the Mandikya
Upanisad, but really accomplishes much more by giving an
admirable summary of advaitic teaching. The main points
of Sarhkara’s philosophy—its basic principles such as the
inapplicability of the notion of causality to the ultimate
reality—are already there, The most important of Sarikara’s
 works is the bhisya on the Vedanla-siitra, which is as
“\remarkable for the charm of its style as for the logical
consistency of its arguments. We have already mentioned
that he therein maintains the vivarta-vida or the doctrine
that the world is a phenomenal appearance of Brahman.
According to him, the belief to be refuted before the Advait
is established is not so much the Sinkhya or Prakrti-
parinima-vida as Brahma-paripima-vida. On account of
the fact that the treatise on which he comments alludes so
frequently to the Sankhya, Sarikara also considers it at
length and shows how far removed it is from the Upanisadic
doctrine; but his real objective is to establish the vivarta-vida
or Maya-vida as against the parinima-vida of certain com-
mentators on the Vedanta-siitra, especially Bhartr-prapafica
that preceded him. Sarhkara has also another aim in his
bhiasya: Owing to the resemblance, though only seeming, of his
doctrine of nirguna Brahman to that of the $iinya or ‘void’ |
of the Madhyamika form of Buddhistic idealism,’ one might |
* Cf. Yat éinya-vidinah sinyam tadeva Brahma miyinah. Madhva:
Awubhdsya on VS, IT. §i. 29, z
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identify the two and regard the Advaita as alien to the
Upanisads. So he emphasizes now and again the fact that

his teaching is not negative or nihilistic. How far this
contention can be maintained, we shall see later. He does
not expressly mention this phase of Buddhism except in one
place! and there he dismisses it summarily; but there is no
doubt that he throughout tries to steer clear of these two
doctrines opposed to his own, but yet so similar to it, viz.
the Brahma-paripima-viida of some Vedintins and the
$finya-vida of the Madhyamikas,

Besides the bhisya on the Vedinla-siifra, Sarnkara wrote
commentaries on the principal Upanisads and the Bhagavad-
gitd, Those especially on the Brhadaranyaka and Chindogya
Upanisads treat of several points that are not dealt with in
detail in the Silfra-bhdsya and are of immense value in the
comprehension and appreciation of the doctrine of Advaita,
In addition to them, we have his UpadeSa-sihasri, which,
though somewhat terse, gives a splendid account of his
views. Sarkara’s doctrine was defended and amplified in
matters of detail by various thinkers after him, and this has
given rise to some diversity of opinion among his followers,
Two of the schools resulting from such divergences of view
are in particalar well known—the Vivarana school which
goes back to the Padica-padika, the fragment of a com-
mentary on Samkara's Satra-bhdsya by his own pupil
Padmapida, and the slightly later Bhimati school repre-
sented by Vicaspati (A.p. 841). The Pafica-padika was
commented npon by Prakisitman (A.p, 1000) in his Vivarana,
from which the first school takes its name, The Vivaranpa
has a gloss known as Taffva-dipana by Akhandinanda, and
its teaching has also been most lucidly summarized by
Vidyiranya (A.p. 1350) in his Vivarana-prameya-samgraha.
The Bhamafi has been explained by Amalinanda (A.D. 1250)
in his Kalpa-tfaru, which in its turn has been annotated by
Appaya Diksita (A.D. 1600) in the Parimala. There are also
various other commentaries of greater or less value on the
Siitra-bhdgya, such as the Brahma-vidyibharana of Advaita-
nanda (A.D. 1450). Of the numerous hand-books written to

T W5, 11 ii. 31.
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explain the Advaita system, we may mention here the
Naigharmya-siddhi of Sureévara, who was at first probably
a Mimarsaka, and the Sawiksepa-siriraka by his pupil,
Sarvajidtman. Another work of particular value, especially
in regard to the Mayi doctrine, is the Ista-siddhi of Vimuk-
titman (A.D. 1050). Later still are the Nydya-makaranda of
Anandabodha (A.p. 1050) and the Pafica-dast of Vidydranya,
a popular treatise. The Siddhinta-lesa-sarigraha of Appaya
Diksita describes the divergences of view, already mentioned,
which arose within the doctrine as a result of its wide
expansion in the centuries following Samkara. The Vedinta-
paribhasa of Dharmarija Adhvarindra gives a technical and
systematic exposition of the doctrine, especially on its
logical and epistemological side; and the Vedanta-sira of
Sadananda (A.p. 1550) is an easy introduction to Advaita
philosophy. Among the exclusively polemical works written
on the system should be mentioned the Khandana-khanda-
khdadya of Stiharsa (A.p. 1100), the poet of the Naisadhiya-
carita and the Advaita-siddhi of Madhusiidana Sarasvati
(A.0. 1650) with its commentary, the Laghu-candrikd by
Brahmananda, whose study is now regarded among the
pundits as quite essential to true advaitic scholarship.

I

The Advaita resembles the Sankhya-Yoga in regard to its
conception of the psychic apparatus; and it also believes
like the other in the theory of representative knowledge.
The only difference that may be noticed is that while,
according to the Sankhya-Yoga, the ten senses are traced
to ahari-kira, here they are supposed to be derived from the
elements much as in the Nyidya-Vaifesika.® The internal
organ (antal-karana) also is here conceived as bhautika and
as constituted of all the five elements. Though it consists of all
the five elements, tejas predominates, which accounts for its

t It may be noted that the Nydya-Vaidesika does not Tecognize
karmendriyas, and explains their functions as those of prana or

vital air,
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being sometimes described as taijasa (‘made out of tejas’). It
accordingly partakes more of the character of that element
than of any other and is unstable—always liable to alter its
form either where it is or where it reaches by 'streaming
out,’ as it is said, through a sense, That is, the antab-karana
is always active, except only in states like susupti, where it
becomes latent. Each of the forms it assumes by exercising
this activity is known as a vrtti as in the Sankhya-Yoga.
The explanation that all these organs are bhautika is im-
portant on account of the recognition it implies of the
indispensableness of physical aids for the manifestation of
eonsciousness., Though indispensable, their distinction from
the psychical element is not in the least ignored. It is in fact
the constant association of these two incompatibles as
implied in common experience that forms, as we shall
see, the crux of the philosophic problem according to
Samkara.

As regards the nature of the conscious element also, the
explanation is almost the same as in the Sankhya-Yoga. It
is conceived as extraneous to the apparatus, which yet in
some way helps its manifestation. It is not, however,
ultimately different from the apparatus here as in the other
system; for according to the Advaita the apparatus goes
back eventually to the same source, viz. Brahman or spirit,
the sole reality acknowledged. For this reason, the interaction
between the two—the physical apparatus and the psychical
principle—is more satisfactorily explained here than in the
other doctrine. But, whatever the metaphysical difference,
it does not affect the explanation with which we are concerned
in this section. Accordingly we may assume for our present
purpose that the two are distinct as in the Sankhya-Yoga.
The psychical element is viewed as wholly inactive. The
activity it manifests only seemingly belongs to it and is in
reality to be traced to its physical accompaniment, viz. the
internal organ. The element of consciousness is known as
the siksin' and corresponds to the purusa of the Sankhya-
* The word means ‘witness' or a disinterested looker-on. The con-
Epm thus relative: and the siksin as such is not therefore
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Yoga—the passive observer of the states of the internal
organ as they unfold themselves. It appears never by itself,
but always in association with the internal organ in its
latent or manifest form. The reverse also is true and no
internal organ is conceivable without involving a reference
to some siksin or other. Thus it is only the unity of the
passive siksin and the active antah-karana that is real for
all practical purposes. That is what knows, feels and wills,
In this complex form it is known as the jiva or the empirical
self. Such a conception satisfactorily accounts for what
would otherwise be wholly unintelligible, viz. the double
character of subject and object which one and the same jiva
exhibits in so-called self-consciousness. But for the presence
within it of the objective complement of the antah-karana
one could not, it is said, speak of knowing oneself, since what
knows can never be the same as what is known—a view
which is entirely opposed to that of Kumirila who

the ego to be simple and yet ascribes this double character
to it (p. 305). This complex entity is believed to endure in
one form or other till the time of release. When at last it
breaks up, the internal organ is absorbed by or loses its
identity in its source, Miy&, which for the moment we may
take to be the same as the prakrti of the Sasikhya-Yoga, and
the siksin losing its siksi-hood, as will become clear later,
becomes Brahman indeed. The siksin and the jiva are thus
not identical, though at the same time they are not quite
different either. While the jiva may become the object of
self-consciousness on account of the objective element it
includes, it is wrong to speak of the siksin as knowable, for
it is the pure element of awareness in all knowing: and to
assume that it is knowable would be to imply another
knowing element—a process which leads to the fallacy of
infinite regress. But the siksin does not therefore remain
unrealized, for being self-luminous, by its very nature, it
does not require to be made known at all. Its presence is
necessarily equivalent to its revelation and it is therefore
never missed. ‘That is self-luminousness,’ says the Padica-
dast, ‘which is revelation without any aid.’t In other words,

¥ xi 32,
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the jiva is spirit as immanent in the antah-karana, while
the siksin is spirit as transcendent.:

By jidna or knowledge in general we must understand in
the system neither a vrtti of the internal organ nor the
siksin by itself, but a blend of both—the vrtti as inspired by
the siksin. In jfidina thus understood, the vriti element is
contingent; the other, viz. the element of consciousness, is
eternal, being intrinsically Brahman itself which, owing to
its association with the wvrttis that appear and disappear,
only seems to be characterized by change, but is really
untouched by it. It is sometimes termed siksi-jidina to
distinguish it from vrtti-jiiina or empirical knowledge which
is a result of the interaction of subject and object. It is
present always and it is impossible to think it away. It is ‘the
light of all our seeing’ and does not cease to be even in deep
sleep. The antah-karana may have modal transformations
(paripima) other than vrtti-jfiina, such as pain and pleasure,
In fact, all internal states are viewed as its modes. But the
system does not in theory regard those other states as states of
consciousness so that they have to be known through a vrtti-
jiiiina. This distinction does not mean that pain and pleasure,
for instance, may exist and yet be not experienced; for
as states or modes of the internal organ they are necessarily
illumined by the siksin and are therefore known as they
arise just as jidna itself is.> It only shows that the doctrine
differentiates the cognitive from the other phases of the mind.
If we take this explanation with what we have already
stated, viz. that except in states like sleep the internal organ
will be ceaselessly operating we see that the jiva is never
without some jiiina or other.

Knowledge may be mediate or immediate, the distinction
between the two being that while in the former only the
‘that’ of an object is known, in the latter, the ‘what’ also is
revealed.’ Both kinds of knowledge are alike writis of the

* This is expressed as follows in Sanskrit:—Antah-karapa-visisto
jivah; antah-karpopahitah siksi: VP, p. 102.

3 VP, pp. 79-82.
3 Mediate knowledge removes only the ignorance concerning the
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internal organ in which the siksin is immanent. Knowledge
which gives the object directly is not here equated with
sensory perception, and there may be immediate knowledge
not involving sense-perception. The empirical self for instance
is immediately known, but it cannot be said to be

to any sense. Hence the word pratyaksa, which literally
means ‘presented to a sense,’ is here usually replaced by
the wider term aparoksa or ‘not mediate.’ If the following
conditions are satisfied, knowledge will be immediate, no
matter whether it comes through a sense or not. First, the
object must be such as can be directly known (vogya). For
example, a table can be so known but not virtue. This is not
so much a condition of immediacy as an indication that not
all things are perceivable. Secondly, the object must be
existent at the time; otherwise even a perceivable object
will not be immediately known. Our recollection of a table
that no longer exists cannot for this reason be immediate.
Lastly, there should be established a certain intimate
relation between the subject and the object in question. The
means of such relation is the vrtti which flows out® in the
case of external objects, but remains within where it origi-
nates in the case of internal ones like pain or pleasure, It
will be convenient to take the former variety of immediate
knowledge for finding out the meaning of this condition. The
subject and object are here by hypothesis removed from each
other and occupy different positions in space; and the vrtti
which relates them brings about for the time being what
may be described as an identity of ground for the two. The
exact manner in which this takes place is stated as follows:
When an organ of sense is brought into contact with an
object, the antah-karana, like a searchlight as it were, goes
out towards it and gets itself determined by it or assumes
the ‘form’ of that object. The existence of the object previous
to the appearance of knowledge is thus necessary so that

existence of an object {asattvipidakijfiina) ; immediate knowledge,
that regarding its exact nature also (abhiinipidakajiina),

See SLS. pp. o4 and 147; Pafica-daii, vi. 16.

* The metaphor is drawn from water in a tank flowing through the
sluice to a field to be irrigated and assuming its shape. VP, p. 57.
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psychologically the theory is realistic. When the wrtti
coincides with the object, perceptual knowledge arises. The
coincidence of these two, since the vrtti is a mode of the
internal organ, is really the coincidence of the jiva and the
object. They thus come to have the same ground; or the
being of the object, as it is stated, ceases then to be different
from the being of the subject. It is their identification in this
manner that constitutes the third and the last of the con-
ditions for an object being known immediately. Perception
as conceived here is accordingly the result of a communion
between the knower and the known; and it would therefore
be more appropriate to describe the object as ‘felt’ then
rather than known.? In the case of internal perception, when
the first two conditions are satisfied, i.e. when the object is
perceivable and is actually present at the time, the last
condition is invariably fulfilled, for internal states like pain or
pleasure are not, as already explained, different in fact from
the vrtti through which they are supposed to be experienced.
So if those states admit of being directly perceived at all
(yogya),s they do become immediately known whenever
they exist. If knowledge oecurs when one or more of these
conditions are lacking, it will be mediate. The table beyond
the wall can be known only mediately, for the vriti cannot
flow out to it to bring about the needed relation, contact
with one or other sensory organ being a necessary con-
dition for the starting out of the antah-karapa towards
the object. But even here, we should remember, a vrtti is
recognized, though it remains internal.

The above view of knowledge implies a classification of
objects into those that can be directly known and those that
cannot be so known. They may belong to the external world
or may be states or modes of the internal organ, External
r VP, p. 7.

* 'The theory of perception adopted by the Advaita Vedinta is
rather crude on the scientific side, though its metaphysical insight

is valunble." IP, vol. ii. pp. 4o2-3.

3 For example, religious merit (punya) and demerit (p&pa), which
also are regarded as modesof the antab-karanpa, are not perceivable
becanse they lack this condition of yogyatva or fitness, They are only
inferable or knowable through verbal testimony,
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objects may be perceivable and may also be present at the
time; yet they may or may not be directly known. Internal
states, on the other hand, when they satisfy those two
conditions are necessarily known immediately. To these two
kinds of objects must be added a third which is not only
necessarily known immediately but is always so known.
That is the empirical ego—the jiva or aharh padartha as
the same is sometimes designated. It is no doubt the object
side that is commonly attended to in knowledge; but it does
not mean that the subject remains unrevealed in it, although
it may not always show itself quite explicitly. As in the
Prabhikara school, all knowledge alike involves a reference
to it; and since the jiva, according to the Advaita is never
without some jfiina or other, the conscigusness of self
becomes a constant feature of all experience, It is this sense
of self that explains how one person is able to distinguish his
experience from that of others, It is absent only in states
like susupti or fainting,

So far we have treated of knowledge during the waking
state, But there is dream experience as well and even sleep
is not quite bereft of experience, We have now to consider
these states specifically, As already stated in the chapter on
the Upanisads, the essential distinction between dreams and
waking is that the senses co-operate in the latter, but not in
the former. Further, unlike waking, dreaming is not marked
by an association with the gross body. Yet there is in it the
feeling that the senses are co-operating and that a gross
body—not necessarily similar to that of the waking state—
is also present. We may dream of an elephant and we may
feel that we are riding on it. The consequence is that we
experience objects as existent at the time, This peculiarity
precludes the explanation of the state as due to a mere
revival of past impressions. Dreams are really more than
revived impressions ; they are new creations, A revival of the
impressions left by previous experience is of course
for them, but it does not furnish their whole explanation.
Dreams, so far as they are direct experience, should be placed
on a par with waking; and it is accordingly assumed that
objects are present then, apart from their knowledge. In
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memory on the other hand that is not the case, the reference
in it to things as past being quite clear. The character of
dream-objects, however, is held to be different from that of
the objects of wakeful experience; but the explanation of this
point we have to postpone till we reach the next section.

