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Preface

*

T is now some years since my Outlines of Indian Philosophy

was published, with the intention chiefly of providing a
handy text-book for students in our Universities A simpler
and shorter account of the subject is required for the general
reader, and the present attempt 1s to meet that requirement.
It is hoped that the book wall be found suitable for the purpose,
and that it will receive the same,welcome as was generously
accorded to its predecessor.

The subject-matter of the two books being identical, there
is naturally a certamn ltkeness between them; but 1t will be
seen that no portion of the earlier volume has been verbally
reproduced here The present work, in accordance with the
aim kept in view in writing 1t, leaves out many of the details
included in the previous one The difference between them,
however, does not consist merely in these omissions There 15
also variation 1n the treatment of some topics, as, for instance,
in the first two chapters dealing with early Indian thought.
At least in two cases, agam, there are important additions. In
the earlier book, Buddhism was dealt with in reference to two
stages of its growth. There is a third phase, representing the
doctrine as 1t was originally taught by Buddha; and a brief
résumé of it, as it has been reconstructed by scholars in recent
years, also finds a place here Simularly, the account of the
Vedanta has been amphfied by the inclusion of the Dvaita
system of it. In treating of such a subject as Indian Philosophy,
it\is difficult to avoid the use of Sanskrit terms; but their
n ‘mber appearing in the body of the work has been reduced

, & \r as possible, and a Glossary is provided to help the reader

ng ding out their meanings readily.

z ve utilized in the preparation of this book two of my

contributed to the Aryan Path, and another to the
of Indian Culture (published by the Ramakrishna
I am grateful to the editors of these puplications for
vtesy m permutting me to do so. Specific references
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The Essentials of Indian Philesophy

to the articles are given at the appropriate places in the Notes
appended at the end. I wish to record my feeling of indebfedness
to the late Dr. J. E. Turner of the University of Liverpool for
his kindness in reading the book in typescript and for his
valuable suggestions. Finally, I desire to express my deep
gratitude to Professor S Radhakrishnan for the kindly interest
which he has always taken in my work. It is no exaggeration
to say that, but for his help and encouragement, neither this
book nor the previous one would have been written.

April 1948. M. H.
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Chapter One

VEDIC RELIGION AND
PHILOSOPHY

X

HE earliest source of our information regarding Indian
thought 1s the Veda, which sigpifies, as 1t has been stated,
not a single work but a whole literature This literature is
usually regarded as consisting of two  parts, viz Mantras sand
Brahmanas ? Several of the early Upanishads are included in the
latter, but, on account of their great importance in the history
of Indian thought, they deserve to be reckoned as a separate
portlon of the Veda Broadly speaking, the three parts mark
successive stages in the growth of Vedic literature, and also
stand for teachings that are more or less distinct The deter-
mination of the exact chronological limits of these stages 1s not
. possible Even the duration of the Vedic period, as a whole, is
not definitely known, though the question has exercised the
minds of scholars for long Al that 1s certain is that the Veda
proper, including the chief Upanishads, is older than Buddha,
who is known to have died about 480 B¢. The later limit of
the Vedic period may accordingly be taken as 500 B.C As
regards the earlier limit, the belief that was generally current
till recently, and which has not yet been given up wholly, was
1200-1500 B C. The view that is now replacing it is the one
set forth by Dr. Winternitz in his History of Indian Literature,
which fixes the beginning of the period somewhere between
2000 and 2500 B.C. instead of 1200-1500 B.c It is not known
what changes, if any, will be found necessary in this conclusion
when the momentous discoveries made in recent years in the
Indus valley near Mohenjo-Daro and Hazappa are fully under-
stood Thesé details, however, are not of very much importance
for us here We shall therefore proceed to consider the teaching
. of the Veda in its triple division

9



The Essentials of Indian Philosophy

I

The word ‘““mantra’” may be regarded as equivalent to a
“hymn’’ or “‘rehgious song.”” The hymns or religious songs con-
tained in the Veda are of varymng age, the oldest of them being
separated from the latest by several centuries They were at a
later stage, that is, long after the period of their production,
brought together and have been preserved in the form of
separate collections (sa#hitd) Two of them, to which we shall
occasionally refer in this work, are called the “Rigveda’ and/
the ‘‘Atharva Veda ” We do not know what proportion of the
sacred songs existing at the time were included in these collec-
tions, but we may safely assume that the whole of the material
is nct found in them ‘‘We have no right to suppose,” says Max
Muller, ‘‘that we have even a hundredth part of the religious
and popular poetry that existed during the Vedic age '’2 We
shall, in the present section, take into account only the earlier
mantras, postponing the consideration of the later ones to the
next section dealing with the Brahmanas to which, in their
teaching, they are more akin We have, however, to remember
that several of these early hymns are too obscure to admit
of a satisfactory interpretation This obscurity, together with
the incompleteness of the hymn material we possess, makes it
hard to reach anything like certainty regarding the character
of the beliefs which prevailed in that age as a whole. We shall
therefore content ourselves with citing here the view now
commonly accepted by scholars, that these early mantras in-
culcate a form of nature worship, and that this religion of
nature was, in its essence, transplanted from their original home
when the ancestors of the future Aryans immigrated into India.
| In this religion the various powers of nature like fire (agni),
wind (vayx) and the sun (s#rya), amidst which man lives and
to whose influence he iSconstantly subject, are persomﬁeythe
persomﬁcat1on implying a belief that the order which is observ-
able in the world, such as the regular succession of seasons or
of day and night, is due to the agency of these powers. They
are accordingly looked upon as higher beings or gods, whom
it is man’s duty to obey and to propitiate Hence the hymns
may generally be described as chants or prayers addressed fo

10




Vedic Religion and Philosophy

deified powers of nature, regarded as responsible for the govern;
_ance of the world The gods thus worshipped are very many.
Some of them like Agni, the god of fire, who is represented as the.
..c,;@gn.atgiiﬁ.tﬂhe__g@f@{n—gﬁo a period anterior to_the
occupation of India by the Aryans, while others, like Usas or
“dawn”, worshipped as a goddess and described as a blushing
Taiden pursued by her lover, the sun, are later creations by
them in their new home.3 Althougﬂh the Vedic pantheon is thus *
quite large, some deities, as they appear in the hymns that
have been preserved, are more important than others. But we
may note, by the way, that Siva and Visnu, the two great gods
of later Hinduism, although not unknown to the age, are not
among the former. Of the relatively more imposing deities, it
will suffice here to refer to two, ViV aruna and Indra. In the
words of one of the mantras, they are ‘“the two monarchs that-
support all living beings ’* The distinctive feature of the one is
his unswerving adherence to high principles; that of the other,
his eagernmess to protect his devotees by vanqushing their
enemies in battle.

The latter, viZ Indra, is the leading deity of the hymn-
collections taken as a whole. He represents mainly valour and
force, but he combines with those traits certain others, which
one would not like to assoctate with the idea of the divine.
Thus he 1s vain and boastful, and is uncommonly fond of an
intoxicating drink extracted from a creeper called soma. But
he seems to have come to hold so exalted a position among
the Vedic gods through some accidental circumstance. That
circumstance might have been, as indicated by his description
as the “‘protector of the Aryan colour” and as the ‘‘destroyer
of the dark skin,” the necessity that arose for seeking the aid
of a martial and self-assertive deity by the immigrant Aryans
in subjugating the hostile tribes who were prior residents of
the land which they had invaded. Or it might have been the
havoc frequently played by famine in their new home, as
shown by the description of Indra as the ‘“‘thunder-god” and
as ‘“‘the liberator of the waters by slaying the demon of
drought.” Prof. Radhakrishnan writes, “When the Aryans
entered Indid they found that, as at present, their prosperity
was a mere gamble in rain The rain-god naturally became
the national god of the Indo-Aryans.”

11
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I1I

We have so far spoken of the earlier hymns, and shall now
proceed to consider, within the limits set py our plan, the
thought of the later hymns and the Brihmanas. The word,
which is derived from drahmar meamng ‘‘prayer’ or ‘‘devotion,”
signifies an authoritative utterance of a priest, relating par-
ticularly to sacrifice; and the Brahmanas are so_called because
they are the repositories of such utterances Speaking gen-
erally, the thought of the earlier hymns is seen in this period
to develop on three Iines: monotheism, monism and ritualism.
The first two of these, }@wever, are often found mixed up
with each other. But the conceptions themselves, as will be
explained soon, are quite distinct; and this is the reason for
our dealing with them separately.