If the internal organ functions by itself in dreams unaided
by the senses, that also becomes latent in sleep. Of the two
elements that make up the jiva, one, viz. the antah-karana, is
lost in its cause Maya or, to state it more definitely, in that
part or aspect of it called avidyd which constitutes the
adjunct of individual jivas.: What endures then is the siksin
plus avidyd which is known as the kirana-farira or the
‘radical adjunct’ of the self as distinguished from its subtle
body (linga-$arira).* Consequently there is in sleep no subject
at all as such and no states of consciousness as in dreams or
waking. This makes the ‘experience’ of dreamless sleep quite
unique, though occurring normally and almost universally,
What we have in that condition is the siksin—not the
jiva—associated with its own avidyd, in which the internal
organ has provisionally merged. In this state also, we must
remember, individuality persists; but the individuality then
is due to the union of the siksin with avidya and not with
the internal organ, The avidyd operates in sleep only par-
tially. It obscures the true character of reality, but does not
split it up into a variety of ‘names’ and ‘forms’ as in dreams
or in waking, since the discontinuous and mutually excluding
vrttis of the internal organ are absent there, The experience
of sleep involves a reference to both these elements—con-
tinuance of personality and absence of all variety—as is
shown by the later reminiscences that one was asleep and did
not know anything. Over and above these there is felt in
sleep bliss which, according to a fundamental postulate of
* There is some divergence in the use of these terms—Méyi and
avidyl. We confine them here respectively to Miyi in its cosmic
character and in its ‘incidence,’ so to speak, on the individual,

* In place of the two adjuncts of the self as conceived in the Sinkbhya-
Yoga, we thus have three here: (1) kiirana-sarira, (2) linga-éarira and

(3) sthiila-sarira.
3 The recollection by the jiva of what was experienced by the siksin
is possible as the two are not really different. See SLS. PP 155-6.
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the system, is the very nature of the self and which, owing to
the absence of all distractions then, becomes manifest. This
unalloyed happiness survives even aflter waking, as shown
by the state of repose that continues for a while; but it
disappears as man lapses back into the vortex of common
life—a belief which is Wordsworthian in its character.t ‘All
beings visit that Brahma-world day after day, but not one
realizes it.”? None of these features of sleep, it must be noted,
is ‘known’ at the time, for no knowledge, whether mediate
or immediate, is possible in the absence of the internal organ.
But they are nevertheless realized then as shown by the fact

of their being recalled afterwards,

IT

There seem to be strictly but two views in regard to the
implication of knowledge—either to deny, like the Yogicira
school of Buddhism, that it ever points to an object outside
or to admit that it does so always, To postulate the object
where knowledge is true while denying it either directly or
indirectly where knowledge is erroneous is self-contradictory.,
To Sarnkara, all knowledge in the common acceptance of
the term points to an object as it does to a subject, and there
is no knowledge which does not involve this double implica-
tion. Where there is no object, there can be no knowledge,s
The ‘round square’ and the ‘barren woman's son' are unreal
{asat) and there can consequently be no knowledge of them
beyond a merely verbal one. But it may be asked how, if all
knowledge alike points to an object, illusions occur. In
answering the question it will be necessary to refer to the
example given in the previous chapter to illustrate the
pramidna known as arthipatti which the Advaitin also
recognizes. If Devadatta continues to be hale and healthy,
though not eating by day, we do not at once modify or give
up our belief about the need of food for living beings, but try
to reconcile the observed fact with it, and in so doing we
t Paiiea-daii, xi. 74-5. * Ch. Up. VIIL lid, 2.
1 Seee.g. com, on VS, IL. i, 28,
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assume that he must be eating by night. That is, when we
are face to face with a fact which contradicts a well-tested
view, we do not all at once revise that view, but endeavour
to harmonize the new fact with it by means of a suitable
hypothesis. In the present case, since it is inconceivable that
knowledge should arise without an objective counterpart
to it, the Advaitin assumes that there is an object even in
the so-called illusion; and, in order to distinguish illusion
from non-illusory knowledge, postulates a difference between
the fypes of objects cognized in them. The distinction
between illusion and ordinary knowledge is not accordingly
due to the absence and presence of an object outside corre-
sponding to its content, but to the difference in the character
of the object that is pointed to in either. Objects of illusion
are not common to several or general, their presence not
being vouched for by collective experience. The serpent
(say) which a person sees in the dark where there is only a
rope is special to him and may not be seen by others. It may
therefore be described as ‘private’ or personal to him, while
objects of common knowledge such as a real serpent are
‘public,” for they are cognized by others as well. A second
difference between the two types of objects is that while an
object of illusion lasts only as long as its knowledge lasts—
neither for a longer nor for a shorter period—that of ordinary
knowledge is more enduring. The latter is already there
before it comes to be apprehended and, generally speaking,?
continues to be after its apprehension ceases, as is shown for
instance by our recognition of it later®; the former on the
other hand comes to exist as we apprehend it and ceases to
be when our apprehension of it ceases, The one is described

v See Gawdapdda-Karikd, ii. 14. An object may of course disappear
and cease to be as we are apprehending it.

* It is possible to say that this feature characterizes illusion also,
and that so far the distinction of the objects of ordinary knowledge
from those of illusion vanishes. For example, the 'rope-serpent,’ once
seen, may be recognized after some time, if in the meanwhile the mis-
take has not been rectified. Such a position cannot be proved to be
false; and there have been Advaitins who maintained it (Cf. SLS.
Pp. 105-6). But it lands us eventually in solipsism and is not the
commonly accepted advaitic view.
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as vydvahirika or empirical; the other as pritibhasika or
apparent. Dream objects, to whose difference from those of
the waking state we have already referred, are of the second

The objects which we have described as private, it is
necessary to remember, are not mere ideas or purely
subjective, If they were, the advaitic theory of knowledge
would be the same as the Yogicira one which Sari
unreservedly criticizes,' viz, that there is no object apart
from its knowledge and that the commonly recognized dis-
tinction between them is a fiction. No private object can
indeed be conceived except as dependent upon a particular
individual ; the point to be noted is that it is not mental, but
an object of mind, This is brought out clearly in the explana-
tion given of the origin and nature of pritibhisika things to
which we shall soon refer. For the present we merely note
that the foregoing account shows how mistaken is the
common belief that Sarhkara views the objects of everyday
experience to be false or unreal. So far from doing this, he
claims some kind of reality even for objects of illusion. To
be perceived is for him fo e, and his theory may therefore
be described as an inversion of the one associated in western
philosophy with the name of Berkeley, This explanation
has one great merit. It accounts for illusion as it occurs.
What we experience in it is that we see the serpent or silver;
and this fact of knowing an object as present then and there
is not explained, but is rather explained away in other
theories of illusion.

In the light of this distinction among the objects of know-
ledge, we may explain error as arising when different types of
things are related in a judgment.? In the example 'This is
silver," the ‘this’ (i.e, shell) is empirically real and 'silver’
which is superposed upon it is only apparently so. In other
words, error is ‘illegitimate transference’ or adhydsa as

puts it in his celebrated Introduction to the
Vedinla-sitra. Though the empirical and the apparent

* VS, IL ii. 28-32,
: Cf. VP. p. 153. Satya-mithydi-vastu-tiditmyivagihitvena bhrama.

tva-svikirit,



352 OUTLINES OF INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

spheres are both objective, we, for the reasons assigned
above, take that which is superposed as less real than that
on which it is. The falsity of such knowledge is not realized
until we become conscious of the disparity between the
objects related in it. When a person is seeing silver where
there is only shell, he certainly does not know it to be false.
On the other hand, he then feels convinced that it is quite as
valid as any other knowledge. But when he approaches the
object, picks it up and discovers that it is too light to be
silver, he at once realizes that he was in error. What leads to
the discovery is therefore this other knowledge whose
object, because it is of the empirical kind, is not similarly
sublated.: Now as regards the relation between the two
terms involved in error: It cannot be identity, for things
belonging to different levels of being cannot be identified.
Nor can it be difference, for then the terms would not
appear as subject and predicate in the same judgment
as ‘This is silver” We cannot take it as identity-in-
difference either, for that conception, as we shall see in the
next section, is self-discrepant. The relation is therefore
regarded as unique and is called taddtmya.’ It is not real,
because it obtains between terms that belong to two different
orders of being. The water that is quaffed in a dream will not
quench actual thirst. At the same time the relation is not
unreal, for it is experienced. It is therefore like the lower of
the two objects it relates, apparent, not empirical. We may
further remark that the relation is such that negating the
higher of the two relata necessarily negates the lower. But
the reverse is not true, If the shell is denied, the silver is
not; but the negation of the silver is quite conceivable with

! Paratah eva apriminyam: VP. p- 338.

* It should be noted in this connection that pain, pleasure and other
modes of the antah-karaga, though ‘private,” are not thus sublated
and are therefore not priitibhisika. The same remark applies to the
antah-karana also,

! Literally the word means “identity” and is used in the Nyiya-
Vaitesika in the sense of the abstract identity of a term with itseli.
It is also used in the sense of ‘identity-in-difference’ by some like
Kumdrila. Here it has neither of these senses.
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the affirmation of the shell.t This is what constitutes appear-
ance. We accordingly describe the shell as the ground: of
which the silver is an appearance.

It is necessary to eludicate further the idea of adhyfsa.
From the fact that wherever there is adhyiisa, there is a
confusion between two orders of being, we deduce that it
presupposes ignorance, It is because we are oblivious of the
shell that we see silver in its Place. There are other causes also,
such as the previous experience of silver, defective eye-sight,
etc., to account for the mistake ; but it will suffice for our pur-
Pose to confine our attention to the most important of them,
viz. ignorance or avidyi. Now avidyi, which is only another
word for ajiiina, implies, like jfiana, some person to whom it
belongs (A¢raya) and some object to which it refers (visaya).
The notion of ‘knowledge’ is not complete until we mention
the subject that knows and the object that is known. Simi-
larly, in the case of avidyd, there must be someone whom it
characterizes and an object which is misapprehended in it.
In the present case, the person that mistakes the shell for
silver is its fdifraya, and the shell is its visaya. It is avidyas
thus determined that is described as the cause of silvert; and
it operates in a double manner., It conceals the fact of shell
and shows up silver in its place. To see silver where there is
only shell, a necessary condition is the concealment of the
shell. Suppression precedes substitution. These two aspects
of it are respectively termed dvarana or ‘veiling” and viksepa
or ‘revealing.’ As the avidyd does not put the shell entirely
! For this reason the silver is described as ananya with reference
to the shell which Samkara explains as ‘not existing apart from."

Ananyatvam vyatirekena abhdvah. See com, on VS, 11, i, 14.
* That is, the proximate ground. The ultimate ground is always
spirit or caitanya,
# This avidyd should not be confounded with the one described above
as the radical adjunct of the jiva. That is constitutive of the jiva;
this is only a passing characteristic of it. The one continues till
moksa is attained: the other disappears with the error it has oCea-
sioned.
4+ Avidya is directly the cause of the illusion, but all knowledge has
by hypothesis an object and that object, viz. ‘silver,” here is ascribed
0 the same avidyd, not being traceable to any other source,
See VP. p. 137.

z
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out of sight, it is not lack of apprehension—a mere gap in
thought—but misapprehension and is therefore described as
positive (bhAva-riipa). It is the contrary of vidya, not its
contradictory; and the condition for the resulting error to
disappear is the removal of avidyd which happens when
vidyid arises in the self-same person in regard to the self-same
object. It is the reference to a particular individual and to a
specific object which this avidyd involves that explains the
uniqueness of the silver of which it is described as the source.
Because it has a specific external object as its basis, the
silver to which it gives rise appears out there—spatially
determined—and is not a mere idea; and, because it has a
particular person for its dsraya, the illusion which it occa-
sions is special to him. It is this personal character that
distinguishes private objects from the empirical ones which,
as we shall see later, spring into being directly from Miyi and
are ‘public’ or verifiable by others also. Though the objects
we are now considering form an order by themselves, they
are not altogether sundered from the other, for avidya which
occasions private objects is dependent upon the same
source to which the common order of nature is due, viz.
Miyd,® and is therefore described sometimes as tiilavidyd or
auxiliary avidyd. It is owing to this sameness of the source
that when Mayd is overcome in moksa both realms of
objective being disappear alike. Otherwise though the
common order of nature may cease to be then, the other
might persist.

There is one important instance of adhyfsa which we must
specially consider now—the ego or aham-padirtha. Systems
like the Nydya-Vaidesika and the Mimfrsd regard it as a
simple and ultimate entity. 1t is in fact synonymous with the
self (itman) in those doctrines. But the Advaitin denies the
integrity of the self in this sense and takes it, we know, to be
a complex of the siksin and the internal organ. His reasons
in favour of this position are chiefly two: One is the fact of
self-consciousness which by showing in the same self the
contrary features of subject and object indicates its mixed
character. The other is the uniqueness of sleep experience.
£ SLS. p. 140 3 VP. p. 168, Miyd is then termed mildvidyd.
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If the ego or jiva were simple and endured throughout, all
experience would alike involve a reference to it. But that is
not the case, for sleep as interpreted here is without such
reference. We are therefore compelled to explain it as con-
sisting of two elements one of which, viz. the siiksin alone,
endures through the three states. The other, viz, the internal
organ, is common only to waking and dream ; and to it accord-
ingly should be ascribed all the specific features of those
states. ‘Love, desire, pleasure, pain and so forth are experi-
enced when the internal organ functions, but not in sleep;
hence they must be of the internal organ.’* Now the Nyiya-
Vaisesika and the Mimdrisi, which hold that the ego is not
analysable, maintain that it is distinct from the body, senses,
etc. But there is ordinarily an implied identification of these
distinct entities, as for instance when one says ‘I am stout,”
‘I am blind,’ where 'stoutness' and ‘blindness’ which are
respectively the characteristics of the body and the sense of
sight are predicated of the self. These systems explain the
identification as more or less consciously made, as for example
when we describe a man as a 'giant’ and as therefore having
only a secondary or rhetorical significance (gauna)—support-
ing their position by reference to the equally familiar ex-
perience finding expression as ‘my body,' etc., where the
distinction appears explicitly. The Advaitin does not accept
this explanation. He contends that the characteristic of
gauna or secondary usage, viz. the consciousness at the time
of the distinction between the objects identified, is lacking
here and ascribes the identification to an unconscious
confusion between the entities involved, viz. body, senses,
etc., on the one hand, and the siksin on the other, It
accordingly involves, in his view, ignorance of the true
character of those entities and is a case of error or
adhydsa. There are indeed occasions, he admits, when we do
distinguish between the two, as when we speak of ‘our body,"
* Rigecchi-sukha-dubkhidi buddhan satyim pravartate:
Sosuptan nist] tannféit tasmit buddhesty nitmanakb,
These are all vritis as inspired by the siksin and it is their vrtti aspect
alone that belongs to the antab-karapa. The resemblance to the
Sigkhya-Yoga here is clear,
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but he explains them as only flashes of the truth which are
soon veiled from us. This argument is applicable to the antah-
karana also and when a person feels pain, for example, and
says ‘I am suffering,’ he is illegitimately transferring to the
true itman what according to the previous reasoning belongs
to the antah-karana.' If the ego is complex and is an instance
of adhyisa, the entities constituting it must belong to diffe-
rent orders of being. We get a hint here of a third kind of
reality ; for the internal organ, one of the two involved in it,
is an empirical reality being an effect of Mayi and as such
stands higher than appearances having avidyd for their
source. The higher reality is the siksin or more strictlys
siksi-svariipa which is Brahman itself, It is designated true
or paramirthika reality.3

If error signifies that the objects related in it belong to
different orders of being, truth by implication should
consist in relating objects of the same order; but, for reasons
to be explained presently, we shall take this definition as
holding good only within the sphere of empirical things and
not in the case of appearances which are contradicted when
we judge them in relation to that sphere. A dream-judgment
like "This is an elephant’ is not true although its two terms
alike stand for realities of the pritibhisika type, because
both are set aside so soon as one awakes4 Pramina we
+ The Nyidya-Vaidesika and the Mimirhsi also admit that the manas
which corresponds to the Advaitin's antab-karapa is diflerent from
the self; but they view pain, etc., as features directly characterizing
the dtman. There is therefore nothing, according to those doctrines,
that is out of the normal in the experience ‘T am suffering” to need an
explanation.
* The notion of the siksin, as already pointed out, is relative to an
antah-karana and cannot therefore be regarded as ultimate. Saksi-
svariipa means the essence of the siksin,
1 Some recognize only one kind of being. See VP. pp, 221-3. Some
again do not make any distinction between vyldvahiirika and priti-
bhisika being. According to the latter, the reality of the waking state
does not stand higher than that of the dream state—what is true
according to either being sublated in the other. See Note 2 on p. 350.
4 The ground of the adhyfsa here is taken to be spirit or caitanya,
as indeed it is in the case of "shell-silver’ also eventually (VP, pp.
162-3). The only difference is thatin the latter the illusion is mediated
by an empirical object, viz. the shell, while in the former it is direct.
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accordingly define as that which leads to knowledge whose
content is not sublated (abadhita) as the result of later
experience.' The silver seen where there is only a shell
disappears the moment we scrutinize it, but the shell does
not vanish in the same manner, The knowledge of the silver
is therefore bhrama and that of the shell, pramai. True, even
the latter may prove a delusion from a higher standpoint ;
but such a consideration may be excluded when we are
contrasting empirical things with appearances. What is
meant when we say that the knowledge of the shell is prami
is that, unlike that of the silver, it justifies its claim for truth
throughout empirical lifez—not that it is ultimately real. As
regards the question whether novelty (anadhi gatatva) should
be regarded as a necessary element in truth (p. 313), the
Advaitin is indifferent; but with his partiality for the
Bhitta view, he would prefer to include it among the con-
ditions of validity. In accordance with the orthodox view of
revelation (p. 180), this condition is necessary in the case of
fruti.s

The Advaita recognizes all the six praminas mentioned in
connection with the Kumirila school of Mimarsi and
generally agrees with it in matters of detail also.s Of the
points of difference between the two, it will suffice to touch
upon only the following here, all of them having reference to
verbal testimony:—

(i) The Mimarisa rejects the view that the Veda was ever
composed by anybody (p. 312), and the Nyaya-Vaidesika
ascribes its authorship to Iévara (p. 258). The position of
Sarhkara in regard to this point, like that of the other
Vedintins, is midway between the two. Like the Mimarnsaka,
but unlike the Nyiya-Vaidesika, he admits that the Veda is
apauruseya; but he re-defines that word so as to make it
signify not that the Veda has no author and is eternal, but
that it is produced or, more properly, resuscitated at the
beginning of each kalpa by one that cannot interfere either
with its content or with the order of its words. In the case
of works like the Raghu-vasmsa, the author composes it just
* VP. pp. 19 i, * VP. pp. 36-8. 3 VP. p. 298,
* Compare the saying; Vyavahire Bhitta-nayah.