(x) Monothersm: The behef 1n many gods of the early hymns
now becomes more or less definite monotheism. The tendency
to it appears already in those hymns in various ways. One of
the most important of them 1s the likeness of the gods to one
another, as they are described there They all share certain
features which suggest that their identity was already recog-
nized, though but half-consciously. Thus all the gods are lumin-
ous, as shown by the common epithet of deva applied to them,
which is derived from a root meaning ‘“to shine;’ and all,
as noted before, maintain physical order and are friendly to
the virtuous. This tendency now develops further; but it does
not result in a fully crystallized conception of a supreme God,
as required for monotheism in the ordinary acceptation of
the term. It aims rather at the discovery, not of one god who
is_above other gods, but of the common power that works
behind them all or, as we might othérwise put it, the principle
immanent in all of them. “What is but one, wise people call”
by different names as Agni, Yama and matari$van.” The con-
ception of the supreme God in the later Vedic period may
consequently be said to be more philosophic than religious.
Omnipotence, for example, which is a characteristic of all the
gods, becomes personified as the Highest under the name of
the “‘all-doer” (ViSva-karma). He is the great architect of
the wuniverse, says one hymn, “who knows all, who

14
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assigns to the gods their names and to whom all go
for mstruction” This attempt to derive a general, and
virtually impersonal, conception of the supreme God from the
common characteristics of deities is, with a remarkable free-
dom of speculation, made again, and again, so that we have,
in the period, a number of such conceptions which sycceed and
replace one another. >

The most prominent among the conceptions of the supreme
God, so enthroned and dethroned afterwards, 1s that of
Prajipatior “‘Father-god”, whose name implies that a]] created
beings are his children This title 1s found used first in its
literal sense of “‘lord of creatures’’ as an attribute of various
gods. But later 1t ceases to repigsent merely an aspect of
divinity, and acquires an independent status. Thus in an
oft-recited hymn of the Rigveda, to a question repeated mine
times, ‘“Who 1s the God te whom we are to offer sacrifice?”’
the answer 1s given that it is Prajapati “who is the one lord
of all created things.” He is described elsewhere as born of
rta, the principle of righteousness which rules the world: and
the description shows that, though the deity 1s abstract, being
the result of elevating a mere epithet to the rank of the Al-
mighty, it does not lack the moral exaltation characterizing
the earlier and more concrete gods Indeed, he 1s often regarded
as an ethical authority. Prajapati represents the highest
conception of umtary godhead in the Jater Maptras and
Brahmanas, taken as a whole. But even that is replaced, in
course of time, by others; and still later, as for example m
some of the. Upamishads, the deity is reduced to g cleaﬂy
secondary rank under the designation of Brahma (mgsc.).5 -
= (2) Mowism: Another direction in which the thought of the
earlier hymns develops is defimtely philosophic, tracing the
world not to a creator but to a single primordial cause which
unfolds itself as the universe in all its diversity. As in the
case of the previous congeption, this causal Plinciple or
creative ground also is conceived of in diverse ways, Thus it
appears ag,the Infinite[(ads#) in one place. and as tlm;\'gktihd)

In afiother. In a_remarkabl vmn® which marks
“the climax. ive tho

veda,” it is
designated as ‘“That Ome’”’ (Tat Ekam)—a demgna}{on which,
diScarding all the earhier anthropomorphic mythelogy, un-

15
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mistakably foreshadows the nameless Power of the Upanishads
of which we shall soon have to speak “In the beginning,”
the hymn says, ‘‘there was neither being nor non-being. That—
one breathed ,calmly, self-sustained ”’ But 1t had within 1t,
it adds, the latent power (fgpas) out of which the whole universe, _
including the gods, developed afterwards. The point to be
specially noted here 1s the gonception of the ultimate entity
as dynamic or self-evolving, and as therefore requiring no
outside Power to guide and shape 1t.

This current of thought, as already stated, 1s often found
blended with the other one of monotheism. The reason for it
is that the supreme God, as conceived m the period, 1s not
always identified with the other gods alone, but also with
the whole universe of which he is the creator. ““He 1s all and
everything” is what, for example, is said in one place of
Prajapati That is, the supreme God is regarded not merely
as a creator, externally related to the world, but also as con-
stituting 1ts very substance, as the momstic principle does
It 1s now usual to represent the monism of the later mantras
and the Brihmanas as pantheistic, but it 1s not correct to
do so, since the term as applicable to this teaching connotes
the idea not merely of immanence but also of transcendence
Thus, for nstance, what is known as the Hymn of Man?_
declares “Having covered the world on all sides, it extended
beyond 1t the length of ten fingers.” The primal principle,
no doubt, is immanent in the world which emerges from it,
but 1s certainly not exhausted by it.

(3) Reétualism: The purpose of invoking the several gods of
nature was at first mostly to gain their favour for success in
life here as well as hereafter. The prayers were then naturally
accompanied by simple gifts like grain and ghee. But this
simple form of worship became more and more complicated
and gave rise, in course of time, to elaborate sacrifices as also
to a special class of professior=] priests who alone, it was
believed, could officiate at them. There are allusions in the -
later hymns to rites which lasted for very long periods, and :
at which several priests were employed by the sacrificer. The
Briahmanas, in which this elaborate ritualism is taught, alto-
gether subprdinate the earlier mantras to it. They do, indeed,
yplize them, but often sundering them from their original

16
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context, and sometimes even severing them from their ongmal
significance.8

More noteworthy than this elaboration was the change that
came over the spirit with which offerings were made to the
gods in this period, What prompted the performance of sacri-
fices was no longer the thought of prevailing upon the gods to
bestow some favour or to ward off some danger; it was rather
to compel or coerce them to do What the sacrificer wanted to
be done This change of spirit 1s explained by many among
modern scholars as the importing of the magical element into
Vedic religion, and 1s taken by them as a sign of the transfer
of power from the gods to the priests There 1s no doubt that
belief in magic was widely current in the period, as 1s shown by
the Atharva Veda, which is largely #book of sorcery and witch-
craft But, as indicated by the general tone of the rest
of Vedic literature, 1t seems to have been confined to the
lower strata of society. The altered spirit behuind the offer of
sacrifices more probably only means faith in the efficacy of
Vedic prayers, as such, and not in the potency of priests.
That would correspond with the unqualified reverence which,
as we shall see, later came to be shown to the whole text of
the Veda by the adherents of the various orthodox doctrines.
The power of conferring good thus seems then to have been
transferred from the gods not to the priests but directly to
the Veda itself.

But whatever name we may give 1t and however we may
understand 1ts implication, it is certain that there was a pro-
found change in the conception of sacrifice, and consequently
in that of the relation between gods and men. All that came
to be insisted upon was a scrupulous carrying out of every
detail connected with the various rites; and the good result
afécl:uixig from them, whether here or elsewhere, was believed
to follow automatically from 1t. It is this sacrificial correctness
that constitutes the third meaning of 7i¢, to which we alluded
above. Ritualistic punctilio thus comes to be placed on the-
same level ‘as natutal law and moral rectitude. To judge from
extant works, ritualism in this extreme
the predomznant teaching of the later Vedic period; but as
the other two tendencies of monotheism and monism also

undoubtedly prevailed then, the prominent placs it occupies
17




The Essentials of Indian Philosophy

in those works is, in all probability, the result of the bias in
that direction of the scholar-priests, who were responsible for
the compilation of the Veda as it has come down to. us.