358 OUTLINES OF INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

as he likes. Here, on the other hand, the first promulgator of
the Veda in every cycle who is God repeats it anew, but
precisely as it was in earlier cycles. That is, the Veda is self-
existent in this view also; only it is not the seli-same Veda
that always is, but a series of what may be described as
re-issues of an eternal edition which goes back to beginning-
less time. This, it will be seen, is not in substance difierent
from the Mimirhsi view, excepting that it finds a place for
God in the doctrine.

(i) Sarhkara, following Kumdrila, admits $abda to be a
pramina outside the Veda also; but he does not restrict its
independent logical validity, within the Veda, to injunctive
statements (p. 318). Assertive propositions found there may
be equally valid, so that there is nothing in the nature of the
Veda as verbal testimony to preclude it from treating directly
of mattersof fact (bhiita-vastu) like Brahman or the highest
reality. Statements like Tat tvam asi which occur in the
Upanisads thereby acquire independent logical value here;
and there is no need to subordinate them in one way or
another to ritualistic commands as in the Mimamsa.

(iii) The truth revealed by the scriptures, contrary to
what the Mimarisaka thinks, is here the fundamental unity
of Being. We shall see later in what sense this unity is to be
understood in the Advaita, and may now consider the place
in the scheme of praminas of perception which seems to
vouch for the truth of diversity and thus to come into con-
flict with the teaching of revelation that all is one. The
primary aim of perception, like that of the other praminas, is,
according to Sarnkara, to serve empirical purposes, It gives
no guarantee for metaphysical validity,' so that what we
commonly hold real may not be truly so. ‘Common knowledge
is true,’ he says,? 'so long only as the identity of oneself with
Brahman is not realized, as dreams are until one does not
awake.” In other words, the transcendental ideality of the
world does not exclude its empirical reality.3 Such a view
considerably modifies the notion of inherent validity (svatah-
i Cf. Nairharmya-siddhi, ti. 5; iii. 44 and 83-6. : V5. I i 14,
1 See Deussen: Syslemi of the Veddnta, p. 55. Ci. stanzas cited by
Sarhkara at the end of his com. on VS, L i 4.
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pramiinya) which the Advaitin, like the Mimdrhsaka (p. 307),
accepts. That knowledge is true requires, according to the
Advaita also, no explanation, for by its very nature it is so.

This self-validity, however, for the reason just mentioned, is
to be understood here as relative and not absolute as in the
Mimérhsd. Even the validity of the Veda, generally speaking,
is only such. When it teaches that starga can be attained
through the performance of a certain sacrifice, it is of course
true; but the Veda does not thereby vouch for the wifimate
reality of either the svarga or anything connected with it. The
fact is that the Advaita recognizes a higher, viz. the absolute
standpoint from which all pramfinas alike, inclusive of the
Veda, lose their relative validity. An exception is made only
in the case of Upanisadic statements that teach the unity of
all-Being. These statements are pramiina in the ahbsolute
sense, for the knowledge which they convey is never shown
to be wrong. But it does not secure for the pramina itself
ultimate reality, for in moksa where nothing but Brahman
remains, even that pramina as such must disappear. It
signifies that a false means may lead to a true end—a position
which may appear untenable; but there are many instances
in life where this happens. The image of a person as reflected
in a mirror is not real, but it does not therefore fail to serve
as the means of showing to him so many facts about his
appearance. The roaring of a lion in a dream is not real, but
it may wake the dreamer to actual life, It is necessary,
however, to remember in thus admitting the utility of error
that nothing here is absolutely unreal so that even a false
means is not without a nucleus of truth.*

So much about vrtti-jiifina or knowledge as it is commonly
known to us. But according to the advaitic analysis of it,
empirical knowledge is a complex consisting of a physical
factor and a psychical one, neither of which by itself is
adequate to explain experience as we are familiar with it,
We have now to point out the full implication of this analysis
on its psychical side. The sfiksin which is the psychical
element is always present like an ever-luminous lamp, the
enduring and changeless element in experience which does

t See Sarhkara on V5. I1. i 14; Naigkarmya-siddhi, iii. 108-g,
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not cease to be even in deep sleep. It is individual and deter-
minate, being defined by reference to the particular internal
organ with which for the time being it seems associated. It
is accordingly termed jiva-siksin, What comes within the
range of one siksin—through the medium of its own antah-
karana in the waking and dream states and through avidya
in deep sleep—is not necessarily within the experience of
other siksins. But existent objects as a whole can be under-
stood only as presented to some siksin, for consistently with
the eventually idealistic position of the Advaita there can
be no reality outside what either knows or is known. This
line of reasoning leads to the postulating of a cosmic siksin
or absolute consciousness (I4vara-siksin) which sustains
everything that is.® It is, in reality, the ground of the whole
universe and is, as we shall see more fully in the next section,
the Brahman of the Advaita, It is designated svarfipa-
jiiina or pure consciousness. The wrtti-jiiina draws its
breath and substance from it, and the whole complex of
empirical or finite knowledge would be nowhere without the
light of this absolute or infinite consciousness,

To sum up: Our analysis of experience has led us, on the
one hand, to an infinite consciousness or absolute spirit
(anubhiiti or caitanya); and, on the other, to two realms of
objectswhich, however, have no being apart from that spirit.
We may deduce this principle from the nature of the siksin
as we have just done or from the nature of those realms of
being. We may argue that just as the pritibhisika reality
points to a vyivahirika one, the vydvahfrika in its turn
does, to a piramirthika reality. If an appearance lasts only
as long as its jiiina lasts and the empirical persists ever
afterwards, this higher reality is timeless. Thus we have
altogether three orders of being of which two alone are
related to time. The third, which is the same as the svariipa-
Jiiina referred to above, is the Brahman of the Vedinta. The
recognition of this higher reality reveals a new form of error.
The one we have drawn attention to thus far is that in which
a pritibhisika object is superposed upon a vyivaharika one.
It is error as is familiarly known. But if error is illegitimate

i YP. pp. 10z ff,
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transference, the superposition of an empirical ‘what’ on the
highest Being also should be erroneous. This is not, however,
error which occurs within the world of experience like the
other, but lies at the root of it. It is involved in the very
notion of the e¢go or the knowing subject (pramiti) because
in it two incompatibles are, as we have seen, confounded with
each other. It therefore vitiates all our knowledge at its
source. The whole of the universe in the form in which it is
experienced by us is due to this metaphysical error wherein
the empirical is mistaken for the real, and is an abstraction
apart from its ground, viz. Brahman.' That is, there is a
higher standpoint from which even empirical things are only
appearances. It is in this sense that the Advaita maintains
that the world is not real (mithyil) and that Brahman is the
sole truth. The conception of truth and error in the system
thus becomes relative, and it is essentially wrong to speak of
any knowledge as true or false without mentioning at the
same time the sphere with reference to which it is adjudged,
It was for this reason that we defined truth above relatively
to a particular level of being, viz. the empirical, Really,
however, even this ‘truth’ is an error. Only we should not
forget that, according to the Advaita, all error is but par-
tially so, for it contains a core of truth—the shell for instance
in the case of silver and in the case of the shell itself when we
regard it as not real, the higher reality of which it is an

appearance,

I

The ontological position of the Advaita has already been
indicated generally in dealing with its view of knowledge. We
shall now restate the same, adding some details. Of the three
types of being mentioned, we need treat only of two here,
viz, the empirical and the true or the metaphysical. The
former, we have already stated, is common to all and exists
independently of individual consciousness. It also, as
experienced by different individuals, is no doubt partly
! Contrast the Sinkhya-Yoga view where the elements constituting
the empirical ego are independently real.
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divergent, for each cognizes only so much of the world as is
within the reach of his limited faculties and is in kinship
with his particular temperament. To give the illustration of
the Paiica-dasi,' a father may think that his son who has
gone away from home to a distant place is alive while as a
matter of fact he is no more. One and the same object again
may occasion different and even opposite feelings in different
persons, But these worlds as given in the experience of
individuals are not entirely separate. They have, as indeed
we ordinarily take for granted, a common basis unlike the
dream-worlds, for instance, of two or more persons. That
is the world as it is; and it is termed l4vam-srsta (‘God-
created’), while the same as it exists in the medium of one's
individual consciousness is described as jiva-srsta® (‘jiva-
created’). Such a view implies that we accept many selves,
There is of course nothing preventing us from criticizing this
position as a begging of the question, but the only alternative
to it is solipsism, which, though as a theory it may be irrefut-
able, is repugnant to thought and really stultifies all effort at
philosophizing, We shall accordingly take for granted the
plurality of selves so far as our present discussion goes. These
selves or jivas differ from the common objects of experience
in being coeval with time and not in it like them3—a belief
which the Advaitin shares with the followers of the other
orthodox systems. Thus each of the indefinite number of
selves we have assumed has been there from the beginning of
time or is anfidi. The empirical world which is vouched for by
collective experience presents both unity and diversity, there
being a common and enduring element along with different
and changing ones in it. It may be described as a systematic
whole, for it exhibits a causal order. It also involves a purpose
inasmuch as its creation, as explained in the chapter on the
Upanisads (p. 79), rests upon a moral necessity. Such
indications of physical and moral order in it, no doubt, are
not altogether conclusive; but there is the significant fact

1 jv, 20-35.
2 It is the world as it exists for an individoal that is the source

of bondage to him, not the world as it is, See Pmica-dad, iv. 32.
3 Cf. Sarhkara on VS. II. iii. 16 and 17.
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that they become more numergus and clearer with the
advance of knowledge and the growth of human institutions.
When once the cosmic character of the world is admitted, we
trace it back to a source which, though simple, accounts for
all aspects of it, This source or the first cause is Maya which
symbolizes to us the unitary character of the physical world.
Diversity is only implicit in it, while in the objective world
that develops from it, it is quite explicit. There is, however,
one important difference between Miyd and its products.
The latter, as their very description as ‘products’ testifies,
have all a beginning in time; but the former being the first
cause can obviously have no such beginning, It also is there-
fore anddi like the jivas alluded to above. Jivas and Miya
thus form a new type of entities and differ from commeon
objects which are all in time; but theyv are not, it should be
added, altogether unrelated to time like Brahman or the
ultimate reality,

It has been stated that the sphere of empirical objects is
independent of individual consciousness. On the principle,
however, to which we have already referred that whatever is,
if not itself mind, must be for mind, it should depend upon
some consciousness; for otherwise the statement that it ds
wonld be meaningless, Granting such an all-sustaining
consciousness, it is easy to see what conditions it must
satisfy. It should last as long as the world in its causal or
effect form lasts, That is, it must be anidi. It cannot be any
finite consciousness in the sense in which a jiva is, for it
must know the contents of the entire universe. Not only
this, whatever is known must also be correctly and directly
known by it, for error and mediate knowledge which imply
limitation of one kind or another are, by our hypothesis,
excluded in the case of that consciousness. That is, its
experience must be direct, complete and correct. This cosmic
subject, as we may term it, to whom the whole of existence
is related as an object, is the Isvara of Advaita and it is the
third of the entities coeternal with time along with Maya
and the jivas, Here we find the triple factor forming the
subject-matter of all philosophy and rehgion. To them we
may add a fourth, viz. time itself to which we have all along
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been alluding but which cannot be brought under any of the
other three heads.

We shall now briefly state the nature of these four entities
which, though they are not distinct from the empirical
universe, stand on a footing of their own:—

(1) Jiva.—This is the empirical self, the true nature of
which has already been considered. It is manifold, each jiva
having its own peculiar features, although agreeing with the
rest of its class in many respects. It represents the spiritual
element in the universe ; but it is the spiritual element appear-
ing not by itself, but invariably in association with physical
adjuncts such as the antah-karana. Its essential associate,
however, is avidyd, the individual's share of Maya which is
the adjunct of Iévara. Just as the whole universe is the effect
of Miyi, the portions of the universe which constitute the
gross and subtle bodies of an individual self are conceived
as the effects of that particular seli's avidyd. In fact, the
relation of Iévara to the world is exactly parallel to that of
the jiva to its own organism. Considered apart from these
individual and cosmic accompaniments, the jiva and Iévara
are one or, more strictly, are not different. That is the signi-
ficance of Tat tvam asi. The jivas which we have assumed to
be many are in consequence only empirically so; and the
individunality characterizing each is due to its adjuncts such
as the body and the senses. Intrinsically they are but one, for
each is alike the supreme reality.

(2) Miyd.—This is the first cause of the physical universe
and consequently corresponds to the prakrti of the Sankhya-
Yoga; but there are important differences and metaphysically
the two are poles asunder. From it spring into being not only
organic bodies that house jivas but also all inorganic nature.
The things arising from Maya we commonly regard as real;
but truly they cannot be described as either sat or asat. They
are known (dréya) and to that extent at any rate cannot be
unreal, for the absolutely unreal, like ‘the hare’s horn," is only
words. Nor can they be regarded as real in their own right,
for they are objective (jada) and hence depend entirely upon
spirit for their being. This characteristic of not being finally
classifiable as either real or unreal (sadasadvilaksana)
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constitutes the uniqueness of the things of experience and
should naturally be found also in their cause, Miyd. They are
neither something nor nothing, and are therefore fermed
mithyid. They are not unreal as commonly assumed by the
critics of the doctrine; only they are not ultimate, Or, in
ather words, their reality is relative and they may be
regarded as appearances when contrasted with the higher
reality of Brahman. In giving rise to such things, Miyi
resembles avidyd, the source of common illusions, and is
therefare described as the principle of cosmic illusion. In this
it differs from the prakrti of the Sankhya-Yoga which is real
in the full sense of the term.

(3) Tévara.—We described Miyi as the source of the
physical universe. But this source, for reasons already as-
signed, being altogether dependent upon the cosmic siksin,
cannot act by itsell. In strictness, therefore, the two elements
should together be reckoned as giving rise to the world.
Here we find another point of difference from the Sinkhya-
Yoga where prakrti is supposed to be endowed with the
spontaneity required for manifesting of itself the whole of
the physical world. It is the cause of the world in this
complex form or spirit together with Mayd that is the
1évara of Advaita. Or as it is sosmewhat differently expressed,
Miyi is the potency (Sakti) inherent in Iévara through which
he manifests the objective world with all its diversity of
names and forms,* But he at the same time sees through the
diversity, so that he never misses its unde'rl}fiuf unity as we
do. Though the universe as emerging from lsvara is not
around but within him, the exercise of this potency gives
rise to a sense of ‘the other’; and Mayd may therefore be
regarded as the principle of self-consciousness or self-
determination. It interpolates a distinction where really
there is none. In this sense, Miyva cannot be the source of
the universe, but is a mere accessory to Iévara in bringing
it into existence out of himself. For reasons similar to those
adduced in explaining the parallel conception of avidydi—
the source of ordinary illusions, Mayd or the principle of
cosmic illusion is conceived as more-than a negation of

t See Sathkara on VS, L iv. 3.
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jiina. The very fact that it serves as the cause of the visible
universe shows that it should be so far positive. It is again, on
the analogy of avidyd, described as having two powers—
dvarapa and viksepa. In its viksepa phase it projects the
aggregate of names and forms constituting the world. The
function of Avarana is to obscure the unity of Being; but
since that unity is never concealed from Iévara, Mayi in its
Avarapa aspect is stated to be powerless over him, Nature
does not veil spirit from him. This sets a vast gulf between
the jiva and lévara. It, in fact, accounts for the bondage of
the one and the freedom of the other. Owing to the power
which the @varana phase of Miy3 or avidyd wields over it,
the jiva believes in the ultimacy of mere variety, and to this
belief, as also to its fragmentary view of the world already
mentioned, should be traced all the evil to which it is subject,
It ordinarily identifies itself with the organism with which it
is bound up and looks upon the rest of reality as wholly
external. It develops likes and dislikes for a small part of it,
and assumes an attitude of indifference towards the rest. In
the case of Iévara, on the contrary, such preferences and
exclusions are impossible according to our hypothesis. He
identifies himself with the whole world and the identification
is not, as in the case of the jiva and its organism, due to any
confusion (adhyisa) between the self and the not-self, but is
the outcome of a continual realization of the true nature of
both. The ideal of morality as conceived in the Advaita, we
may state in passing, is gradually to replace the narrow
view held by the jiva by one like that of the cosmic self,
whose interests coincide with those of the universe,' ‘Con-
siderations of “‘mine” and "thine" weigh only with the little-
minded ; to the large-hearted, on the other hand, the whole
world is like a single household,’
Such a conception naturally lends itself to a two-fold
frmntaﬁnn, and that is why it is described not only as
svara or ‘the Lord’ but also as the saguna Brahman. The
former being personal may be taken as the ideal of advaitic
¥ See Sathkara on Ch. Up, IT1. xiv. 1 and on VS. 1. ii. 1-8.