(rranicHang I

To take up now the consideration of the Upanishads.
The word wupanishad literally means ‘‘secret teaching”
(rahasya) or the teaching which was jealously guarded from
the unworthy and was imparted, in private, only to pupils of
tried character. It has since come to be applied also to the
treatises which embody such teaching The number of these
treatises, as commonly reckoned, is very large; but only about
a dozen of them can be classed as genuine parts of Vedic
literature, The rest, which belong to a later period, are relative-
ly of inferior value. The classical Upanishads, as the former
may be described, represent the flower of Vedic thought. They
are written in rhythmic prose, where they are not metrical;
and they possess, on the whole, a musical quality all their
own. The reader, even when not familiar with their teaching,
easily grasps their general import, and their power of trans-
porting one out of oneself is remarkable

Broadly speaking, the teaching of the Upanishads marks a
reaction against that of the Brahmanas which, as already pointed
out, inculcate an elaborate system of ritual. In more than one
place, they decry the value of sacrifices. To cite only a single
instance, one Upanishad declares that it is not pleasing to the
gods that ma should know the ultimate truth, for that, by
revealing to him their true place in the universe which is- by
no means supreme, will result in their losing the sacrificial
offerings they would otherwise-receive from him.? The gods,
according to this view, are much like men; and their worship
or sacrifices to them bring no lasting result, as devotion to
philosophic truth does._; But it has to be added that, within
the Vedic period itself, this spirit of antagonism to 'ritual
is modified and ceremonial life comes to be recognized as
necessary, either directly or indirectly, for attaining the true
and final goal of hife.’® The Upanishads thus came finally to
represent$ tle teaching of the Veda in its entirety, and not of

=t 18
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Jits final portions only Here we see illustrated a characteristic
{feature of all advance in Indian culture, viz. that when a new
}‘stage of progress is reached, the old is not discarded but is
sooner or later, incorporated in it.

There are great, almost insurmountable, difficulties in de
ciding what exactly is the teaching of the Upanishads in certair
important respects. This accounts for the emergence 1n later
times of diverse schools of Vedanta, all of which claim tc
propound the Upamshadu: teaching. It 1sclear, however, that the
prevailing view in them is monistic and absolutistic. That it
to say, they teach that the ultimate reality is one and only one
Tts unseen, but pervasive, presence is thus set forth in one of
the Upanishads. ‘It is Brahman that is below and is above,
that 1s to the west and to the east, ®hat 1s to the south and tc
the north. Brahman, indeed, is this whole universe,”** The
teaching 1s also idealistic in the sense that this single reality
is conceived of as spiritual in its nature, and that everything
else is explained as existing in and through it. Referrmg to
all things and to all living beings, another Upanishad says,
“*All this is based upon spirit; spirit is the foundation of the
universe, spirit is Brahman "1 This is not to say that either
pluralism or the belief that the ultimate entities are many,
and realism or the belief that matter is as real adsspirit or
mind, are unknown to the Upanishads, taken as a whole, It
only means that, as already indicated, they are not conspicuous
in them. They appear there like distant echoes of the teaching
of the earlier portions of the Veda which, speaking in the mamn,
is neither monistic nor idealistic. Such a bifurcation of the
Veda is, no doubt, against Indian tradition, which has all
along insisted on the unity of Vedic teaching. Its contention
is that, because all portions of the Veda are alike revealed,
there can be no disharmony n their teaching But looking at
the whole extent of Vedic literature and the vast stretch of
time that separates the earliest from the latest portions of 1t,
“it would indeed be extraordinary if it did impart precisely
the same teaching throughout.

.What is the exact character of the doctrine of unity which
is the predomtinant teaching of the Upanishads? It is necessary
to call attention to certain details of the earlier Vedic teaching
before attempting to answer this question. We have already

19
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mdicated the presence of a monistic view in the later hymns

From the example cited in that connection and the name given
in it to the umtary source, viz. “That One,” it will be seen

that the monism is the result of trying to account for the whole
umverse—nature, men and gods—regarded from the outside
or objectively There are other conceptions of the same kind
in the older literature, and one of them, which gradually
grows in importance, is Brahman To the question raised in
the Rigveda, ‘“What was the wood, and w m
wy’ the fol-
lowing answer is given later on in a Brihmana, ‘“Brahman
was the wood, Brahman was the tree out of which they
carved heaven and earth.” This conception 1s very promi-
nent in the Upanishads The origin of the term is not
quite clear, and it will suffice to refer here to one of
the several explanations now given of 1t. The word
brahman, the reader will recall, signifies ’Eraze‘f-’"—B_'—g
derived from a root b7k meaning ‘‘to grow or expand,”’ it also
stands for the power‘_fnch of itself burst into utterance as

piayer; and 1t is to this meamng that, according to some

among present-day scholars, we should trace the phllosophlc

signifieance of the term, viz. the power or primary principle

which spontaneously manifests 1tself as the universe

There 1s a second current of thought in the earlier literature

which also we should take into account, 1f we are to under-

stand clearly the monistic doctrine of the Upanishads. Its

aim 1s the discovery, not of .a cosmic principle—the source of
the World @5 a—whole, but of the psychic principle—the

ume]:_esse.nc@ 1s origin should be ascribed to the belief

that the proper study':of mankind 15 man, Man's conception
of himself, however, is notoriously vague; and anything from

the gross body to the subtlest principle undérlying individual

existence may be signified by it. We have almost all the

.pogsible alternatives represented in Vedic literature, such as

breath or life (pmna) and the senses* (indriya). The culmin:
ation of this inquiry is represented by atman or the self which

is sometimes described negatively by denying that it is breath,

the senses, etc, which are all the not-self (andtman), and some-

times as the true subject which knows but can never be known

—'"the unseen seer, the unheard hearer and the unthought

20
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thinker ”’ The idea, in either case, is that 1t is unknowable in
the ordinary sense of the term. One Upanishad brings out
this uniqueness of the self by stating paradoxically that it:
is known only to those that do not Zwow it, meamng that,
though intuitively realizable, it cannot be made the object of
thought.

Thus Brahman means the eternal principle as realized in
the world as a whole, and dtman, the Inmost essence of one’s
own self. These two conceptions-——Brahman and atman—are of-
great importance and occur not only independently in thé Titera-
ture of this period, but are sometimes correlated with each
other, and their parallelism 1s pointed out by representing the
self of the world as related to the plysical universe 1n the same
manner in which the individual self 1s related to its body.
Thus in the Atharva Veda, the universal self or world-soul is
stated to have ‘‘the earth for its feet, the atmospheric region
for 1ts belly, the sky for its head, the sun and moon for its
eyes and the wind for its breath ” The two conceptions are
also sometimes identified, and it is this happy idenfihication
of them that constitutes the essential teaching of the Upan-
ishads It is represented by the well-known sayings (That
thou art” (ZLat tyam asi) and “Iam Brahman’’ (4 ham Brahma
asmg). They mean that the principle underlying the world as
a whole, and that which forms the essence of man, are ulti-
mately the same Here ended the long Indian quest for the
pervasive cause of all things—the search, as the Upanishads
express it, for “that by knowing which all will be known.”
Passages descriptive of Brahman alone or of &tman alone
occur frequently in the Upanishads; but they are not peculiar
to them, beirg also found 1n the earlier literature. Their explicit
identification, on the other hand, is specifically Upanishadic

It is necessary to point out the full significance of this
identification. Brahman, as the ultimate cosmic principle or
x«"f;’_t}e source of the whole universe, is all-comprehensive. But

- such a principle need not be spiritnal iri its nature, and may
well be a material or physical entity. Further, an objective
conception like the above is little more than a hypothesis to
account for the origin of the universe; and there is nothing
compelling us to regard it as actually existing, there bemg
no logical absurdity in denying it Some thinkers afreacy
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seem to have done so in the Upamshadic period and main-
tained that “in the beginning this world was just non-being."’13
The establishment of the spirttual character of this principle
and the removal of the uncertainty about 1ts existence are
both accomplished by its identification with dtman or the self,
For our own self is known to us to be spiritual and there is an
intuitive obligation to recogmsze it, 1n some sense, as indubitable,
If we start from the idea of the self, instead of that of Brahman,
we meet with a similar difficulty, for, while the self points to
what is spiritual and is an incontrovertible certainty, it is,
as known to us, necessarily limited in its nature. Whatever
view we may take of its nature, it is determined on one side by
the world of nature, and. on the other by the other selves.
It 1s this deficiency of finiteness that 1s made good by its
identification with Brahman or the all-comprehensive first
cause of the universe. The outcome of the identification there-
fore is that the ultimate reality, which may indifferently be
termed either Brahman or atman, is spirtual and that it
accounts for not only all the selves but also the whole of the
physical universe. That is the meaning of monism or the doc-
trine of unity as taught in the Upanishads.