* Ayam nijah paro veti gapani laghu-cetasim:
Uddra-caritindm tu vasudhaiva kutumbakam,
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religion—standing for an all-knowing almighty God, the
creator, preserver and destroyer of the world ; the latter, not
being so, as that of advaitic philosophy—standing for the
Absolute which explains the world-system as it is, When we
consider the universe in reference to this supreme subject,
there is only one type of reality in place of the two found in
the case of the jiva; and that is of the phenomenal or
Eﬂﬁbhisika type. For by hypothesis whatever is, is known to

vara and no part of it lasts longer than the time during
which it is experienced. In this sense, lévara may be described
4s an eternal dreamer. But we must not think that he is
deluded. That would be so if he did not realize the identity
of the objective world with himself, or if any aspect of the
truth about it remained unrevealed to him, What is meant

unity with himself being always realized, all variety as swuch
is known to him to be a mere abstraction, It is just this
distinction between the relation of the world to I¢vara on
the one hand and to the jiva on the other that critics over-
look when they say that according to Sarnkara the objective
world is unreal. It is no doubt an appearance to Iévara, but
not to us who have not realized its unity with ourselves, Till
we are able to do so and make our life a mirror of our new
convictions, we must view it as real whatever its ultimate
nature may be,

(4) Time.—We have so far assumed an entity like time
and taken it as lying outside the remaining three. It really
represents the relation between spirit and Maya.» Of these,
the former alone is completely real and not Maya also.
Hence the relation between them, like that between the shell
and silver, cannot be fully real. That is, time is phenomenal.
In this connection it is necessary to point out the advaitic
view of space. It is regarded as an offshoot of Miyi and the
first object to be created,: so that the Advaitin does not place
time and space on the same footing. Its conception pre-
supposes the principle of causation already at work, but not
so the conception of time, While all things born, excepting

! See Vana-mdld on Simkara’s com. on Taif, Up., p. 131 (Srirangam
Edn.). s Tait. Up. ii, 1.
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space, are in time and space, space is in time only. Jiva,
Iévara and Miyi are neither in time nor in space.

These are the fundamental entities of the Advaita con-
sidered from the empirical standpoint. It is not necessary to
enter here into cosmological details, for they are practically
the same as those mentioned in the chapter on the Upanisads.
These entities, it should be clear from their description given
above, are not disparate. They are interrelated and together
constitute a system which, as time is included in it, may be
taken to be dynamic in its character. The question now to
consider is whether such a conception is satisfactory enough
to remain final. The conclusion of the Advaita is that it is
not, whether we judge it from the standpoint of practical
religion or from that of speculative philosophy:—

(1) Thus to view it as representing a theistic ideal: There
is the well-known difficulty—to mention only one—of
reconciling God's assumed goodness and power with the
presence of physical and moral evil in the world.' Even
supposing that evil exists only from our standpoint and not
from that of God or I$vara as defined above, the theistic
position does not become fully comprehensible. We cannot,
for instance, understand why God should have created the
world. To ascribe a motive to him would be to admit that he
has ends to attain; and that would be to question his per-
fection or all-sufficiency (paritrptatvam). To deny a motive
and ascribe the work of creation to his intrinsic nature or to
some sudden impulse in him would be to reduce God to an
automaton or attribute caprice to him; and either way his
supposed omniscience is compromised.? There are solutions
of such difficulties suggested in the Advaita as in theistic
doctrines generally; and these attempts at justifying the
ways of God to man are not without their appeal to the
religious mind. But, as Sarhkara observes, they are not final
because they ‘have reference to the world of names and forms
founded upon avidyi.'s In other words, such solutions, like
the problems they solve, keep us tied to the realm of rela-
tivity and, as the essence of the relative is to point beyond

+ V5. 1L i, 34-6, 3 Ibid., 32-3
3 See com. on siitra 33 ad finem. Ci. Bhdmail on siitra 34
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itself for its complete explanation, the theistic conception
cannot be regarded as ultimate.

(2) The same conclusion is reached when we regard it as
the philosophic Absolute. The relation for instance which
appears to constitute its several elements into a system will
on examination be seen to be not really intelligible. Let us
consider first the place of the jivas in it: Since, according to
the doctrine, the jivas do not originate and are anidi like the
saguna Brahman itself, the relation between the two should
be anadi. So much is certain. But what is the nature of this
relation? It is not identity, for the saguna Brahman cannot
be the same as any of the jivas with its fragmentary experi-
ence. Nor can it be regarded as a collection of all of them, for
that would give us only a collection of individual experiences
and not, as required, an integral one which alone can serve
as the ground and explanation of the whole universe. That
is, we cannot identify the saguna Brahman with either any
of the jivas or with the totality of them. Equally impossible
is it to think of it as altogether different from or outside them,
for in that case there would not be that intimate connection
between the two which is implied in the description of the
whole as a system. A similar reasoning applies to the relation
between the saguna Brahman and the physical universe
emerging from it; only as the latter unlike the jivas has a
beginning, being produced, the relation is not anadir It
cannot be identity, for an effect as such is not the same as its
cause; nor is it difference, for then the two cannot be repre-
sented as cause and effect.

But it may appear to us that the relation in question
is one of identity-in-difference. Such a conception itself,
according to the Advaitin, is self-discrepant. This is a point
which is discussed at great length in advaitic works.: It is
not possible to enter here into all the details of the discus-
sion; so we shall content ourselves with drawing attention
to its main features.s Let M and N be two entities between

' If we take, instead of the visible universe, its source Miyi, the
relation is anddi.
* See e.g. BUV. IV, ii, st. 1637-1787;: Bhamari, 1. i, 4-
2 Cf. I'sfa-siddhi (Gaekwad's Orfental Series), pp. 18-22,
AA
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which the relation in question is supposed to exist. Now
neither of them can as suck be both identical with and
different from the other. It would mean that M is both N and
not-N and that N similarly is both M and not-M, which is
a violation of the law of contradiction. When two things are
distinct in fact, they cannot be the same. We cannot accept
both sides of a contradiction to be true, But it may be said
that this deficiency, if it be one, is vouched for by experience
and that, since experience is our only guide, we must ac-
quiesce in it (p. 161). Such an argument seems to the Advaitin
like a refusal to think. He admits that we finally depend
upon experience for determining the truth about things, but
he does not therefore relinquish the right to re-examine the
meaning of experience when it results in a palpable self-
contradiction and seek for a new explanation of it, if possible.
The data of experience, merely because they are such, put
us under no constraint to accept them under all circumstances
as logical verities. Further, it may be granted for the sake of
argument that there is no valid ground for doubting the
reality of the content of experience as it ordinarily occurs,
when there is agreement among thinkers about it. But the
point in guestion is not one about which we find any such
agreement. Even the realist Naiydyika, we know, postulates
the new-fangled relation of samaviya in such cases with a
view to avoid the necessity for admitting the real to be self-
contradictory. Whatever view, therefore, we may hold about
the verdict of experience in general, the present case at any
rate is not one where it can be accepted without scrutiny.
1f M and N do not constitute an identity in difference directly,
it may be thought that they do so mediately through features
or elements in them—some of which are identical and others
different. Thus we may say that M and N possess one or more
common features which may be represented by @ and, at the
same time, exhibit differences represented by x and y re-
spectively. According to this explanation, what is identical is
quite distinct from what is different; yet the entities, viz.
M and N, by virtue of such features, it may be said, are
identical with and, at the same time, different from each
other. Such an explanation may seem to solve the difficulty,

S R e = 2

R Rkl -



VEDANTA (4) ADVAITA 371

but the solution is only apparent, for it merely shifts the
difficulty to another set of things, It assumes that M and N
are characterized by @ x and a y respectively, and the
assumption leaves us where we were, for we cannot satis-
factorily explain the relation between a thing and its so-called
characteristics. Now the relation between M and a %, to
take only one of the entities, cannot be identity, for then
the distinction between @ amd x would vanish, both
being identical with the same M; and with it also the
relation of identity-in-difference between M and N. Nor
can a and x be different from M, for then their character,
whatever it may be, will cease to affect M and therefore
also its relation to N. So we are driven to think of identity-
in-difference as the only possible relation between these.
That is, in explaining the relation in question between
M and N, we presuppose the same relation within each of
them; and pursuing the inquiry further will only lead to an
infinite process.:

For such reasons the Advaitin views the relation between
the saguna Brahman and its constitutive elements as unigue
or as tiditmya in the sense explained in the previous
section—not to be characterized as identity or difference
or identity-in-difference. Hence the conception of saguna
Brahman involves adhyiisa, and like that of Iévara cannot
be regarded as ultimate. Or to state it differently, the saguna
Brahman includes not merely reality but also appearance,
which is something less than the real. The element of reality
in it is the ultimate of Advaita. It should be carefully noted
that this reality is not the mere unity underlying the diversity
of the universe, for unity and diversity are relative to each
other, and it is impossible to retain the one as real while
rejecting the other as an appearance. Both of them are alike
appearances and the advaitic Ultimate is what is beyond

! 1t does not alter the matter if M and N, instead of being two
abjects, are two moments in the history of one and the same object,
say P. The argument would still be applicable to them, the only
difference being that what are described as identical features are
truly so in the latter, but are only similar and remain separate in

the former,
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them—their non-phenomenal ground (nirvisesa-vastu). It is
for this reason that Samkara describes his doctrine as
advaita or ‘non-duality,” and not as aikya or ‘unity.” By
discarding the notion of bhedibheda or, more specifically,
by refusing to accept a changing Brahman as ultimate,
Sarhkara differentiates his doctrine from Brahma-parindma-
viida advocated by other Vedintins according to whom both
the physical universe and the jivas actually emerge from
Brahman.! Brahman according to him does not evolve in
this sense, but only gives rise to appearances which, though
entirely depending upon it, affect it no more than the silver
does the shell in which it appears. He thus enunciates a
new view of causation which is different from both the
parinima-vida and the drambha-vida with which we are
familiar. According to it, the cause produces the effect with-
out itself undergoing any change whatsoever. It is vivarta-
viida or the doctrine of phenomenal development. Viewed in
the light of this theory, Brahman only appears as the world.
It is the original of which the world, as it has been said,?» may
be regarded as ‘a translation at the plane of space-time';
and Brahman depends as little for its being on the world as
an original work does on its translation. This is what is
otherwise known as the Miya doctrine.3 Though the doctrine
as it appears here naturally shows considerable development
in matters of detail, it has, as we have pointed out (p. 63), a
definite basis in the Upanisads. The charge that it is alien to
the Vedinta is therefore really without foundation. Again, by
postulating a Reality behind the self-discrepant world of
experience, Sarnkara differentiates his doctrine from the
dfinya-vida of the Midhyamika. The discrepancy charac-
terizing the saguna Brahman or its relativity only degrades it
to the level of appearance; it does not dismiss it altogether.
If according to the Madhyamika it is impossible for thought

t Some like Bhiskara take the universe alone as the paripdma of
Brahman and not the jivas also,

# [P. vol, il. 570.

3 If the Advaitin sometimes uses terms implying beliefin parinima,
he should be understood as speaking from the empirical standpoint.
See Samhkaraon VS, 11, i. 14 and Bhdmati on L iv. 27,
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to rest in the relative, it is equally impossible for it, according
to Sarhkara, to rest in absolute nothing. To use the termin-
ology of the Upanisads, the Advaita denies only 'names’ and
"forms’ but not that which appears under their guise. Or, as
an old writer has observed, while the Advaitin negates only
distinction (bheda), the Madhyamika negates it as well as
the distincts (bhidyamina). That there is a Reality at the
back of all empirical things again is not a mere assertion, for
it is maintained here, as we know, that the thinking subject
in us is not different from it so that its being becomes an
immediate certainty. If we denied it, the very fact of denial
would affirm it.* We may not know what it exactly is; but
its presence itself, owing to the basic identity of ourselves
with it, can never be doubted.

What is the nature of this Reality? As indicated in an
earlier section, it may be represented on the one hand as the
infinite Consciousness implied by empirical knowledge or as
the infinite Being presupposed in all finite existence. But it is
neither empirical knowledge nor phenomenal being, for
each of them has appearance superadded to the real and so
far fails to represent the latter in its purity. Such knowledge
and being, though revealing the ultimate, do not represent
it truly and the same is the case with all empirical things.
While they are not apart from it, they cannot either singly
or in combination stand for it. That is why Brahman as the
ultimate is termed nirguna or ‘indeterminate,’ which does
not amount to saying, as it is ordinarily assumed, that it is
nothing, but only means that nothing which the mind can
think of can actually belong to it. Whatever we think of is
for that very reason objective (dréya) and it cannot therefore
be an element in that which is never presented as an object
(drk). The familiar categories of thought therefore are all
inapplicable to it. Hence no direct description of it is possible.
But we can indirectly point to it utilizing the appearances as
aids; for am appearance, which can never be independent,
necessarily signifies a reality beyond itself. In this sense every
1 See SAS, iv. 20,

* Ya eva hi nirikartd tadeva tasya svaripam: Samkara on VS, I1.
dii. 7.
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percept and every concept can be made to indicate the Abso-
lute. The Upanisads prefer to direct our attention to it
through terms like tvam or aham denoting the subject, for
unlike other terms they, besides dispelling all doubt about
its being, afford a better clue to its nature.r When such terms
are combined with another like tat or Brahman in an
assertive proposition like Tat tvam asi or Aham Brahma
asmi, the reference to Reality becomes ensured. For the
attributes which they respectively connote of the individual
and of the cosmic subject—such as the bondage of the one
and the freedom of the other—being mutually incompatible,:
our mind abandons the explicit sense of the terms, and
travels beyond those attributes to that in which they are
grounded (nirvisesa-vastu) as constituting the true import of
the proposition. The dropping of these attributes, we should
add, signifies little because they are but illusive barriers
erected by Miya between the jiva and Iévara. 1t should also
be pointed out that we do not here identify the ground of one
set of attributes with that of the other, for such identifica-
tion would be meaningless without some difference equally
real between them. To avoid this implication we merely deny
the distinction between the two, so that what the proposition
in strictness means is that the jiva is #of other than Brahman.
The advaitic Absolute is not merely indefinable; we
cannot know it either, for the moment it is made the object
of thought it becomes related to a subject and therefore
determinate. That is another important reason why the idea
of Tévara or saguna Brahman is rejected as inadequate to be
the true goal of philosophy which the Advaita, like the other
Indian doctrines, views as not merely arriving at a specu-
lative notion or a conceptual formula of the ultimate reality,
but to realize what it is in itself. The ideal of the determinate
* Cf. Naigharmya-siddhi, iii. 100-3. All objects alike reveal being
(sat) of some type or other. The subject which cognizes them reveals
not only being but also thooght (cit). Thus we may say that the
Advaita recognizes kinds as well as degrees of reality,
* As other examples of distinction between the two, we may mention
the following: The jiva's knowledge has many limitations, while
God is all-knowing; God is mediately known, while the jiva is
immediately realized.
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Brahman has been elaborated in thought and it therefore
remains a reality for thought. It is Brahman in ‘an empiric
dress'—the Absolute as it appears to us, and not as it is in
itself, Its internal self-discrepancy to which we have drawn
attention is in fact the result of its relation to thought. It is,
as it is expressed, jiieya Brahman or Brahman that can be
known. In itself, it excludes all relations (asathsrsta),
including that between subject and object, and is therefore
unknowable. But though it cannot be known it can, as we
shall point out presently, be realized.

One should therefore be careful in understanding what
exactly is meant when the Upanisads describe Brahman as
nirguna and therefore as indefinable and unknowable. It is
not in every sense beyond the reach of words, To suppose
that it is so would be to deprive the Upanisads of the whole
of their purpose. Even granting that the negative definition
is the only possible one, it does not follow that the nirguna
Brahman is a blank. For all propositions directly orindirectly
refer to reality and negation necessarily has its own positive
implication. As a matter of fact, however, the Advaitins
assign Upanisadic statements like neti neti—‘Not this, nor
that"—a secondary place while the primary place is given to
those like Tat tvam asi, which paint to the reality in us as the
ultimate, That is, the negative statement is not to be under-
stood in isolation, but along with positive ones like Tat
tvam asi. Negation is only a preliminary to affirmation.2 It
means that the Absolute is not conceived here objectively—
as merely inferred from outer phenomena: but as revealing
itself within us.3 This alters totally the significance of the
negative description, for we are thereby constrained to
admit not only its positive character but also its spiritual
' Being the Absolute in the true sense of the term, it may appear
as ‘nothing’ to the dull-witted {manda-buddhi) as Sarhkara says
(see com. on Ch. Up. VIIL i. 1). Compare: ‘I still insist that for
thought what is not relative ia nothing'—Bradley: Appearance and
Reality, p. 3o0.

1 See Sawiksepa-idriraka, 1. 250-6.
3 If an objective reality be negatively described and all knowable

features are abstracted from it, we may conclude that there is nothing
of it left behind. The observation that ‘pure being is pure nothing’
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nature. It is not thus a bare or contentless being for which
the Absolute stands here. Nor should the statement that
Brahman is unknowable lead us to regard the doctrine as
agnostic. It, no doubt, rules out all discursive thought
as inapplicable to Reality; but it does not represent it as
extra-empirical—as something wholly outside the world of
experience, The nirgupa Brahman is not the negation or the
antithesis of the saguna, but is its very truth and is immanent
in everything that goes to constitute it. Hence every aspect
of experience, whether on the subject or object side, reveals
it. Indeed irrepressibility (svayam-prakidatva) is its very
essence and, like the sun behind a cloud, it shows itself in a
sense even in being hidden. We seem to miss it ordinarily on
account of the bewildering mass of appearances. But that is
like not seeing the ocean for the waves. It is true that it
cannot be grasped as an object of knowledge. But there may
be other ways of ‘experiencing’ it; and the whole tenor of the
advaitic theory of perception as well as its scheme of practical
discipline, to which we shall refer in the next section, shows
that there is such a form of experience and that we can ‘know’
Brahman by being it. This higher type of experience is not
altogether unfamiliar to us. There are moments, though all
too rare, when we transcend ourselves and when even the
experience that is being lived through is not cognized. We
pass in it not only beyond common consciousness in which
the thought of self is implicit, but also beyond explicit self-
consciousness to where thought merges in experience. It
may be taken as a distant analogue of the attitude of the
sage who, having through long discipline learnt to feel his
identity with all that exists, at last succeeds in passing
beyond even that state, and losing sight of the objective
world and of himself as such, is straight away installed
within Reality. That constitutes the consummation of
Advaitic teaching.