The spiritual and unitary character of this absolute reality
is very well expressed by the classical phrase saccidananda.
As a single term defining 1ts nature, it 13 met with only 1 the
later Upanishads, but its three elements——sat, £ apd ananda
—care used of Brahman, smgly and in pairs, even in the earliest
of them. Saf, which means ‘‘being,” points to the positive
character of Brahman distinguishing it from all non-being.
But positive entities, to judge from our experience, may be
spiritual or not. The next epithet ¢:f, which means ‘‘sentience,”
shows that it is spiritual. The last epithet dgnanda, which
stands for ‘‘peace,” indicates its unitary and all-embracing
character, inasmuch as varety is the source of all trouble and
restlessness. “‘Fear arises from the other,” as a famous Up-
anishadic saying has it.!* Thus the three epithets together
signify that Brahman is themm
lute, which comprehends not only all being (saf) but alsgml‘
thought (c:t) so that whatever partakes of the character of
either must eventually be traced o it. In other words, it is
the source of the whole universe, while it itself is self-existent
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and self-revealing, there being no other entity from which
1t could be derived or by which it might be made known
Another of the chief difficulties in understanding the Up-
anishads arises 1n determining the exact relation of this unitary
principle to the world and to the individual selves. There are
several passages which teach that the world 1s but an appear-
ance, and that it has no actual place in the ultimate reality.
There are other passages, not less numerous, which grant
reality to the world though, at the same time, they maintain
that it 1s never apart from Brahman or the Absolute Sarikara
examines both these positions in his several commentaries,

and concludes fhat the former Is fhe true teachi he
O e Rias The Lo view. seosin o pim 1 ot b
in them only tentatively. That is, it marks only the first step
in the teaching; and the Upanishads finally retract this view,

affirming 1n its place the other, viz. that Brahman and nothing
besides 1t is truly real, Thus the reality conceded to the world
in such passages is not meant to be taken as ultimate. The
concession is merely for adjusting the final teaching to common
or empirical ways of thinking, which assume diversity to be
qurte real. It represents but the ““lower” truth (apard vidya)
which serves as a stepping stone to the comprehension of the
“‘higher”’ (pard vidyd)—a distinction which is sometimes ex-
plicitly endorsed in the Upanishads 1% As regards the individual
self, Sarhkara takes 1t to be Brahman itself appearing as himite
tecause of its adjuncts like the body which, as parts of thej
physical universe, are not real in the true sense of the term. )
"—There have, however, been other eminent exponents of the
Upanishadic doctrine, some of them Iike Bhartrprapafical®
being anterior to Samkara, who maintained that the self and
the physical universe, though they may be finite and imperfect,
are teal, but that they are not altogether different from Brah-
man. That is to say, they are both identical with and different
from it, the three together constituting a “unity in diversity
As Brahman, the ultimate reality is one; but, as souls and the
world, it is many. The whole universe, on this view, actually
emerges frgm Brahman and therefore necessarily partakes
of its character of reality. The richness of its content indicates
that Brahman, its source, is complex; only the complexity 1s
sometimes manifest, and at other times latent. The former is
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the period of creation (s7s#1); and the latter is that of disso-
lution (pralaya) which, according to immemorial Indian behef,
succeed each other endlessly. At the end of each cycle, the
variety returns to Brahman, but re-emerges from it at the
beginning of the next cycle. The distinction made here between
alatent and a manifest stage of the universe implies the dynamic
character of ultimate reality, and the view 1s accordingly
described as ‘‘the doctrine of self-evolving Brahman’’' (Brakima-
parinama-vada). This view also, Tike the previous one, 1s monistic
since 1t admits no reality outside Brahman. It may also be
described as 1dealistic for, though 1t may not explam the
world as an appearance, 1t dentes ultimate meaning or value
to it, except when viewed as an element 1n Brahman, the
absolute spirit.

In whichever of these two ways we conceive of Brahman,
it is the source from which the universe, in all its organic
and morganic aspects, comes into being. In the first place, it
gives rise to the five “‘elements” (bhila), as they are called,
Space (@kasa), air (vayw), fire (agmi), water (ap) and earth
{prthiv1). Each of these elements has its own distinctive
quality. Space is characterized by sound (sebda), air by touch
(sparsa), fire by colour (rgpa), water by taste (rasa) and earth
by odour (gandha). This classification, which has been accepted
by nearly all the later Indian philosophers, 1t 1s obwious,
corresponds to the fivefold scheme of the organs of sense—
those of hearing, touch, sight, taste and smell, and should have
been suggested by it. From these elements are derved, on
the one hand, the whole of the inorganic world consisting of
things like hills and rivers and, on the other, the organic bodies
of plants, animals and men, all of which house souls which
are ultimately Brahman itself or, in any case;mot quite different
from 1t.

What 1s the hearing of such a view of ultimate reality on
our everyday life? The most strlkmg feature of the latter is'the
comviction which 1t involves, viz. that d1ver51ty is real afid
ultimate, The presupposmon of most, if not-all, of the activities
of lfe is that one man is different from another. The very
efforts made through social and political orgamizations to
unify men ynply that they regard themselves as distinct. If
man is-distinct from man, his distinction from his physical
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environment 1s even clearer. It is not merely man that is
distinct from matter, matter itself, whether 1t serves as an
adjunct of the self hke the physical body and the organs of
sense or as its environment, seems to be diverse 1n its character,
each object having its own individuality or, as the Upanishads
express 1t, 1ts own name (ndma) and its own form (rdpa). It
is obvious that, if momsm is the tryth, no part of this diversity
can be ultimate. That is the sigmificance of the teaching of the
Upanishads, so far as our common beliefs are concerned.
~The diversity given 1 everyday experience may only be
an appearance of Brahman and therefore false, as one school
of interpreters of the Upanishads holds; but, even according
to the other school, it 1s not the whole of truth, for unity also
is equally real. And yet it appears fo be the sole truth, owing
to an 1nveterate habit of our mind which should be traced-to
our ignorance (avidya) of the ultimate reality, This is what is
meant by Maya—the power or the principle that conceals
from us the true character of reality. The ignorance may be
regarded as negatiye, that 1s, as merely a lack of knowledge
of the unity underlying the diversity given i common experi-
ence, or 1t may be looked upon as positive in the sense that it
gives rise to a misapprehension, making us see the manifold
world where there is Brahman and only Brahman. In the former
case, our common knowledge would be correct so far as it
went, although 1t did not go far enough to comprehend the,
unity also, in the latter case, 1t would be almost completely
erroneous. The goal of Iife as conceived in the Upamshads 1s,
in either case, to overcome this congenital ignoramnce, by
attaining full enlichtenment or jsigna. The enlightened state
is called release or moksa. It is attaining one’s true selfhood
in Brahman,

This enlightenment, however, does not mean only an intel-
lectual apprehension of the view that all is one, but also an
aetual realization of that unity i our own experience. In other
words, the aim of studymg phllosophy is not merely to gratify
th_'retlcal curiosity; however disinterested that curiosity may
be; 1t 1s also to live the right kind of Life, consciously adjusting
one’s conduct to one’s intellectiial convictions. It is mn this
sense of devotion to worthier living and not in the sense of
dogma or superstition, that religion is blended with f)@wghy
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in India. Acquiring such enlightenment means a long course
of training. In the first place, the truth, as taught in the
Upanishads, needs to be learnt from e} proper preceptor
(guru) This stage of the training is called '$ravapa or ‘‘formal
study.” But merely to accept the teaching, although it may
be quite true, would constitute blind faith; and 1t does not
become philosophy until its rational support is sought out
The beliefs of others are, no doubt, often of immense use to
us, for we cannot know everything for ourselves. Man’s
advance is mostly due to his capacity for receiving and profiting ﬁtmg
sz the thought and experience of others, But the matter 1s
altogether different in the case of a subject like philosophy,
whose relation to life-is so peculiarly intimate. Others may
teach us here the truths which they have reached as well as
the method by which they did so; but, unless we successfully
repeat that process and rediscover those truths for ourselves,
we cannot get that depth of conviction which alone can be
called ‘‘philosophy’’ in the complete sense of the term If
there are facts which are beyond the reach of reason and can-
not therefore be absolutely demonstrated, philosophy should
at least point to the likelihood of their being true. This 1s
recognized in the Upanishads, for they prescribe what is called
manana or ‘‘reflection”’ in addition to study (§ravapa) in the
sense of learning the truth from a preceptor. It means that
philosophy, though it may begin as faith, does not end there
The_training prescribed i the Upanishads does not ggp
here. It includes also what is called dhyana or “meditation,”

. which means constant dwelling Upon the froth-of wWhich ome
has become intellectually convinced. This meditation _is
otherwise known as yoga, of which more will be said in_the
sequel _A number of sections in the Upanishads are taken up
with describing modes of exercise, or #pdsanas as they are
called, which prepare the disciple for contemplating the ulti-
mate truth, by accustoming him to draw away his mind from
all disturbing thoughts and fix it on one object only. The aim
of the final contemplation is to enable him to grasp the unity
of existence directly-—as directly as he has grasped its diversity.
Thus, if reflection (manana) is for getting intellectual con-
viction, meditation (dhydina) is for gaining direct experience.
Without the acquisttion of such immediate or intuitive ex-
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perience, philosophy, even if it represents a logical certainty,
will be of purely academic interest. Such theoretical knowledge
may be a mental accomplishment; but, being mediate, it
cannot dispel the immediate conviction in the ultimacy of
diversity and will not therefore become a permanent influence
on hfe. The Upanishads base this part of their teaching on a
fact of experience, viz. that a mediate knowledge of truth
cannot overcome an immediate illusion—that seeing alone is
believing

But to be effective or even possible, the meditation requires
not merely an intellectual conviction concerning the ultimate
truth, but also deta rom selfish interests. This was the
idea underlying the practice, referred to earher, of keeping
the Upamsshadic teaching as a selret and mmparting it only
to true and tried pupils. ““Give 1t to none that is not tranquil,”
says one Upanishad, for it was feared that an indiscriminate
broadcasting of the truth that all 1s one might lead to 1ts
distortion and bring it into discredit. The ethical training,
which detachment signifies, is generally taken for granted in
the Upanishads, and is consequently not dwelt upon much in
them But where they refer to it, they definitely bring out its
importance, as, for example, in the beginning of the Katha
Upanishad, where a youth who seeks to know from the god of
Death whether the soul survives the body or not is tempted in
several ways by the offer of wealth and power before the
~truth is made known to him. But 1t 1s not merely a spint of
self-abnegation that 1s presupposed by Upanishadic teaching;
equal emphasis is laid in 1t on what is described as social
morality. Thus mn another Upanishad, Prajipati, who is an
ethical authority, as we know, enjoins the practice not only
of self-denial but also of generosity and compassion? The
Upanishads describe Brahman itself as without evil—a de-
scription whose implication is that he who desires to attain
Brahma-hood should strive to free h.lgsel,f from all forms
of evil. As Max Muller says,” goodndss and virtue are ‘“‘a
sine qua mon for the attainment &f the highést knowledge
which brings the soul back to its source and to its home and
restores it to its true nature.” The culmination of this ethical
training 1s symbohzed in formal renunciafion or samnva
which finds a prominent place in the Upamshads. It ,is the
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ascetic (nwr#its), as distinguished from the activistic (pravrit)
way of life taught in the Brihmanas—a distinction to which
we shall refer at some length in the next chapter.

To restate briefly the entire course of discipline: The neces-
sary pre-condition for starting on the course of Vedantic
life is detachment. In other words, no one that has not under-
gone a course of ethical training calculated to kill all egoistic
impulses 1s qualified for a serious study of the Upanishads.
When this preliminary qualification is acquired, there 1S a
t = aining which is mainly intellectual: rning
the ultimate truth with the assistance of a teacher Sravana),
{2)xeflection upon what has been so learnt with a view to
convince oneself of the certalnty or, at least, the probability
of 1t (manana) and (3) 1 meditation which amms at deepening
and intensifying that conviction until it effectively uproots all
beliefs that are inconsistent with it (dhyanag),

The goal of Iife, as already indicated, is the attainment of

realease (moksa) from the empirical state of samsdara or the
recurrent round of birth and death. It is becoming Brahman
or, what comes to the same thing, The Tealization oI ones
own true nature In accordance with the double view of the
ultimate reality found i the Upanishads, this is conceived in
two ways It is a condition, according to some like Sarhkara,
in which the self remains by itself—partless and peaceful;
and, according to others like Bhartrprapafica, it is a condition
in which only the sense of diversity as ultimate disappears
and an all-comprehensive reality is experienced as identical

with oneself. In either case, 1t is a state of moral and inte]lectual
erfection, transcending the distinctions we commonly make
E etween the self and the not-self, and between good and

evil, That this goal is achievable in the present life seems to
be the teaching of the Upanishads, taken as a whole. It is
known as_givanmukii or ‘‘liberation while still alive.” ‘“When

all desires lodged in, the heart disappear,”’ says the Katha
Upanishad, ‘‘then man ‘becomes immortal and (even) here
atfains Brahman,” Here, for instance, is a distinct mentfon of
it. In the condition of jivanmukti, the diversity of the world—
even according to those who believe it to be false—does not
cease to appear, but the belief in its ultimacy 1s once for all
destroyed. Yhis conception of release marks a great advance
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on the earlier Vedic belief that the final ideal of man can be
attained only hereafter Socrates is stated to have brought
philosophy down from heaven to earth, the seers of the Upa-
nishads, we may say, discovered that heaven itself is on the
earth, could one but realize it. When in the end a person that
has reached this stage is dissociated from his physical accom-

ammegts. he_becomes Brahman itself. That 1s final release
(vgifia_-mukt:—)-

We have so far restricted our attention to persons who
succeed in killing every passion and acquire complete enlighten-
ment in this Iife. But therr number must necessarily be very
small. Of the others, who form the large majority, the Upani-
shads may be said to make two broad divisions—those that
pursue the right path of life, though®hey are not able to acquire
full enlightenment in this life, and those that yield to natural
impulses, because they lack self-control. The former, the second
best, progress from one state of existence to a higher without
returning to the world of mortals, until at last they find release
from the cycle of births and deaths. This progressive realization
(krama-mukti) of the ideal of life is what some Vedantins
consider to be the sole form of release taught in the Upamishads.
It corresponds to the eschatological view of the goal of man,
as 1t was understood in the earher stages of the Vedic period
Only the result 1s conceived here as absolute liberation from
the conditions of worldly existence, and not as a sublimated
life of joy 1n the world of gods The latter class of people, on
the other hand, viz the self-indulgent who fail to bridle thewr
desires, are born again and again, their condition in any par-
ticular life being determined by ‘‘the nature of their deeds
and the nature of their thoughts’18 1n the past. The belef in
the karma doctrine implied here forms a characternistic feature
of Upamshadic teaching. But 1t will be convenient to defer
its consideration to the next chapter. It 1s enough for the
present to refer to the clear enunciation n the Upamishads of paitisiia
the moral law underlying the belief, viz. that ‘‘good deeds
lead to good; and evil deeds, to evil."*®
FThere is one other point to which a brief reference is necessary,
before we close this section, viz the place of theism in the
Upanishads. We have already sketched its growth to the
close of the Brihmana period In tracing the subsequent
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history of it in the next chapter, we shall mention the place
which monotheism, strictly so termed, finds in the Upanishads,
But there is also another form of 1t in them, about which a
few words should now be added. It has not been developed,
like the conception of Prajapati for instance, from the poly-
theism of the mantras; it is directly derived from the Brahman
-dtman conception and, mn consonance with it, the supreme
¥ God is here taken to be immManent in all that constitutes the
umverse, including gods and men. This fact is indicated by
the name generally given to it in the Upanishads, viz Isa or
Iévara (“Lord’’) who lives as the “inner guide” (anmtarydmin)
in all objects in the umverse.?® 1$vara, 1n this sense, is only
the persorified form of Brahman. The term does not according-
1y signify a creator other than the created, as God 1s conceived
m monotheism, but a principle which is eventually one with
it. To express the same in the terminology of later Vedanta,
God as conceived here is the material as well as the efficient
cause of the umiverse. This personified conception of Brahman,
as may be expected, often passes insensibly into that of the
Absolute in the teaching of the Upanishads.
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Chapter Two
TRANSITION TO THE SYSTEMS

N

?