Though the ideal of the saguna Brahman is thus inadequate

may accordingly apply to another form of Advaita which is named
Sattddwvaita, in contradistinction to the Atmidvaita of Sadikara,
and takes mere Being (satti-siminya) to be the Absolute. See
Naiskarmya-siddhi, {ii. 101,

L L =
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to be the ultimate of philosophy, it must not be regarded
as useless. We have already seen how it furnishes an ethical
ideal by following which the disciple can rise above his
congenital limitations and acquire that moral fitness which
15 indispensable for success in achieving the advaitic goal.
Even from the purely theoretic standpoint, it is not without
its own value, as is shown for instance by the method followed
in the Advaita, This method, we know, starts with the more
or less diverse worlds as given in individual experience and
discovers as their basis a common one, Systematizing the
variety that is manifest in it, it then arrives at unity. And
it is only afterwards, since this world of unity in diversity
is itself an appearance on the reasoning adopted above, that
the doctrine concludes to the spirit which lies beyond it as the
sole reality. The contradictions and anomalies of ordinary
experience have at first to be resolved at least in the seeming
orderliness signified by the ideal of the saguna Brahman, if
we are to reach the advaitic ultimate unerringly, Without
the synthesis effected in it or, to express the same thing
differently, without the jiva's avidyd being universalized as
Mayd, we would land ourselves in subjectivism reducing the
world to a mere private show, for there would then be no
reason for postulating anything beyond what is present to
individual consciousness. The Advaitin's criticism of the
saguna Brahman should accordingly be understood as show-
ing only the inadequacy of that conception to serve as the
goal of philosophy and not as signifying that it is valueless,1
But its value is restricted to the empirical sphere—a view
which is entirely in consonance with the general advaitic
position that practical utility need not rest on metaphysical
validity. It is this distinction that has given rise to what are
familiarly known as the “two grades’ of teaching in the
Advaita—the higher one of the nirgupa Brahman (para-
vidyd) and the lower one of the saguna (apara-vidyd).

* See Sarhikara on Ch. Up. viii. i. 1 and Kalpa-faru, L i, 20.
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IV

Since moksa, according to Sarhkara, is not a state to be
newly attained, but is the very nature of the self, we can
hardly speak of a means in its ordinary sense for achieving
it. It is realizing what has always been one's own innate
character but happens for the time being to be forgotten,
The Upanisadic statement is “That thou art,’ not “That thou
becomest.' The common illustration given here is that of a
prince, brought up as a hunter from infancy, discovering
afterwards that he is of royal blood.* It involves no becoming,
for he has always been a prince and all that he has to dois to
feel or realize that he is one, We might illustrate the point
equally well by referring to the distinction between a solar and
a lunar eclipse. In the latter, the light of the sun is actually
cut off from the moon by the earth coming between it and
the sun, so that the passing off of the eclipse signifies a real
change in the condition of the moon, viz. the part that was
enveloped in darkness becoming lit. In a solar eclipse, on the
other hand, the luminary continues to be during the eclipse
exactly as it was before or will be afterwards. It only appears
to be eclipsed becanse the intervening moon prevents it
from being seen as it really is. The re-emergence of the bright
sun accordingly means no change whatsoever in it, but only
a moving farther away of the moon or the removal of the
obstacle preventing the sun from showing itself as it is.
Similarly in the case of advaitic moksa, all that is needed isa
removal of the obstacle that keeps the truth concealed from
us and the discipline that is prescribed is solely with a view
to bring about this result. It is therefore only in a negative
or indirect sense that we can talk of attaining moksa here.
Empirical life being entirely the consequence of an adhyasa,
the obstacle is ajfiina and it is removed through its contrary
jidina. The jifina that is capable of effecting it should
be, for the reasons mentioned more than once before,
direct or intuitive (saksit-kira); and it should refer to
one’s own identity with Brahman, for it is the forgetting

+ Sathkara on Br. Up. 11. & 20,
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of this identity that constitutes sarhsdra. Such know-
ledge is the sole means of liberation. Neither moral
perfection nor religious acts are required as direct aids
to it. The cultivation of the will and the purification of
the affections are of course necessary, but they are only
aids to jfiina,! not to moksa. It means that the morally
impure will not seriously set about acquiring the saving
knowledge. When once jiiina arises, it does of itself dispel
ajiiina and the simultaneous revelation of spirit in all its
innate splendour is moksa. To state the same in another
way, ethical improvement and religious discipline are
necessary for moksa but not enough. That is what is meant
by karma-satiinydsa as advocated by Samkara. The con-
ception of jivan-mukti is the logical result of such a view of
the world and of escape from it. If knowledge is the sole means
of release from bondage, freedom should result the moment it
is gained; and there is nothing in the psychical or other
equipment of the human being which renders its acquisition
impossible here and now.2

The discipline is to be undergone in two stages—one,
preliminary which qualifies for entering upon the serious
study of the Advaita; and the other, Vedantic training proper
which directly aims at self-realization, Of these, the former
. is identical with karma-yoga as explained in the chapter on
the Gita and its aim is the cultivation of detachment. The
latter consists of éravana, manana and nididhyisana. These
have been already explained in the chapter on the Upanisads,
but it is necessary to restate the position calling attention
to what is peculiar to the Advaita, (1) Sravaga, This is study
and discussion of the Upanisads with the assistance of a guru

t V5. IIL iv. 26,
s The only other level of existence where the self can be realized
to the Upanisads is Brahma-loka or the world of Brahm#
(Katha Up. 11. iii. 5), the moksa thus achieved being designated
krama-mukti as stated in the chapter on the Upanisads (p. 74). It
results, according to the Advaita, from the combination (samuccaya)
of Vedic karma with meditation upon the saguga Brahman regarding
it as the highest reality, either because the disciple does not know
there is a higher one or because, knowing it, he feels himself unequal
to the task of realizing it
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that has realized the truth they teach. The implication of
this requirement is two-fold: First, it signifies that the
ultimate philosophic truth is to be learnt through a study of
the revealed texts. Secondly, it emphasizes the need for

rsonal intercourse with a competent teacher, if the study
is to be fruiful and shows that mere book-learning is not of
much avail. (2) Mawana. This is arguing within oneself, after
knowing definitely what the Upanisads teach, how and why
that teaching alone is true. The main object of this process
is not to discover the final truth, for that has been learnt
already through fravana, but to remove the doubt (asarhbha-
vand) that it may not after all be right. It is intended to
transform what has been received on trust into one's own
true conviction and brings out well the place assigned to
reason in the Advaita. The recognition of the value of ana-
lytical reflection, we may note by the way, is rathera unique
feature in a doctrine which finally aims at mystic experience.
(3) Nididhyisana. Manana secures intellectual conviction.
But there may still be obstacles in the way of self-realization.
For despite such conviction, there may be now and again an
unconscious reassertion of old habits of thought (viparita-
bhivani) incompatible with what has since been leamnt.
Nididhydsana is meant to overcome this kind of obstacle.
It is meditation upon the identity between the individual
self and Brahman—the central point of Vedintic teaching.
It should be continued till the desired intuitive knowledge
arises and that identity becomes immediate (aparoksa).t
When it does, one becomes a jivan-mukta. The ultimate
philosophic fact is no doubt to be known through the
testimony of the Upanisads; but if the knowledge conveyed
by it is to bring real freedom, one should verify it by one’s
own living experience in the form ‘I am Brahman' or Aham
Brahma asmi.®* It is this immediate experience or direct
intuition of the Absolute, which is described as vidvadanu-

t ¥5. IV. L. 1-2.

: Cf. Kim tu $rutyddayo anubhavidayaiea yathi-sarhbhavam iha
pramipam anobhavivasinatvit bhiita-vastu-visayatvicca brahma-
jfilinasya: Com, an V5. L i. 2. See Dr. Belvalkar: op. cil., p. 14
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bhava to distinguish it from lay experience, that accordingly
becomes the final criterion of Truth here.!

The jivan-mukta’s life has two phases: It is either samadhi
or mystic trance when he turns inwards and loses himself in
Brahman: or the condition known as vyutthina or reversion
to common life when the spectacle of the world returns but
does not delude him since he has once for all realized its
metaphysical falsity. Diversity continues to appear then
as the sun, we may say, continues to appear as moving even
after we are convinced that it is stationary. A jivan-mukta
experiences pain and pleasure, but neither really matters
to him. He does not necessarily give up all activity as is
abundantly illustrated by the strenuous life which Sarnkara
himself led 2 but it does not proceed from any selfish impulse
or even from a sense of obligation to others. Blind love for
the narrow self which ordinarily characterizes man and the
consequent clinging to the mere particular are in his case

by enlightened and therefore equal love for all.
The basis for this universal love is furnished by the Upani-
sadic teaching ‘That thou art.” We should do unto others as
we do to ourselves, because they are ourselves—a view which
places the golden rule of moralityon the surest of foundations.
‘Who sees all beings in himself and himself in all beings—he
will dislike none,” as the Upanisads says; or as the Gitd puts
it, ‘He harms not self by self.’s The common laws of social
morality and ritual which are significant only in reference
to one that is striving for perfection are meaningless for him.s
The jivan-mukta, having transcended the stage of strife,
is spontaneously virtuous. Impulse and desire become one
in him. He is not then realizing virtue but is revealing it. “In
one that has awakened to a knowledge of the self, virtues

+ Apart from the question of direct revelation, the Upanisads also
should in the last resort be regarded as recording only such intuitional
knowledge of ancient sages. See Note 4 on p, 182,

1 Of Paflea-dadi, vi. 270-8. It is interesting in this connection to
refer to Sarhkara's statement at the end of his com. on V5. IV. i. 15,
which tradition views as an allusion to his own direct experience of
the ultimate truth,

1 Ha Up. 6. % xlii. 27. ¢ Cf. Sarhkara on VS. IL. jii. 48,
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like kindness imply no conscious effort whatsoever. They are
second nature with him."* When at last he is dissociated
from the physical accompaniments, he is not reborn, but
remains 25 Brahman. That is videha mukti.

1 Naiskarmya-siddhi, iv. 60.



CHAPTER XIV

VEDANTA (continued)

B. VisisTApvaITA

Tais is the system which is associated with the name of
Riminuja. Its most striking feature is the attempt which it
makes to unite personal theism with the philosophy of the
Absolute. Two lines of thought, both of which can be traced
far back into antiguity, meet here and in this lies the
explanation of a great part of its appeal to the cultured as
well as the common people. It resembles in this respect the
teaching of the Gitd, though it naturally shows greater
systematization both on the religious and on the philosophical
side. Historically speaking, the elements of thought combined
here are distinct. The first of them, viz. theism, is of the
Bhagavata type, inculcating belief in a personal and trans-
cendent God who saves, out of mercy, such as are whole-
heartedly devoted to him and are for that reason described
as ekiintins ('single-minded’). The second element in the
teaching is still older, being based upon the Upanisads. Of
the two Upanisadic views to which we have alluded (p. 62),
neither in its entirety proved acceptable to Riminuja, but
his teaching is more like what is described as Brahma-
paripima-vada' than PBrahma-vivarta-vida. The ideas of
the unity of ultimate reality and of its immanence in the
universe, as also the doctrine that jiiana* is the means of
salvation, are derived from this source. As to the success with
which the two teachings are synthesized here, we shall say a
few words later; for the present, it will suffice to mention that
the synthesis was not initiated by Riminuja, though that
should not be understood as mimmizing the value of his
contribution to the final shaping of the doctrine. The attempt
to bring together theism and the philosophy of the Absolute
is very old and may be traced even in parts of Vedic literature

I Seeeg. SE. L iv. 27.
1 This, as we shall ses, is termed bhakti by Riminuja.
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itself. We know that a similar synthesis is found in the Gita
where, as in the Visistidvaita, it appears with the added
feature that the theism is of the Bhagavata type, not directly
traceable to the Veda. The same also is found in one or other
of its various phases of growth in the Mahabharata, especi-
ally in the section known as the Nardyayiya (p. 100) and in
the Purinas such as the Visuu-purana. Only, in the time of
Rimanuja there was a fresh circumstance, viz. the reaction
against the purely absolutist philosophy of Sarhkara and its
seeming negations calling for a new formulation of this old
synthesis. There was, for instance, the advaitic identification
of the jiva and Brahman which explains the Visistadvaita
assertion of the reality of the individual or its attempt to give
the Hindus their souls back,* as Max Miiller has put it. It was
as a protest against views like these that the doctrine was
given out in the South about 1000 A.D., and systematized
somewhat later by Riminuja.

The sources of authority for the doctrine are two-fold, for
which reason it is described as Ubhaya-vedinta; one, the
Veda including the Upanisads and works like the Purinas
which are for the most part based upon it; the other, the
literature of the South found in Tamil which, though largely
indebted to Vedic teaching, undoubtedly contains elements
of non-Vedic thought. Of the immediate predecessors of
Ramdnuja in this work of synthesis we may mention
Nathamuni (A.D. 1000), none of whose writings, however,
has yet been discovered, and his grandson Alavandir or
Yamunicirya (A.D. 1050), whose several works form splendid
manuals of the essentials of the Vidistidvaita as they were
understood before Raminuja took up the work of systemati-
zation. They are Agama-praminya, Mahapurusa-niryays
which is designed to show the supremacy of Visnu as against
Siva, Gitartha-samgraha, Siddhi-traya and two hymns—
Sri-stuti and Visnu-stuti. Riminuja or the ‘prince of ascetics’
(vati-rija), as he is described, is reputed to have been his
pupil’s 5Pu;:lil and his commentary on the Vedinta-siitra, known
as the Sri-bhasya, that on the Bhagavadgita: and his Vedartha-
1 S5, p. 189,

3 ThePUpani,u.du were not explained by him separately and that
work was left for a much later hand—Rangariminuja.
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sangraha which gives an independent exposition of the creed,
form the chief scriptures of the system. His other works
are Vedinta-sara, Vedanta-dipa, Nilya-grantha, dealing with
forms of worship, and Gadya-traya. Of those who came after
him, we may note Sudarfana Siiri (A.D. 1300), the author
of commentaries on the Sri-bhisya and on the Veddrtha-
samgraha. Then came Venkatanitha, better known as
Vedanta Deéika (A.D. 1350), whose many-sided scholarship
and long labours contributed much to establish the doctrine
of Rimanuja on a firm basis. First, he formulated even
better than his predecessors had done the objections to the
Advaita, taking into consideration the defence put up by its
exponents since Riminuja's time. Not only did he thus
render the doctrine stronger on its critical side; he also
undertook the task of internal systematization and set aside
once for all whatever departures from strict tradition had
taken place by his time.* His is the second great figure in the
history of Visistidvaita and the early promise he gave of his
future eminence is well indicated by the following blessing
which Varadaguru, a famous teacher of the time, is said to
have bestowed upon the boy when five years old: "May you
establish the Vedinta on a finm basis, vanquishing heterodox
views: may you become the respected of the orthodox and
the abode of abundant auspiciousness.”s His works are too
numerous to mention here. Some of the chief among them are
his Tattva-fikd, an incomplete commentary on the Sri-
bhasya, Tatparya-candrikd, gloss on Riminuja’s Gitd-bhasya,
Nydya-siddhafjana, Tattva-muktd-kalipa with his own com-
mentary upon it called the Sarvirtha-siddhi and the Sala-
dusani which is a vigorous attack on the Advaita. The
Yatindra-mata-dipika of Srinivasicarya (A.D. 1700) is a short
manual useful for beginners.

2 Cf. Adhikarapg-sdrdvali, Introdoctory stanza, 25.

+ Pratisthipita-vediintah pratiksipta-bahirmatah:
Bhilyih traividya-minyah tvam bhiri-kalyipa-bhijanam.
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I

While Rimanuja holds in common with many others that
knowledge implies both a subject and an object, he differs
essentially from them in certain other respects. The most
important of these is that discrimination is essential to all
knowledge and that it is impossible for the mind to appre-
hend an undifferentiated object. What is known is necessarily
known as characterized in some way, its generic feature being
in any case apprehended along with it. The importance of
this view we shall appreciate by comparing it for instance
with the Nyiya-Vaidesika one of nirvikalpaka according to
which isolated reals are all that are apprehended at first
(p. 250). According to Riminuja, such a stage in perception
is a psychological myth and the savikalpaka of the Nyiya-
Vaiesika is itself primal. Any analysis of it into simpler
elements is the result only of reflection and has nothing
corresponding to it in the mental process as it actually takes
place. This should not be taken to mean that Riménuja does
not admit the distinction of savikalpaka and nirvikalpaka;
only to him, the two alike involve a complex content.
Perceptual experience is termed nirvikalpaka when the
object is cognized for the first time. It is primary presenta-
tion that does not call up any previous impression of the
same, A child sees a cow, let us say, for the first time; even
then it sees the object as qualified in some way. When it sees
a cow again, the sight of it is accompanied by a revival
of the former impression and it is this second or subsequent
apprehensioni—the cognizing of the new in the light of the
old—that is described as savikalpaka by Rimanuja. While
“This is a cow’ represents the form of perceptual experience
at the nirvikalpaka level, ‘This also is a cow’ does the same
at the savikalpaka. Accordingly the psychological develop-
ment implied by 'determinate’ perception is not from the
* It is pointed out that if at the second apprehension the former

impression is not revived, the knowledge will be only nirvikalpaka
and that it will continue to be so till such revival takes place. See

VAS. p. 51 (com.).

Ay
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simple to the complex as in the Nydya-Vaisesika; rather the
complex itself, hitherto new, ceases to be so and becomes
familiar through it. To put the same in another way, while
according to the Nydya-Vaifesika only the savikalpaka
involves judgment, the nirvikalpaka merely furnishing the
material for it, according to the Vidistidvaita all perceptual
experience alike involves it. The savikalpaka does not thereby
become the same as recognition (pratyabhijiid): ‘This is that
Devadatta,’ for the latter refers to one and the same object
as perceived twice whereas the former arises when different
objects of the same type are cognized. In both alike, no doubt,
a present object is associated with the revival of a past im-
pression: but while in the savikalpaka it is only the impression
of the attributive element that revives, in recognition that of
the particular individual (vyakti) also does. Further, though
all perception equally entails judgment, recognition includes
a specific reference to the distinctions of time and place in
which the object is cognized on the two occasions. It is not
only at the primal stage of perception that the unqualified
object (nirvisesa-vastu) is not known; all jfifina, including
that of the ultimate reality, is necessarily of an object as
complex (saguna).! This constitutes a radical difference from
. who represents the Upanisadic ultimate as nirguna
(p. 373). 'If the Upanisads describe Brahman as without
qualities,’ Rimdnuja says, ‘all that the description can
mean is that some qualities are denied while there are still
others characterizing it."s
To know the nature of jfiina, according to Rimdnuja, it is
necessary to understand the classification of ultimate objects
which is peculiar to his doctrine. To the well-known dis-
tinction between spirit and matter which are respectively
termed cetana and jada in Sanskrit, he adds another which
is neither. Jfiina is of this intermediate type. It is unlike
material entities in that it can unaided manifest itself and
other objects neither of which is possible for them. But what
it thus manifests is never for dfself but always for another.
That is, it can only show but cannot know. In this latter
respect it is unlike spirit, which knows though it is unable,
1 5B. pp. 70-5. s 5B. p. 71,
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according to the doctrine, to show anything but itself. To
take an example from the physical sphere, jiana is like light,
which can reveal the presence of a jar (say) as well as of its
own, but cannot itself know either, its revelation of things
being always for another. It exists not for itself but for some-
one else. Its teleology takes us beyond it. The classification of
things here is accordingly not into jada and cetana, but jada
(‘matter’) and ajada* (‘the immaterial’), where the second
term stands for cetana and what is unlike it but is yet
distinct from jada. Jfidina pertains to one or other of the two
kinds of spiritual entities recognized in the system, viz.
jivas and ra. It is consequently described as dharma-
bhiita-jiina—literally ‘subsidiary or attributive jidna'*—
which implies that there is substantive jiidna also. The
various jivas and Iévara are jfiina in this higher sense. They
are compared to the flame of a lamp to which belongs and
from which proceeds their dharma-bhiita-jfiina like rays.
This jfidna is supposed to be eternally associated with a
subject—whether jiva or Iévara—and constitutes its unique
adjunct. When it ‘flows out,’ as it is expressed, from the
subject to which it belongs and comes into contact with an
object, it is able to manifest that object to it. Throughout
mundane existence, it functions in a more or less restricted
manner but it ever endures. Even in deep sleep it is; but it
does not function then and does not therefore show itself, the
theory being that jfiina is known only along with some object
or not at all.3 Then the jiva remains self-conscious along with
the unrevealed presence of its dharma-bhiita-jfiina. In
dreams, as will be seen in the next section, the actual presence
is postulated of the objects dreamt of. Hence jiidna also is
then known; but its action being much more impeded than
during waking, the knowledge of dream-objects is dim and
hazy. In moksa, on the other hand, entirely free action is
1 Yafindra-mata-dipikd (Anandisrama Series), p. 51.

s Jfidna, though attributive to jiva or livara, is in itself regarded as
a ‘substance,” as will become clear later.

3 In the case of Tévara the dharma-bhiita-jfiina, being all-pervasive,
does not contract or expand; but yet it undergoes transformations.
The consequent changes of form are what are meant by divine
knowledge, divine grace, etc.
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restored to it. It becomes all-pervasive, with the result that
there is nothing then which falls outside its tange. The
liberated soul consequently knows everything. The analogy
of the lamp and the rays may suggest that the dharma-
bhiita-jiiina is of the same stuff as the jiva or Iévara, but
only appearing in an attenuated form. That, however, is not
the view of Ramanuja, who takes it as a distinct entity.!
though always associated with and dependent upon another.
It is, however, difficult to see the reason for postulating two
kinds of jiidna, except it be the desire to make spirit in itself
changeless and thus harmonize the doctrine with the
teaching of the Upanisads whose whole weight, as Sarikara
is never tired of insisting, is in favour of its constancy
(avikriyatva).:

Jfiina operates through the manas alone or the manas as
assisted by some organ of sense through which it streams
out towards its objects which are supposed to be already
there, Ramanuja describes the process of knowing as starting
from the soul, then reaching the manas and then, emerging
through the senses, meeting the outside objects. When thus
it comes into contact with an object, it is stated to assume
the “form’ (ikira) of that object and somehow reveal it to
the subject in question. It is clear that the conception of
dharma-bhiita-jiina corresponds to that of the antah-
karana in the Advaita, which also is supposed to go out
similarly towards objects and assume their form before giving
rise to knowledge (p. 345). But while the antah-karapa in
that doctrine is physical (jada) and requires an extraneous
aid, viz. the siksin, to transform it into jfiina, this is jidna in
itself. The aids it requires, like the manas and the indriyas,
are only for determining its appearance in particular ways—
as knowledge of colour, of sound, etc. It is not only knowledge
that is regarded as a modification of dharma-bhita-jiiina;

+ According to the Nyiya-Vaidegika, the flame comes into being
first and the particles of tejas which constitute its rays are supposed
to radiate from it afterwards. Cf. SV. pp. By2 1.

3 That such is the aim will become clear when we consider the case
of Iévara, who by hypothesis is everywhere unlike the atomic jiva,
and therefore does not stand in need of any such aid.
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internal states like desire and anger are also its transforma-
tions, so that they are forms of knowing at the same time.

It

To turn now to the logical implication of knowledge.r We
have just drawn attention in noticing Riiménuja’s description
of the process of knowing to the fact that objects are viewed
as existing before they are known. They are therefore to he
reckoned asreal; and, since they depend in no way upon the
self or the knowledge which brings them into relation with it,
their reality is not merely relative but absolute. Raminuja
traces this realistic view to the old teaching of the Veda,
using terms in doing so which are reminiscent of the descrip-
tion of knowledge given in the Pribhikara school.? In
particular, his view is described as sat-khydti which means
that what exists (sat) is alone cognized and that knowledge
in the absence of a real object corresponding to its content
(vathirtha) is inconceivable. It is not enough for securing the
correspondence here meant, if something or other exists
outside to serve as a presentative basis. Consistently with
Riminuja's view that a bare identity is a metaphysical
fiction and cannot be known, the character of the object
also should be as it is given in knowledge. In other words,
the agreement implied in knowledge extends from the that
(prakirin) to the wha! (prakira) also of the object presented.
While it is easy to understand this position so far as normal
perception is concerned, the question will arise as to how it
can be maintained in the case of illusions where we seem to
have knowledge without corresponding things. Riménuja's
explanation of them is two-fold:—

(1) In some cases the realistic position is maintained by
him on the basis of the Vedintic doctrine of quintuplication
(pafici-karapa) according to which objects of the visible
world, which are all compounds, contain all the five bhiitas
or elements though in varying proportions (p. 65). Thus in
the case of the mirage, what is being looked at is a heated

! SB. pp. 183-8.
* Yathfrtham sarva-vijiinam iti veda-vidim matam. Cf. PP. p. 32.
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sandy waste which contains not only prthivi, the prepondera-
ting part of it, but also ap and the other elements however
slight; and the apprehension of water there, we have to
understand, is therefore only of what is actually presented
to the eye. But such an explanation may do only in cases
where the object of illusion, as in the example given, is one or
other of the five bhiitas, Illusions, however, are by no means
confined to such rare cases. We may mistake shell for silver
where neither is itself a bhiita. To explain such cases,
Riaminuja resorts to an extension of the principle underlying
pafici-karana. The illusion of shell-silver is due, among other
causes, to the similarity between the two things, viz, their
peculiar lustre. This similarity means to Riminuja the
presence in the shell, though only to an extremely limited
extent, of the very substance which constitutes silver.
Likeness is to him another term for partial identity of
material,* and so what is perceived even here is what is
actually presented. That is, Riminuja justifies his view of
sat-khyiti in such cases by pointing to what is a fundamental
tenet of his system, viz. the unity of the physical world and
the structural affinity that is discoverable among the things
that belong to it.

(2) In other cases like the white conch seen yellow by a
person with a jaundiced eye a different explanation becomes
necessary, for as the yellowness is admitted by all to be there
outside the knowing self, viz. in the eye-ball, the point
requiring elucidation is not whether it is real but how it
comes to be seen as characterizing the conch. The explana-
tion of Raminuja, which is based upon the theory of vision
current at the time, assumes that the yellowness found in the
diseased eye-ball is actually transmitted from there to the
conch along with the ‘rays’ of the organ of sight (niyana-
rasmi) as they travel to it in the process of seeing and that
the new colour thus imposed upon the conch obscures the
whiteness natural to it. The conch is accordingly supposed to
become actually yellow, though only for the time being.
Here also then knowledge is of what is given in respect not
only of the relata but also of the relation between them. To

+ Tadeva sadpiam tasya yat taddravyaika-deda-bhik: SB. p. 184.
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the objection that if the conch becomes actually yellow
others also should find it so, the answer is given that the
yellowness here is of too subtle a kind to be perceived by any-
one who, unlike the person in question, has not followed it
throughout its course of transmission.® The explanation is
no doubt arbitrary and unconvincing; but what our present
purpose requires us to note is the spirit of persistent realism
that underlies it, not its scientific correctness, The question
will readily occur as to how dreams are to be accounted for.
There at least we seem to have experience without corre-
sponding objects existing at the time. The explanation once
again is arbitrary and it is stated, now on the authority of
the Upanisads,: that objects like the elephant seen in a dream
are not subjective but are present there at the time. ‘They
are created by the supreme Person (parama-puruga),” says
Raminuja,’ and adds that the reason for creating such unique
things is the same as in the case of objects of the waking
state, viz, the providing of suifable means for the individual
to experience pain or pleasure according to his past karma,
‘He creates these objects, which are special to each jiva and
last only as long as they are experienced, in order that it
may reap the fruits appropriate to the extremely minor
deeds of virtue and vice it has done.'

It is instructive to find out the significance of this two-
fold explanation. The yellow-conch and the dream-elephant
are objects solely of individual experience; and though not
unreal they last only as long as the illusion lasts and can,
in the nature of the case, be testified to only by the person
that sees them. The illusion of the mirage or the shell-silver
also in a sense has reference to particular individuals; but
the water and the silver perceived there by one, because
they by hypothesis persist even after the illusion is over
as actual parts of what is presented, are verifiable by all.
This shows that Riminuja distinguishes two classes of
objects—one which is cognized by all or many and may
t The analogy is here adduced of a small bird soaring in the sky which
he, that has followed its course from the moment it began to fly, isable

to spot easily but not others. * Br. Up. TV. iii. 10.
1 5B, IILii. 3. 4 SB. IIIL.ii: 5.
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therefore be called “public,’ and the other, special to single
persons and may therefore be termed ‘private.” But it must
be distinctly understood that such a classification does not
mean that he admits different types of reality—an admission
which would place his doctrine epistemologically on the
same footing as Sarhkara's Advaita (p. 350). In fact, it is
in denying that there is such a distinction that he formulates
the doctrine of sat-khyiti. In point of reality, private and
public objects differ in no way. Both alike are outside and
independent of knowledge, and both are absclutely real. A
thing's being private does not take away from its reality.
Our pains and pleasures are personal to each one of us, but
they are not the less real on that account,

However diverse the explanation in the two cases and
whatever we may think of its scientific value, it is clear that
the aim of sat-khyiti is to show that jfidna, including the
so-called illusion, never deviates from reality and that even
in the case of objects whose existence can be vouched for only
by individuals, there is no ideal or purely subjective element,
If all knowledge be equally valid, it may be asked how the
distinction between truth (prami) and error (bhrama),
which is universally recognized, is to be explained. It may
appear to us from the examples cited above that error here
is incomplete knowing. Thus in the case of the yellow conch,
it is caused by our failure to comprehend its whiteness or,
more strictly by our overlooking the fact that it is obscured.
The omission and the consequent error are clearer still in
the case of another example given'—the ‘firebrand-circle’
(alita-cakra) where a point of light, owing to its rapid
movement, is mistaken for its locus, because while the fact
that it occupies every point on the circumference is appre-
hended, the other fact that the occupation takes place
successively and not simultaneously is altogether lost sight
of. But we must remember that there may be elements of
omission, according to the doctrine, even in truth. When for
instance we perceive shell as shell, there is by hypothesis
present in it silver, but it is ignored quite as much as the
shell aspect is when the same object is mistaken for silver.

1 5B. p. 187.
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Similarly in the case of the desert when we cognize it as such,
our mind lets slip the element of ap supposed to be contained
in it. The fact is that while sat-khydti postulates that only
what is given is known, it does not admit that all that is
given is known. Knowledge, no doubt, is always of the given
and of nothing but the given; but it need not be of the whole
of what is given.t It would not, therefore, be right to conclude
that error in general is incomplete knowing. Since complete-
ness like walidity fails to differentiate truth from error,
Riminuja enunciates a new principle, viz. that for know-
ledge to be true in its commonly accepted sense it should, in
addition to agreeing with outside reality, be serviceable in
life. When the mirage and the shell-silver are described as
false, what we have to understand is not that water and
silver are not present there, for in that case we could not
have become conscious of them at all, but that they are not
such as can be put to practical use. The distinction between
truth and error comes thus to be significant only from the
practical standpoint; from the theoretical one, it does not
exist. All knowledge without exception is valid and neces-
sarily so, but such validity need not guarantee that what is
known is adequate to satisfy a practical need. A geologist
may correctly adjudge a piece of ore as golden; but it does
not mean that a bracelet (say) can be made out of the metal
in it. This is the significance of the Vidistidvaitic definition
of truth as not only yathirtha or ‘agreeing with outside
reality,’ but also vyavahirinuguna or ‘adapted to the
practical interests of life.’s If knowledge should conform to
vyavahira, it should satisfy two conditions. It must, in the
first place, refer to objects of common or collective experience.
It is deficiency in this respect that makes the yellow-conch
and the dream-elephant false. Because their being private
to a particular individual is overlooked at the time, they

1 The peculiar view upheld in sat-khyliti, however, makes one thing
certnin, There can be no errors of commission. Here is a point of
agreement between Rimfnuja’s sat-khyiti and Prabhikara's
akhyiti. The two are not, however, identical. Compare Vedinta
Defika’s description of the former as akhy&ti-sathvalita-yathfirtha-
khyiiti in SAS. pp. 403-7. s Yalindra-mata-dipikd, p. 3.
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are confounded with the corresponding objects of the waking
state; and this deficiency when discovered exposes their
falmty' In the second place, it should comprehend the pre-
ponderating element in the object presented. The object we
caﬂnhdlmay contain silver, but the shell part predominates
in it; and it is this predominance that explains its being put
to use as the one and not as the other. The silver, though
certainly present, does not count practically on account of its
slightness (alpatva); and this feature when discovered reveals
the erronecus character of the knowledge in question.
Prami not only apprehends rightly so far as it goes, but also
goes far enough to be of service in life. Bhrama also is right
so far as it goes; but it does not go far enough and therefore
fails to help us in the manner in which we expect it to do. So
when erroneous knowledge disappears and truth comes to be
known, as Riminuja's commentator says, the object (artha)
is not negated but only activity (pravytti) is arrested.* The
discovery of error, as we said in connection with Prabha-
kara’s view (p. 317), affects the reactive side of consciousness,
not its receptive side.