E have very briefly treated of Vedic religion and philo-
sophy and have now to deal, in somewhat greater detail,
with the several systems of Indian thought. But these systems
do not appear immediately after the close of the Vedic period,
they do so considerably later, although the exact duration of
the interval cannot be determined. 5t used to be thought, till
some years ago, that none of the systems was much older than
the Christian era. The present tendency iIs to assign them an
earlier date;! but, even thus, there 1s a couple of centuries
separating the Vedic period from what may be described as
“the period of the systems. Indian thought made rapid strides
in this interval which, we may observe in passing, was one of
great intellectual stir not only in this country but also else-
where as, for example, in Greece. In this period, 1t was not
merely the different currents of Vedic thought, mentioned in
the previous chapter, that flourished, new and very important
schools of religion and philosophy also-definitely emerged then.
Naturally the systems which we are to consider presuppose
all these developments, and it is therefore necessary to indicate
their general character before proceeding further.

I

We shall begin by tracing the further history of the different
currents of Vedic thought but we shall not separate momsm "
from monotheism in doing so, for, as already observed (p. 16),
they are mixed up with each other so much that it is often
rather hard to differentiate between them. It will suffice to
remark that, so far as monism is concerned, both the views of
the Absolute noted before (p. 22) are found in early post-
Vedic*literature. In the Gitd, for example, which kelongs to

A
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this period, the ultimate reality is described in some places as
pervading all things that exist, but in others, 1t 1s stated to
stand aloof, unattached really to any of them. The chief
sources of information for us here are (1). the Kalpa ‘Sitras, a
class of treatises consisting generally of short aphorisms, in
which 15 systematized the teaching of the Veda on its ritualistic
side, (2) the well-known epic of the Mahabharata which is a
verltablg storehouse of human w1sdommsome of the
“later’” or “minor” Upanishads, as they are now called mn
contrast to those that form genume parts of the Veda. In
utilizing the Tast two of these squrces, we should be much on
our guard, because large portions of them belong to an age
later than the one with which we are now concerned. They
contain new material aloug with the old, and there is a good
deal of difficulty in distinguishing between them. Consequen,t’fy
our statements in matters of detail, so far as they are based
on these two sources, must be more or less 1n thé nature of
conjectures. But the general trend of thought in them 1s fairly
certain.

(x) Monotheism. The 1mpersonal form ®f theism, to which
we alluded in the previous chapter (p. 15), continues in the
Post-Vedic period also. We have seen that Prajapati, the
chief god of the Brahmanas, came 1n later times to be regarded
as a secondary deity under the designation of Brahma (mau
The intrmnsic identity between the two conceptions explains
the fact that Brahmi also 1is, sometimes represented as the
supreme God in early literature; That is the case, for example,
in the Mahabharata. But such representations of him occur,
significantly enough, mostly m those portions of the ep1c
which are the earliest among 1ts theistic sections, 1mp1y,1ng’
that his supremacy, onge recognized, waned dualle};ﬁ'
place is, in course of tlme taken by two otherYdeiti
Siva and Viénu; and in the epic, on the whole, it'i 15 they that

are prominent. g
'I‘Eese goas are older than Prajapati, but, to speak generall

’

they occupied in the begmmng no very importdnt *position
(p. T1). Their conceptlon!:‘hf)wever 1§personal 2and thlspersonal
character becomes more and more pronounced,as they gain
in prominence, so that they finally,come to represent a con-
ception &f the supreme godhead similar to-thet of Varuna
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(p. 12) in the early mantras The history of this personal theism,
subsequent to the decline of Varuna worship, 1s lost: but we
may conclude from the fact of its continuance later that 1t
could not have wholly disappeared then. It should have re-
mamed mostly a belief of the common people, as theism 1n
general still continues to be, and it was probably under the
influence of that behef that these two deities came to be com-
pletely personified In their fully developed form, both Siva
and Visnu are described as godS among the gods (deva-deva),
or gods above the gods (devadhideva); and each has a per-
sonality so clearly outlined that 1t is impossible for either
to be identified with the other. This distinctness explains, at
feast 1n part, the generally sectarian character of theism 1
the present period.3 3

Savvism* This is the creed in which Siva is conceived as the
supreme God. The beginnings of the conception can be traced
back to the early hymps, where we find Rudra as the persom-
fication of the destructive powers of nature as exemphfied, for
instance, m storms and lightning. Indeed, the name Rudra
Literally means ‘‘howler.” The hymns devoted to him in the
Rigveda are only a very few, but some of the features, predom-
antly associated with Siva 1n later times, are already found
mentioned 1 them, such as his dwelling in the mountains, his
having braided hair and his wearing a hide In later stages, he
comes to be represented as the patron as well as the pattern of
ascetics. On account of his generally ternific character, he was
invoked in those early times in order that he might become
auspicious or $zva. This name of ‘‘Swwa” becomes his distinctive
“designation 1n the later portions of the Veda. He also comes
there to be described as the great God (mahddevq). In the
Svetasvatara Upanishad (in which the conception blends now
and then with that of the Absolute), he holds the $ame con-
spicuous posttion and is declared to be knowable through
loving devotion {bkakti). The Upanishad also states that-divine
grace (prasada) is needed for salvation. It thus explicitly
introduces' a characteristic teneﬁ)ﬁ'ﬁ—ﬁeWz
the grace of God—and its Necessary cOUNterpart, viz. man’s
devotion to him.

These features of the creed appear more prominently in
later Iiterature as, for example, in the sections of the Mahabha-
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rata glorifying Siva. Images of this God and of the emblems
of his divinity are found among the relics of Mohenjo-Daro
(p. 9), but the precise relation between the creed to which 1t
points and the Vedic faith in Rudra-Siva is not yet known.
Here is one point on which the unravelling of the true nature
of the Indus valley civilization, as it is now styled, is likely to
throw fresh light. It 1s, however, clear that there 1s a certain
blending of antithetical features in this conception; and it
may 1n part be alien in its nature, the alien features being
later assumilated to the Aryan conception. There are various
indications pointing to its mixed character, The story, narrated
m more than one old work, of Daksa’s sacrifice whereto Siva
was not mnvited as bemng a “low god’’ is one of them Another
indication is that Siva worship 1s largely based upon Agamas
(iterally ‘‘tradition”) which are not, according to some thinkers
like Sarikara, entirely in agreement with the teaching of
revelation or the Vedas ¢