Two important corollaries follow from such a view. The
practical activities of life do not require a complete know-
ledge of our surroundings. It is enough if we know them
approximately fully. In other words, purposive thought is
selective, not exhaustive ; and partial or imperfect knowledge
is not necessarily a hindrance to the attainment of the
common ends of life, The doctrine also recognizes a social or
inter-subjective side to knowledge. So far as theoretic
certainty is concerned, there is no need to appeal from the
individual to common consciousness; for, as we have more
than once remarked, it is in the very nature of knowledge
without reference to its being peculiar to one or common to
many to point to reality ; but its serviceability depends upon
the general though tacit testimony of society—upon the
‘common’ sense of mankind. These observations are sure to
suggest a likeness between the doctrine of sat-khyati and
what is now known as Pragmatism. Both recognize the
instrumental character of knowledge and adopt practical

¢ Jii&na-phala-bhiita-pravrtti-bidhyatvam: SB. (com.) p. 185,
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utility as the criterion of truth. But there is one important
difference. Rimfnuja admits the cognitive value of know-
ledge apart from the practical, whereas Pragmatism in its
familiar form makes no such distinction. Even in error,
there is some revelation of reality so that in adopting
the pragmatic attitude he does not relinquish the logical. In
fact, knowledge according to him has not one but two
functions to perform—to reveal reality and to serve the
purposes of practical life. Both are equally important ; and if
either is to be emphasized more than the other, it would
undoubtedly be the former. In other words, Raménuja,
unlike the pragmatist, is interested in truth for its own sake
and values knowledge ‘more for the light it brings than for
the fruits it bears.’

The theory which we have so far sketched very much
alters the nature of the epistemological problem. The question
to be decided about knowledge is not whether it is logically
valid or not—for by deficiency in this respect knowledge
would lose its very title to that name—but whether it has ar
has not a bearing upon practical life. In other words, it is
not quality that varies in knowledge but relevancy. If we
take this along with what was stated above, viz. that even
truth commonly reveals reality only incompletely, we see
that the sat-khyiti doctrine contains the suggestion of an
ideal form of knowledge which is not only valid and has
practical value but is also complete or all-comprehensive.
This ideal of perfect knowledge, which we may deduce from
the premises of sat-khyiti, is actually recognized by Ramé-
nuja as characterizing the jiva in moksa. Throughout
sarsira, jfidna operates under limitations for defects of one
kind or another interfere with its free activity. Consequently
common knowledge, including prami or truth, only half
reveals reality. Its full revelation is possible only in mokga
when all deficiencies are overcome and all possibility of error
is removed. Man's vision then becomes extended to the
maximum. ‘It blossoms to the full,’ enabling the liberated to
know everything fully and as it is.®

As regards praminas, Riminuja recognizes only three:

1 Compare the kevala-jliina of Jainism (p. 159).
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perception, inference and verbal testimony. His conception
of the first from the psychological as well as the logical
standpoint has already been explained, and there is nothing of
importance to be noted about the second. In regard to verbal
testimony, Riminuja follows the Mimirsakas in general
and holds that its subject-matter is special to it—what
never falls within the range of the other two praminas. In
agreement with the other Vedintins he also maintains logical
validity for assertive equally with injunctive propositions.
Though resembling Sarhkara in his views so far, he differs
from him in other respects. It will suffice to refer to two of
them here. The Veda,we know, is in two sections, which seem
to contradict each other in what they teach; and, since both
alike are looked upon as revealed, it becomes necessary for
every school of Vedinta to explain their mutual relation in
some manner. According to , the two are really
antithetical, and he gets over the antithesis between them by
assuming that they are addressed to different classes of
persons (adhikfrin). The karma-kinda is intended for one
who is still under the spell of avidyd and the jiifina-kinda,
for one that has seen the hollowness of the activities it
commends and is striving to transcend them. What is
desirable and true from a lower standpoint is thus unde-
sirable and not altogether true from the higher. Such a
gradation of the teaching is permissible according to the
Advaita with its belief in the relativity of priminya (p. 359).
Riamfnuja does not admit any such antithesis, and maintains
that the two portions of the Veda together form but a single
teaching intended for the same class of persons. They are
complementary to each other in the sense that the uttara-
kinda dwells upon the nature of God and the plirva-kinda
upon the modes of worshipping him.t But such a co-ordina-
tion of the two sections, it must be added, presupposes that
the plirva-kinda is to be understood in the spirit of the Gita
teaching and that the various karmas taught in it are to be
performed not for obtaining their respective fruits but for
securing God's grace.? In thus attaching equal logical value
to the two sections of the Veda, he differs not only from
1 Yalindra-malta-dipikd, p. 27. 1 See Note 2 on p. 332.
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Sathkara but also from the Mimamsaka who subordinates
(p. 299) the Upanisads to the Brahmapa portions (karma-
kanda) of the Veda, The exact bearing of this view on the
practical discipline prescribed in the Vidistidvaita for the
attainment of moksa, we shall consider later. The second
point of difference is that Riminuja reckons not only the
Veda as revealed but also the Paficaritrigama* regarding
the whole of it, unlike Sarnkara, as eventually going back to a
Vedic or some equally untainted: source. The igamas deal,
generally speaking, with the worship of idols, particularly
in temples; and the Paficaritrigama, as distinguished from
the Saivigama, is devoted to establishing the supremacy of
Visnu,3

IIT

Rimanuja recognizes as ultimate and real the three factors
(tattva-traya) of matter (acit), soul (cit) and God (Iévara).
Though equally ultimate, the first two are absolutely depen-
dent upon the last, the dependence being conceived as that of
the body upon the soul. Whatever is, is thus the body of God

and he is the soul not only of inorganic nature but also of
souls or jivas4 It is in this connection that Rimanuja
formulates the relation,s so important in his system, of
aprthak-siddhi or ‘inseparability’ which obtains between
* Toallappearance, Bidariyana is against #gama. Compare Sarhkara
on VS, I1. ii. 42-5.

* This is known as the Ekdyana-$khi. See SB. (com.) p. 550 (Madras
Edn.).

§ The Vaikhinasigama, which also upholds the supremacy of Vispu,
seems to exhibit closer kinship with the Veda,

4 Since accarding to RimAnuja inorganic matter also is ensouled, God
is its self only mediately through the jiva (see VAS. PP 30-1).
Yet he is sometimes spaken of as being so directly. Cf. Rakasya-fraya-
#dra, iii. pp. 121-2 (Bangalore Edn.).

§ The Nyiya-Vaidegika postulates the relation of samaviya between
things that are inseparable. The Visistddvaita discards this relation
as superfluous and views inseparability itself, which it regards as the
nature (svariipa) of the two relata, as aprthak-siddhi. Strictly itisnot
therefore a relation (see SB. IT. ii. 12); but it is still sometimes
spoken of as a sashbandha, (Cf. SAS. p. 590.)
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substance and attribute and may be found between one
substance and another. It may be described as the pivot on
which his whole philosophy turns. It is parallel to, but not
identical with, the Nydya-Vaifesika samaviya. The two
agree in so far as the relata which they bring together are
regarded as quite distinct and real; but while samaviya
(p- 235) is an external relation, the conception of aprthak-
siddhi is that of an internal one, The example given in
illustration of it, viz. the relation between body and soul,
brings out clearly its intimate character. The body is defined
by Riminuja as that which a soul controls, supports and
utilizes for its own ends.* Matter and souls, being the body of
God, are to be regarded as directed and sustained by him
and as existing entirely for him. The inseparable unity of
matter, souls and God—the first two being entirely subject
to the restraint of the third in all their forms—is the Brahman
or Absolute of Rimfinuja. Since Ramanuja identifies the
relation here involved with that between the body and the
soul, his conception of the Absolute may be described as that
of an organic unity in which, as in a living organism, one
element predominates over and controls the rest. The
subordinate elements are termed vilesapas and the pre-
dominant one, vifesya. Because the videsanpas cannot by
hypothesis exist by themselves separately, the complex
whole (vidista): in which they are included is described as a
unity. Hence the name ‘Vidistidvaita.'

This conception of unity may be illustrated by taking a
common example like a ‘blue lotus.” Here the blueness is
quite distinct from the lotus, for a quality cannot be the same
as a substance, But at the same time the blueness as a
quality depends for its very being upon a substance—the
lotus here, and cannot therefore be regarded as external to
it. The complex whole of the flower in question is, in this
sense of secessarily including within itself the quality of
blueness, spoken of as a unity. It will help us to understand
this view well if we contrast it with those of some other

* BB. IL. i. 9. This intimacy of relation is expressed thus—niyamena
fdheyatvam, niyamena vidheyatvam, niyamena $esatvam.
3 Cf. SB. p. 132 (com.): Visigfintarbhiva eva aikyam.
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schools. Riménuja recognizes a real distinction between the
quality of blueness and the substance of lotus. Hence his
view differs from the Advaita for which all distinctions are
alike only apparent. It differs likewise from the Nyiya-
Vaidesika though maintaining a real distinction between the
two entities, because it regards that they are not external to
each other. But this should not lead us to think that Rima-
nuja, like Kumarila (p. 323), advocates the bhedibheda view
for he does not admit identity of any kind whatsoever
between the entities supposed to be distinct, the unity
affirmed being only of the complex whole.* The term ‘Viista-
dvaita’ is more usually explained in a somewhat different
manner—especially in interpreting verbal statements affirm-
ing unity like Tat tvam asi. But the idea underlying it is
the same. If we take the proposition ‘The lotus is blue,” the
quality of ‘blueness’ according to this explanation, because
of its attributive character, points necessarily to some
substance to which it belongs. This blue substance is a
complex whole. The lotus also may similarly be looked upon
as a complex whole, comprising the attributive element of
‘lotus-ness’ and a substance which it characterizes. The
identity that is expressed by the proposition is of these two
complexes. Or, in other words, the two terms—'blue’ and
‘lotus'—have distinct meanings but refer to the same
substance (prakiryadvaita). What is signified is not therefore
a bare identity which excludes the videsapas, It includes
them and it is their difference that calls for an affirmation of
the identity. Otherwise we may be misled into thinking that
the two complexes are distinct. In the example that we have
taken, there is only one videsana. There may be several,
which again may be co-existent or may appear in the visesya
successively, When for instance we think of a youth whom we
knew as a child, the two vitesanas due to distinction of age
appear one after the other; but they do not lie outside the
identity of the individual in question. Such unity is found not
only in the case of substance and its attributes as the above
examples may suggest but also in that of material cause and
effect, e.g. clay and jar. In fact, it obtains wherever we have
1 Cf, SB. pp. 75. 204-5: VAS. pp. 50, 97-5. 1 5B, p. 132
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inseparable correlatives. Of two such entities, the major
member is designated prakirin; and the minor, prakira.
The central point of the teaching of the Upanisads,
according to Riminuja, is the unity of Brahman in this
sense; and he, like Sarhkara, cites in support of his view the
two kinds of co-ordinate propositions that occur in them—
one, affirming the identity of the soul and Brahman, and the
other, that of Brahman and the material world. But he
differs totally from him in their interpretation. Before
stating his explanation of them, we must briefly refer to
another aspect of the doctrine. According to Riminuja all
things that are, are eventually forms or modes (prakéra) of
God. Similarly all names are his names,* so that every word
becomes a symbol of God and finally points to him. This
deeper significance of words, described as vedinta-vyutpatti,
is what only the enlightened comprehend. According to it
no word ceases to signify after denoting its usual meaning,
but extends its function till it reaches the Supreme.* In
fact, it is only the latter that is conceived as the essential
significance of a word. Now let us select for illustrating
Ramanuja's interpretation the well-known Upanisadic
maxim—Tat tvam asi. The term tvam in it which commonly
stands for the jiva really points to God who is the jiva's
inner self (antaryimin) and of whom the jiva and, through
it, its physical body are alike modes. What the term tat
means in it is also the same, but viewed in a different aspect,
viz, God as the cause of the universe, as shown by the
context in which it occurs in the Chindogya Upanisad. The
identity meant by Tat tvam asi, according to the explanation
of the term vidistadvaita given above, is of these two com-
plexes—God as the indweller of the jiva and God as the source
of the world. The final import of the statement is that though
the world and the individual souls are real and distinct, the
Absolute in which they are included is one.3 ‘They are
eternal with God but are not external to him.’ In the advaitic
interpretation of the same, the distinction due to the vie-

' Some exceptions are made. See 5B, pp. 205-7.
! Aparyavasina-vritih dabda-vydpirah. Cf. VAS, p. 36.

1 5B. pp. 108-9.
cc
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sana elements is rejected as but an appearance though, as we
have tried to show, no identity as such is taken to be implied
by it (p. 374). Here the distinction is not denied; and, at the
same time, the organic unity of the whole is affirmed.

This is only a general account of the Vidistadvaita view of
Reality. To state the same now more in detail: Riminuja
recognizes, as it is clear by now, the distinction between
substance and attribute; but the attributes are not further
distinguished, as in the Nydya-Vaidesika, into guna, karma,
jiti, etc.r and are comprehensively termed adravya or ‘what
is other than substance.’ There are thus only two main
categories of which the second, adravya, is always and
necessarily dependent upon the first, dravya, although
neither, in consequence of the unique relation that obtains
between them, can be or be thought of apart from the other.
The adravyas are reckoned as ten, Five of them are the
qualities of the five bhiitas—sound, etc,—and the next three
are the gunas in the special sense of sattva, rajas and tamas,
which are the characteristics of matter (acit) or prakrti.
Three of the adravyas are thus general; and five, specific.
Of the remaining two, $akti or 'potency’ is that property of &
causal substance by virtue of which it produces the effect,
e.g. plasticity in clay, attractive power in a magnet, burning
capacity in fire. The tenth adravya is sathyoga, by which is
meant as in the Nydya-Vaidesika an external relation like
that between the floor and a jar,

Not only is adravya distinct from dravya in this system;
the dravyas themselves are to be distinguished from one
another. But what is a dravya?3 According to the Visig-
tadvaita conception, whatever serves as the substratum of
change is a dravya. It means that Rimiinuja accepts the
paripama-viida or sat-kiirya-viida. But it is the attributive
elements (vifesana) alone that change, for which reason the

+ Karma or action is explained as mere disjunction and conjunction
and therefore as expressible in terms of sathyoga and its opposite,
vibhoga. Jati, as in Jainism or in the Sidkhya-Yoga, is only & certain
disposition of the several parts constituting the thing, Abhiva is
conceived positively as in the Pribhikara school.

3 Prthak-pratipatti—sthityanarha: SB. p. 205. 1 SAS. p. 590.
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complex whole (visista) is also spoken of as undergoing
modifications. The substantive element (vifesya) in itself is
changeless, God viewed as the viSegya is changeless and the
soul also is so,* but the dharma-bhiita-jfiina which belongs
to them changes. Matter, which is entirely a vifesana, itself
changes.* This view of change is known as ‘mediated’ or
‘indirect’ (sa-dvdraka).’ The changes that manifest them-
selves are known as prakiras or ‘'modes’; and the relation
between a substance and its modes, like that between a
substance and its properties, is aprthak-siddhi. The modes
are thus entirely dependent upon the substance to which
they belong and are like the adravyas regarded as its vifesana.
The abolition of the distinction between modes and attributes
relatively to substance is, in fact, a characteristic feature of
the doctrine. There are six dravyas answering to this
description; and they are divided into two classes—jada and
ajada, as already explained. The jada includes prakrti and
time (kila); and the ajaja—dharma-bhiita-jfiana, nitya-
vibhiiti or suddha-sattva, jiva and lévara. We shall now
add a few words of explanation regarding each of these:—
() Prakrli.—This is the dwelling-place of the soul and,
through it, of God himself. Nature is thus alive with God.
‘Earth’s crammed with heaven, and every common bush
afire with God." We shall best understand its character as
conceived in this system by contrasting it with the Safikhya
view of it with which it has much in common. The chief
differencesare: (i) The three gupas—sattva,rajas and tamas—
are supposed in the Sinkhya to be its constituent factors, and
prakrti is merely the complex of them all. Here, on the other
hand, the gunas are conceived as characterizing it so that
they are distinct although inseparable from it. (ii) The
prakrti of the Sankhya is infinite, but here it is taken to be
limited in one direction, viz. above, by the nitya-vibhiiti
of which we shall speak presently. (iii) In the Sankhya,
prakrti is theoretically independent of the purusa, but here
it is entirely under the control of spirit, i.e. jiva or Iévara.
The relation between them is aprthak-siddhi so that neither
1 Not all visesapas therefore change, though whatever changes is
necessarily a videsaga. 2 8B, I, ii. 21 3 VAS. p. 40 (com.).
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admits of separation from the other. Owing to this difference,
Ramanuja’s conception of prakrti is much superior to the
Sankhya one. The entities evolved out of prakrti and the
order of their evolution are exactly as stated under the
Sankhya.

(2) Kila—Time is viewed here as real; but it is not
outside the sole reality recognized, viz. Brahman or the
Absolute, though it does not merge in it. So it does not
subsist by itself, as it does according to the Nydya-Vaisesika
(p. 229). Nor is it but a phase of prakrti as in the Sankhya-
Yoga (p. 270). Time also, like prakrti of which it is the
companion, so to speak, admits of change or undergoes
paripima; and moments, days, etc., are represented as its
evolutes, Unlike time, space is derived from prakrti and is
included only through it in the highest reality. Of prakrti and
time, neither can be said to be prior to the other; but the
same cannot be said of space, for prakrti is prior to it.

(3) Dharma-bhiita-jiiana.—As we have already dealt with
this, n::rﬂiv§ a few words need be added now. It characterizes
jivas or Iévara and is always, as its name indicates, secondary
to them, the relation between them being inseparable. It is
conceived as both a dravya and a guna*—a dravya inasmuch
as it, through contraction and expansion,? is the substrate of
change; a gupa inasmuch as it is necessarily dependent upon
a dravya, viz. jiva or Iévara and cannot be by itself. It is
knowable as in the Nyiya-Vaiéesika, but by itself and not
through another jfidna (p. 251), for it is self-luminous and
shows itself though it cannot become self-conscious.