Varsnavism. This 1s the creed 1n which Visnu is worshipped

as the supreme God. As already stated, Vjsnu also is a Vedic

deity.. He is represented in the mantras as one of the solar
deities and, as such, 1s associated with light and hfe. His
essential feature, as depicted in the hymns, 1s his taking three
strides (fri-vtkrama) which 1n all probability refer to the rising,
culmination, and setting of the sun. It was this worship of
the sun, ‘“the swift-moving luminary,” that gradually trans-
formed itself into the worship of Visnu (“the pervading”)
as the supreme God. He had already attained supremacy in
the time of the Brahmanas; and in one of the older Upanishads,
the goal of human Iife is represented as reaching the supreme
abode of Visnu.® There was also an allied conception, that of
Narayana, whose origin may be traced in the Rigveda, and
which appears in a well-developed form,in the Brahmanas.
The name signifies ‘‘the abode or resting place of men’’ or,
more generally, “‘the goal of all beings.”” One of the Brahmanas
states that Narayana placed himsélf in all the wétld and ifi
all the gods, and that they were all placed in him. In a relatively
later Upanishad, the Mahanarayana, in which this God occupies
the position which Siva does in the Svetigvatara Upanishad,
his cosmic character 1s thus described ‘“Whatever in this
universe 15 seen or heard, pervading all that—both nside
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and outside—Nardyana stands.”® He 1s called in the epic
‘“the son of dharma,” implying that the conception 1s not
cosmic alone, but also pre-eminently ethical in its character.
There is a third element also which goes to form Vaisnavism,
as prevalent in this period; but, unlike the other two, 1t 1s
derived from a non-Vedic, though not a non-Aryan, source.
Some time before Buddha and Mahavira, the last prophet of
Jainism, there seems to have arisen in the North-West of India
ateligious reformer Sri Krishna, son of Vasudeva, who preached
a theistic faith. The supreme God as conceived in it, who was
termed ‘‘Bh an” (‘¢ rshipful”’), was of the Varuna
type—a God equally exalted morally and otherwise also equal-
ly worthy of worship. It soon assumed a sectarian complexion
in the form of Bhigavata religion; and one stage of it 1s
found taught in the famous Bhagavadgita, so far as 1t is theistic
—a work to which we have already alluded, and to the im-
portance of whose practical teaching we shall refer later. It
was largely prevalent when Megasthenes visited India, so that
the religion musf have originated some considerable time
before. This ‘monotheistic creed came, in course of time, to be
combined with the Vedic cult of Vispu-Nariyana; and it
was this combination that chiefly contributed to make the God
of Vaisnavism even more personal than that of Saivism.
Swr Sri_Knishna, the prophet of the Bhagavata
religion, was delﬁed and 1dentified wifh Visgu-Narayapa as
Thus altogether three streams of thought mingle to form,
Vaisnavism. Like Saivism, it also contans elements drawn
from sources other than the Veda, and the form of worshipping
the supreme, which it commends, is for the most part based on
Agamas. There are certain special features characterizing this
creed: To begin with, it 1s, as just pointed out, more ngorously
monothelstlc than Sa1v1srn which sometimes shows an imper-
sonal phase A second feature is that Vispu assumes different
forms or incarnations called avatdrs, The word avalira means
"descent,” and signifies that God brings himself down in
order to present to us a higher ideal of life, and thereby to
‘exalt us to him, According to Hinduism generally, progress in
the world is not continuous. Things grow worse and worse at
times, when God “intervenes catastrophically to ndugurate a
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reign of justice and happiness.”’? This theory of avatars helps
what has all along been a noteworthy feature of Hinduism,
viz. 1ts absorption of other creeds into itself by explaining the
gods worshipped 1n them as but manifestations of the one
supreme Bemg ““Those that worship other gods,” says Sri
Krishna in the Gita, “they also worship me, though but
imperfectly.”’8 It does not ¢hus extirpate those creeds, but
re-interprets them and utilizes whatever elements of truth they
may contain. It was through such re-interpretation, for ex-
ample, that the worship of Sri Krishna himself was assimilated
to the Vaisnava creed, and that still later a place was found
for Buddha among the ten principal incarnations of Visnpu.
Yet another characteristic of Vaisnavism 1s the great emphasis
1t lays on loving devotion ebhaktz) as a means to redemption—
a feature which we have already noticed 1n the case of Saivism
The religion also discarded animal sacrifices, evincing thereby
its antagonism to what was, at the time, a conspicuous feature
of Vedic religion A section of the Mahabharata, speaking of
the glory of Vaisnavism, refers to the performance of a “‘horse-
sacrifice’” i which no animal was killed.

A special mark of monotheistic belief, whether Saivism or
Vaisnavism, is the distinction 1t makes between God, the
individual soul, and the world of which he is the author. The
soul 1s usually conceived as eternal, but as entirely dependent
upon God; and it therefore becomes the first duty of man to
make himself a conscious and willing instrument 1n the fulfil-
ment of his purpose. What the conception of the goal of life
according to early Indian theism 1s cannot be defimtely stated,
for 1t is presented in diverse forms. Generally speaking, it may
be taken as reaching the presence of God or becoming godlike.®
The predominant means of achieving this end is, besides good
conduct (caryd), loving devotion (bkhakti) to God, such as wil
win his grace (prasada)—a means whose potency, as the reader
will recall (p. 13), is recognized even in the oldest portions of
the Veda.

(2) Rutualism: The, ritualistic spirit, which is so prominent
a feature of later Vedic thought, is further developed in the
post-Vedic period as shown by the Kalpa Siitras whose aim,
as already observed, 1s the systematisation of ceremomal.
Thers are fhree classes of them One of them consistine of verv
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voluminous works, is taken up with the description of the
elaborate rites which mark the chief subject-matter of the
Brahmanas. Another 1s concerned with the many simpler
domestic rites connected with events like marnage and birth
of children We have little to do with either of these varieties
of works here, since their chief interest 1s in ceremonial, and
we shall not therefore dwell on them further It isthe remaiming
class of these Siitras that are of ifiportance to us, though even
they are so only indirectly. Their aim is to regulate the conduct
of the individual by requiring him to perform certain duties
and thus fit him for the ritualistic life which, in accordance
with a principle recogmsed from very early times but now
become more articulate, will be frmtful only m the case of
those that are morally pure. ““Tho Vedas do not cleanse the
ethically unworthy,”’10 says one of these Sttras, and the
Mahabharata repeats the same 1dea when 1t declares that they
‘‘do not save him who 1s a hypocrite ”’ They are called Dharma
Stitras, because their aim 1s to lay down the standard of dharma,
whose meaning we may now proceed to consider.

" The word dharma is of great importance in the history of
Indian thought, but unfortunately it is not casy to define its
meaning. Lerally it means ‘‘what holds together.”! and
51gn1ﬁgs that it 1s the basis ol all order, whether social or moral
Tf is thus allied, in its ethical aspect, to #ta. In fact, this con-
ception, as stated before (p. 13), virtually replaces the other in
the present period. It is sometimes used as a purely moral
concept, and stands for right or virtuous conduct which leads
to some form of good as its result. But 1ts more usual meaning
is religious ment which, operating in some unseen (adysia) way
as it 1s supposed, secures good to a person in the future, erther
here or elsewhere. Thus the performance of certain sacrifices
is believed to lead the agent to heaven after the present life,
and of certain others to secure for him wealth, children and
the like in this very life. Even when the conception of dharma
Is thus predommantly ritualistic it does not cease to have an
ethical 51gmﬁcance in conformity with the principle just re-
ferred to; and it is that significance or the ideal of moral purity
which these treatises formulate that chiefly counts for us here,
although that ideal may not have been laid down 1n them as
ultimate but only as a means to success in ritualisti Iife.
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1t is not possible to enter here into the details of the obligatory
duties prescribed in the Dharma Sttras. We may only note in
general that they conduce to the cultivation of what are known
as self-regarding virtues as well as to the fulfilment of social
obligations. This will be clear, if we refer to iwo of the mam
classes of dharma taught in these treatises:1®
(i} The first of them are described as *'common’’ or “‘general”
(sadhdrana-dharma). They Comprise virtues like self-control,
kindness and truth-speaking which are egually obligatory on
all2? They are further conceived, where they are altruistic or
have a bearing on others, not as stopping short at mankind,
but as including within their scope sub-human beings which
are Tegarded as having rights though no duties
{ii) In order to understa4nd the nature of the other set of
dharmas, we have to remember that the Arvan society was
divided, as it still continues to be, into four classes {tarnas)
which are well known, and that the life of the individual
belonging to the higher three among them was similarly
ﬁided into four stages (aSramas). The four stages or orders of _
“life are those of the religious student (brahmacdrin) who learns
the Veda leading a severely austere life, the householder
(grhastha) who offers sacrifices to the gods and performs other
duties like alms-giving, the anchorite (vanaprastha) who
retires to the forest and there lives the life of the hermut, and
the wandering mendicant (samnydsin) who, abandoning all
worldly or selfish concerns, devotes himself to meditation on
the ultimate reahty. Each class and each stage has its own
specific duties to perform, so that it is wrong to think that
those who don the mendicant’s garb have no obligations to
discharge. Their entry into that order signifies only the giving
up of ntualistic life, associated with the householder in par-
‘ticular. It does not mean that they grow indifferent to the wel-
fare of others. These duties, which are appropriate to the
several classes of society and the stages of life, are described as
" “spectfic” (varnasrama-dharmas), Though, unlike the deeds of
the first type, they are relative in their conception, they re-
semble them in that they are equally obligatory; only while
the former are binding on all, irrespective of age or rank, the
latter are so on particular classes or groups only Many of
them are of a religious character, but even they conduce to the
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cultivation of private virtues hike self-restraint and the ad-
vancement of the common good, including in the long run the
well-being of the agent also. It will suffice to cite, in illustration
of this, what are called the five ‘“‘great sacrifices” (mahdyagiia)
which every householder is expected to perform daily. They are _
studying the Veda, sacrificing to the gods, honouring guests,
presenting oblations to ancestors, and offering food to birds, etc.
The usual view set forth in thest Siitras 1s that the discipline
of the four stages 1s to be gone through in order. That 1s, they
combine the training of active social Iife (pravrit:) with that
of renunciation (nivrifi). It is the same as the course of hfe
generally commended in the Upamishads, for there also samnydsa
(p- 27), because it marks the culmination of ethical discipline,
piesupposes the training of the othgr stages of life, particularly
that of the householder. We know, for example, that the great
Upamshadic teacher, Yajfiavalkya, had been a householder
for Tong before he renounced the world.!4 But in the Dharma
Stitras there are also references to a view which denounces
samnydsa.l® That accords better with the spimt of ritualism
and represents, 1n all probabulity, the original Vedic view which
held out the attainment of heavenly happimness as the final
goal of life (p. 13). But, taken as a whole, these Stitras seem
to represent a synthesis of ritualism with the Upanishadic
view of liberation, such as we mentioned in the previous chapter
(p. 18)..Thus we find one of them holding up self-realization
(dtma-labha) as the goal of man, and another putting forward
the view that the development of one’s spiritual nature, if
it became a question of choice, should be preferred to ceremonial
sanctification.t® :I;l.lg ultimate goal to be reached by this training
is described as the ‘‘world of Brahma” (Brakma-loka)—a goal
which is much like the progressive realization of the ideal
(krama-mukir) as set forth m the Upanishads (p. 29).