(4) Nitya-vibhdiiti —We have seen that prakrti is character-
ized by the three gunas. If of these we leave out rajas and
tamas and conceive of it as characterized only by sattva, we
get an idea of nitya-vibhiiti and see why it is called suddha
or unalloyed sattva. On account of this peculiar character,
it ceases to be material (jada) and becomes ‘immaterial
(ajada) in the sense already explained. It is sublimated
prakrti, a sort of super-nature. Since, however, the three
gunas are represented here as constant attributes or qualities

+ The term gupa here means ‘secondary’ and does not bear the signi-
ficance which it does in the Nyidya-Vaisegika. : SB. p. 83.
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of prakrti and not as its constituent factors as in the Sankhya,
it becomes hard to imagine how any ene of them can alone
be conceived of as a characteristic when the contrast of the
other two is removed. Further, according to the explanation
given, prakrti and nitya-vibhiiti possess a common feature,
viz. sattva, and therefore prakrti also to that extent should
be non-material. In that case its entire separation from the
ajaga category would not be quite accurate. These dis-
crepancies are in all probability to be explained as due to the
system being eclectic in its details, and have led the later
Vidistidvaitin to differentiate between the two sattvas and
declare that they are altogether distinct (vilaksana).* Except
in this important respect, nitya-vibhiiti is similar to prakrti.
Briefly it is the material out of which the things of the ideal
world, and the bodies of God and of the liberated souls are
made, It is ‘matter without its mutability’ and has been
described as a fit means to the fulfilment of divine experience.?
The domain of nitya-vibhiiti is limited below by prakrti but
is infinite above. Vaikuntha, the city of God, is supposed to
occupy a part of it. Though a sharp demarcation is made
between prakrti and nitya-vibhiiti, the latter, it is stated,
is found within the region of the former as for instance in the
holy idols worshipped in sacred places like Srirafgam, those
idols being viewed as permeated through and through by
this material. The reverse cannot happen and prakrti does
not encroach upon the region of nitya-vibhiti.

(5) Jiva.—In dealing with dharma-bhiita-jfiina, we have
already referred to the nature of the jiva. It is of the essence
of spirit and has dharma-bhiita-jidina always associated
with it. In these respects consists its essential affinity with
God. The jiva is not here, as in the Advaita, merely the
assumed unity of individual experience, but an eternal
reality. In its natural condition of moksa, its jfiina expands
to the maximum, reaching the ends of space, and there is
nothing then which it fails to comprehend. In sarmsira as a
whole is more or less contracted ; but, the jfidna never absent,
t See Vedinta Delika: Rahasya-fraya-sdra.

: Prof. P. N. Srinivasachari. Rimdnuja's Idea of the Fimite Self
(Longmans), p. 62.
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not even in deep sleep where it only ceases to function and
does not therefore reveal objects. The jiva itself, apart from
its jfifina, is viewed as of atomic size—a mere point of spiritual
light, and its functioning in places where it is not, as for
example in seeing distant things, is rendered possible by the
expansion and contraction of its dharma-bhiita-jiifina.
‘Though monadic in substance it is infinite in intelligence.’s
The jiva is not merely sentience; it is also of the essence of
hliss. This aspect of the jiva's nature again will remain more
or less obscured in sarhsira, becoming fully manifest only
when liberation is achieved. The diminution in its capacity
to know or to enjoy is temporary; when released, it is re-
stored to its omniscience and eternal happiness. The jiva with
its physical body derived from prakrti and with God for its
indweller is the meeting-point, so to speak, of the material
and the divine which explains the gulf which often separates
man's ideal aspirations from his actual life. The jivas are
infinite in number, and in addition to those that are on their
trial here (baddha) or have already achieved their salvation
(mukta), the doctrine recognizes what are described as
nitya which have never been in bondage. They are beings
like Visvaksena who have from all time been attending
upon God. Each jiva is in reality both a kartd and a bhokti,
i.e. an active and purposeful being. 1t is also free and God,
who is its 'inner ruler immortal,’ must be supposed to
control it without interfering with the freedom that belongs
to it.2

(6) Isvara.—The conception of God also in the system has
by this time become clear, rendering it unnecessary to say
much about it now. lévara too is of the nature of spirit or
intelligence and is of the essence of unsurpassed bliss.3
Like the jiva, he also possesses dharma-bhiita-jiiina whose
transformations constitute his several psychical states. Owing
however, to his omnipresence, there is really no need for
such an aid in his case; and its postulation is intended solely
to secure constancy to spirit in itself. The term Iévara is
used in a double sense, First, it stands for the entire universe
* Prof. P. N. Srinivasachari: ap. eit,, p. 26.

* VAS. pp. 130-42. 1 VAS. p. 240.
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with all its spiritual and material elements included in it.
In this sense, Iévara may be thought of in two stages—as
cause and as effect. In dissolution (pralaya) he subsists as
the cause with the whole of the universe latent in him; in
creation (srsti), what is latent becomes manifest. Subtle
matter becomes gross; and souls, expanding their dharma-
bhiita-jidna, enter into relation with physical bodies
appropriate to their past karma. The causal form includes
within itself everything that is required for the development

ignified by creation, so that Iévara is the whole and sole
cause of it. In other words, God is self-determining and the
universe develops from within unassisted by any external
agency (p. 82). It is because he grows into this cosmic variety
that he is called ‘Brahman' (p. 54). That would ascribe
change to God which is against the prevalent teaching of the
Upanisads; but Rimdnuja tries to explain the difficulty
away by holding that the change is only to be secondarily
understood—as sa-dviraka. God does not suffer change in
himself, but only through the entities comprehended in the
whole of which he is the inspiring principle. But it is not easy
to see how he can be said to remain changeless when his
inseparable attributes are changing. This Iévara in himself,
regarded as the unchanging centre of the changing universe,
is the other meaning of the term. Such an Iévara of course
does not exist isolated by himself, but it is still legitimate to
make the distinction because the visesya element in the
Absolute, like the videsanas, is real and ultimate. In the
former sense, lévara is the Absolute of Rimdnuja; in the
latter, he is the antar-yimin and dwells within whatever is
—whether soul or matter.

This absolutist view which is chiefly based upon the
Upanisads is intertwined in the system with the detailsof a
theistic creed which, historically speaking, goes back to a
different source. In that phase, God is conceived as completely

He is looked upon as having pity for erring man
and as actuated by a desire to show mercy to him. Benevo-
lence, indeed, is one of his essential features. He is known as
Niriyana or Visudeva, and the latter designation is a sign
of the presence in the doctrine of elements drawn from the
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Bhigavata religion. He is also known as Para or the Supreme.
In this form he dwells in his own citadel Vaikuntha which,
as we said, occupies a corner in the domain of nitya-vibhiiti.
He manifests himself in various ways to help his devotees:
One of the most important is known as vyiiha. It is four-
fold: Vasudeva—a differentiation within Para Visudeva
and therefore to be distinguished from him—Sarhkarsana,
Pradyumna and Aniruddha. They are all incomplete mani-
festations, and God appears in them in different garbs.
Another way in which the Supreme manifests himself is as
avatirs (p. 98) which are well known. They are classed
together as vibhava, Still another manifestation is known
as the antaryimin whose presence within is common to all
the jivas and who guides them like a friend.r It is God
incorporate—possessing a riipa—and should be distinguished
from the one referred to above which bears the same name
and which, as taught in the Brhaddranyaka Upanisad? is
the essence (svariipa) of God.3 The last of the manifestations,
called arcivatiira, is as holy idols worshipped in sacred places
like Sriradgam.

Now as regards the success with which the two teachings
have been assimilated here: The attempt, so far as it aims at
identifying the ultimate of philosophy with the ultimate of
religion, has its undoubted excellences. But it is one thing to
think of the two as the same and quite another to try com-
bining a particular philosophic doctrine with a particular
religious creed. The theistic creed that finds place in the
present synthesis had, as the result of its long history,
developed a host of concrete details, not all of which for
lack of adequate rational support could fuse with philosophy.
The philosophic doctrine included in it was, on the other hand,
the result of one of the most daring speculations in the whole
field of thought; and its conception of Reality was the
least personal. Hence there are some discrepancies in
the doctrine resulting from the synthesis, such as those
we had occasion to mention in speaking of the notions
of antaryimin and nitya-vibhiiti. Another instance of the

' Yatindra-mata-dipika, p. 88, s T1. wii.
3 See Rahasya-traya-sdra, v. pp. 283=4.
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same disaccord is found in what we shall point out in the
next section, viz. the retention in the doctrine of the ‘esoteric
restriction’ of the saving knowledge of bhakti by the side
of the popular pathway to release of prapatti. The fact is
that the Vaisnava religion was there in all its completeness
in the time of Riminuja. As a practical creed, it had indeed
served human needs in an excellent manner and given rise
within its fold to more than one saint of pre-eminent mystical
power, But it lacked support from the Upanisads and this
lack of support should have become the more conspicuous
after Sarnkara had expounded them in a specific manner.
The attempt made in the Vidistadvaita was to secure for
Vaigpavism the needed support. It was thus practical
exigency rather than any organic connection between the
two teachings that led to their synthesis. We may illustrate
best the resulting discrepancy by reference to the conception
of the Absolute in the system. Rimfinuja admits several
ultimate entities, but holds at the same time that there is
only one Being—that of the vifesya, all the attributive
elements deriving their being from it.* If all these entities are
existentially one, it is difficult to see how the distinction
between them can be ultimate. It is just this lack of inde-
pendent being that the Advaitin means when he denies
reality to elements of diversity in the Absolute.* If to avoid
the above difficulty we assume that each visesana has its
own s¢parale being, the absoluteness of the Absolute vanishes
and it will be hard to think of it as a unity except in a secon-
dary or figurative sense. The only other alternative is to define
the relation between the several entities constituting the
Absolute as bhedibheda, thus predicating both identity
and difference of them. But such an explanation, even
supposing it is logically sound, is, as already pointed out,
totally unacceptable to Raminuja. The notion of aprthak-
siddhi on which the conception is based is as imperfect as
that of the Nydya-Vaifesika samaviya which it is intended
to replace. The only difference is that while samaviya tries
¢ Cf. SB. 1. ii. 31. See also the discossion of this point by Rahgari-
minnja in his com. on Mundaks Up. 1. i. 3.

* See Note 1 on p. 353.
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to unite what are supposed to be distinct, aprthak-siddhi
tries to separate what is supposed to be one. Both alike

t efforts to seek what it is not possible to have, viz.
a half-way house between inclusion and exclusion. The
system, so far as it is based on VaiSpavism, endeavours to
secure ultimate reality for the souls as well as matter; but
loyalty to the Upanisads drives it to modify it, thus rendering
the result logically unsatisfactory.

1V

As in the Advaita, the practical discipline here also begins
with karma-yoga in the Gitd sense, which purifies the heart
and fits a person for knowing the truth; but it is quite
different in what follows. The training that is distinctive of
the Vidistidvaita is two-fold:—

(1) J#ana-yoga.—This means meditation upon the jiva
after knowing its true character through fravana or study
of the scriptures under a proper guru. Those only that have
achieved success in karma-yoga can enter upon it Its object
is to realize how the self is different from its several accom-
paniments like the body, senses and so forth with which man
usually identifies it and how attachment to them impedes
spiritual progress. When this yoga is carried to fruition, the
discipline does not terminate, for according to Ramfnuja,
the jiva though an ultimate fact is not the Ultimate. The
disciple may have succeeded in realizing his nature in
relation to the physical environment ; but there yet remains
the task of discovering the same in relation to God, the
highest fact of the universe. Man cannot, according to Rima-
nuja, know himself truly until he knows God. The means
prescribed for such knowledge is termed bhakti-yoga.

(2) Bhakti-yogs.—This marks the culminating stage of the
discipline. It presupposes a reasoned conviction regarding
the nature of God as taught in the Visistidvaita, and those
alone that have successfully pursued jfiina-yoga in the sense
just explained can begin it. Bhakti here is equated with
dhyana and may therefore be taken as updsana or meditation
taught in the Upanisads, provided we remember that it
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implies also love. It is not a mere austere concentration of
the mind on Reality, but a loving contemplation of a
personal God.* There is also another implication in it which
is equally the result of the conception of the jiva character-
istic of the doctrine, viz. the feeling of one's absolute
dependence (Sesatva) upon God as the sole power in the
universe, Bhakti-yoga also thus consists in meditation like
jiina-yoga; but it is meditation that is suffused with
feelings of love and dependence. Success in this part of the
discipline results in the attainment of what may be described
as divine vision, actual moksa resulting when the soul is
severed from the probation of flesh. This is in accordance
with the ancient ideal of finding release in a life hereafter,
and no jivan-mukti as such (p. 19) is recognized here as in
Sarnkara's Advaita.

Another important difference from the Advaita is that the
obligation to perform karma is not a feature of the preparatory
stage only. It continues even when one enters upon bhakti-
yoga, so that the ideal of karma-sariinydsa as known to the
Advaita (p. 339) is rejected here. Man should never abandon
karma of the nitya variety or unconditional duties, for he
will then become sinful and miss salvation on account of
neglecting what is enjoined in the Veda. So far Riminuja
agrees with Kumirila. But there is here the positive purpose
that bhakti, which has been described as ‘salvation in
becoming,'* might grow through karma and ripen into
intuition. Adherence to karma in this stage is not therefore
for subjective purification asin the earlier one, but for advanc-
ing further and further in the life of the spirit. And karma,
with its purpose thus transformed, will continue till the very
end, for the immediate experience of God is not believed to
arise until the moment before departing this life. The disci-
pline for moksa thus consists of both jfiina and karma; yet
it is the former alone that is regarded as the direct cause of
release, the latter being taken to be only an accessory and
not a co-ordinate aid. Hence, though insisting upon the
performance of karma throughout life, the Viistidvaita like

+ Cf. Sncha-plirvam anudhyfinam bhaktih. Quoted in SB. p. 35
(eom.). s IP, vol. ii. p. 7os.
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the Advaita (p. 379) does not advocate what is known as
samuccaya-viida.! Before we close this topic we must draw
attention to the widening in its scope which karma undergoes
in the system. It includes not only whatever is prescribed in
the Veda but also prayer and devotional worship as under-
stood in Vaisnavism (kriya-yoga).:

As in the other Indian systems, moksa is conceived here also
as freedom from mundane existence. But over and above this
is the idea here of reaching a supra-mundane sphere and
there enjoying in the presence of God the highest bliss. The
imperfect prikrtic body of the jiva is then replaced by a
perfect one, so that release does not mean here a dis-
embodied state as it does in many another doctrine, It is
this ideal world—'the Highlands of the blest’—that is
constituted out of suddha-sattva. Picturesque descriptions
are given of the place. There God is seated on his white
throne and is served by his consort Laksmi—interceding on
behalf of man—and by all the souls of the nitya and mukta
variety. It is a place of absolute peace and perfection, and
the joy of all there lies in following the will of the Supreme.
When a bound soul is liberated, it is led to this region and,
welcomed by all there, it is at last received by God as his
very own. An account of the triumphal progress of the spiri-
tual pilgrim till he arrives at the throne of the Lord is given
in the first chapter of the Kawsilahi Upanisad.

This is the normal or regular means to release. But a
person, to follow it, must belong to one or another of the
three higher castes of Hindu society; for it is only such that
are qualified to receive instruction in the Veda and the
Upanisads. So the course described heretofore becomes
considerably narrowed in its usefulness. The Vidistadvaita
therefore recognizes along with it another pathway to God
which any one, irrespective of caste or rank, may follow.
That is known as prapatti.3 The word is derived from pra-pad,
meaning ‘to take refuge with' or ‘to piously resign,’ and
points to a belief that salvation is obtained through free
grace, It is described as sarandigati or flinging oneself on
God's compassion. It consists in absolute self-surrender,
' SB. IIL iv. 26. * Cf VAS.p.5. 1 See Gadya-traya, iil.
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and signifies a resolve ‘to follow the will of God, not to
cross his purposes, to believe that he will save, to seek help
from him and him alone and to yield up one's spirit to him in
all meekness.”r In one of its forms described as ‘resignation
in extreme distress’ (irta-prapatti), it is believed to bring
deliverance immediately. A single moment of seriousness
and sincerity is considered enough; and this also testifies, in
the eyes of the Vidistidvaitin, to its superiority over bhakti
which means a long and laborious process of training. The
inclusion by Rimdnuja in his doctrine of a means to salvation
which is accessible to all, explains the wide popularity it has
always commanded ; and the social uplift of the lower classes
to which it has led is of great value in the history of India.
But it is outside our purpose to dwell upon that aspect of the
Vidistadvaita at any length. Riminuja attaches so much
importance to prapatti that he makes it essential to bhakti
also in its final stages.* He maintains that it represents a
form of knowledge and is not therefore in conflict with the
Upanisadic view that jiiina alone is the means of release—
an explanation rendered necessary by prapatti being the
distinctive characteristic of Vaisnavism rather than of the
Vedinta. The prominent place given to it in the teaching
shows the need for absolute self-suppression whatever course
of discipline a person may follow. Though zealously upholding
the persistence of personality, Rimdnuja commends the
cultivation of an attitude which makes one feel and act as if
that personality did not exist. He means thereby that it is
not belief in a permanent self but selfishness which is the

enemy of true life.

+ Anukillyasya samhkalpah pritikiilyasya varjanam:
Raksisyatiti visvisah goptrtva-varapam tathi:
Atma-niksepa-kirpanye sadvidhi saraplgatih.

3 See com. on BG. xviii. 66,
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