II

We have hitherto occupied ourselves entirely with the
teaching of the Veda or of works ancillary to it. But there was
in the period another type of teaching also which, 1 its origin
as well as 1 its general spirt, was quite different, It apoears
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in more than one form, but in all, it exhibits a striking feature
of antagorusm t6 the Veda. There is, of course, an élement of
opposttion within the Vedic teaching itself as pomted out
already (p 18), viz that between the Brahmanas and the
Upamshads, but it was somehow overcome in the course of
time The opposition to which we are now referring is of a
more radical kind It is such as was never composed 1n the long
history of Indian thought, and has persisted in some form even
to this day. This teaching does not take its rise in the post-Vedic
period but is older, for we find distinct, though but occasional,
allusions to it 1n all the important stages of Vedic literature
We referred to one such instance (p.22) in explaming the
Upanishadic conception of reality—a nihilistic view, main-
taiming that there is no positive source to which the world of
experience can be traced. But this teaching appears there only
indirectly, that is, as one which Vedic thinkers felt 1t necessary
to repudiate. There 1s no direct record of it, which has come
down to us in any of its forms from that early period, and we
cannot therefore say what degree of development the teaching
had reached then or what the precise extent of its influence
was.

As regards its origin, it may in some manner have to be
connected with the thoughts and beliefs that prevailed i the
country when the Aryans first occupied 1it; or 1t may only be
the result of a deeper split among the thinking sections of the
Aryans themselves, which did not lend itself to be reconciled
easily. To judge from the fact that the followers of this hetero-
dox teaching also were generally Aryans, the latter explan-
ation seems more probable, although the earlier thought of
the land might also have considerably influenced it. But what-
ever 1ts origin, it begins to play an important part from about
the beginning of the post-Vedic period. It has greatly helped
the progress of Indian thought as a whole, opposition n-
stiling strength nto the exponents of both sets of doctrines.
While Vedic thought points to the North and the West as 1ts
home, this non-Vedic thought indicates the East as its maii -
stronghold. We may note, by the way, that the centre of
political nterest in this period, as shown by history, also
shifts in the same direction

'I;h_lg curgent of thought also shows three chief varieties in
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the present period. The first of them we may describe as
naturalism gsvabkdva—vddk); and the other two are represented
by the well-known creeds of Jainism and Buddhism, of which
one has all along remained confined to India and the other
has become a world religion Each of the latter has its own
Iiterature, though neither goes back to the period when its
first great exponents spoke in human voice. The earliest part
of this literature is some centuries’later; but we may be sure
that much of the tradition which they enshrine reaches back
to that age. A pecuharlty of these literatures is that they
are not i Sanskrit but in Prakrit, the language commonly
spoken at the time, showing that the movements in question
were popular rather than priestly in their character. As for
naturalism, there is no such hiterature, only stray references to
it are found in the writings of both orthodox and heterodox
schools. The best source of our information here 1s the
Mahabharata, which often, though but incidentally, refers to
it. As, however, the information we can gather about the
details of this doctrine 1s extremely meagre, we shall postpone
what we have to say about it to the next chapter., The other
two doctrines had developed considerably by the time the
systems arose. But for convenience of treatment, we shall
postpone the consideration of their early teaching also to the
same chapter, where we have to deal with them in their sys-
tematized form.

III

Even from the brief account of Indian thought which we
have given, 1t is clear that a great mass of philosophical material
had accumulated by about the third or fourth century B. C.
It was the inherent heterogeneity of this material that led to
its systematization; but the details relating to 1ts early stages
are lost, probably beyond all recovery. Th
of information for us as regards the resulting systems of
thought are what have come down to us generally under the
name of ‘‘Siitras.”’ Each of the orthodox systems has i1ts own
Sttra, excepting only one, viz. the Sinkhya. Even that system
is now found explained in a Sitra, but there is convincing
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evidence to show that it is quite late. The heterodox or non-
Vedic systems also have primary authorities of more or less
the same character. The object of these treatises, whether
they be of the one class or of the other, is twofold—to con-
sohdate the teaching of the particular school to which they
belong, and to criticize others where they diverge from it
Hence they contain cross references to one another, and
therefore seem to be all contemporaneous. But it is most im-
probable that they were so, and we have to explain the mutual
mternal references as often due to later interpolations. The
works consist of aphorisms {s#f¥a), which are so laconic that
they are hardly intelligible without the aid of commentaries.
We have such commentaries on ¢very Siitra; and the commen-
taries themselves have, in their turn, been commented upon
The literature of a system consists of its own Sfitra with com-
mentaries and super-commentaries upon it, as also of certain
independent treatises (prakarana) which expound the doctrine
as a whole with a view to atd beginners, or discuss one or
more aspects of it from the standpoint of the advanced student.

The chief sign of the systematization of earlier thought
about this time is seen 1n the attention that comes to be con-
sciously paid to the nature and function of knowledge or to
the problems of what and how we know. To express the same

in Indian terminology, a common feature of all the systems
is that they involve, if they do not actually start with, an
~investigation of p?ﬂndnas, that is, the proximate means, as
they are defined, to_valid knowledge or pramd. They are
usually regarded as a help not only in acquiring new knowledge,
but also in verifying what is already known, so that logic, as
conceived in India, is a science both of proof and of discovery.
A pramana, like perception, may reveal the existence and
nature of things not hitherto known. It may also be the means
of verification, as when an object apprehended by The organ of
sight 1s tested by means of touch, or when a doubf arising in
reSpect of something inferred is cleared by actual observation.
There is much divergence of opinion among Indian thinkers
concerning details relating to the scope and nature of pramanas,
and we shall refer to some of them in dealing with the several
systems. The_number of pramdnas also is a topic on which

wide differences of view exist among the schools In fact, one
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of the commonest, though somewhat mechanical, classifi-
cations of the schools is according to the number of pramanas
they accept, ranging from one to as many as siX or even more.
Mt Indian logicians, however, agree in_accepting three of
them—perceptlon (pratyaksa), inference (anumana)-and verbal
testimony ($4%7a). We shall say a few words here about the
last of them, whose inclusion among the pramanas is a striking
feature of Indian logic.

We must first distinguish here between two aspects of $abda
which may confound the beginner. When a sentence 1s uttered,
there is, to begin with, a certain impression produced on our
mind through the auditory channel. This 1s a case of perception,
and the objects apprehended are sounds occurring in a certain
order. Verbal testimony, as a pragana, does not of course
mean this There 1s another, the interpretative or semantic
aspect of sentences; and 1t 1s that with which $abda, as we
are now dealing with 1t, 1s concerned. The utility of this means*
of knowledge 1n life cannot be exaggerated Of the numerous
facts which a man needs to know, it is only a small fraction
that he can learn for himsell, and for the rest he has to depend
entirely upon the testimony of others which comes to him
through their words—whether spoken or written, it does not
matter. The value of testimony as a means of communicating
information to others or of enriching our own experience may
therefore be admitted readily. But it may be questioned
whether so much 1s sufficient to constitute it into an inde-
pendent pramana. The dispute is thus solely about the logical
status of verbal testimony, and not about its usefulness.

Some Indian logicians believe in' the legitimacy of only
percephon and inference, and repudiate testimony as a separate
means of proof or channel of new knowledge. The latter,
according to them, will be valid only when it is based directly
or 1nd1rectly on those two ﬁmmanas or on experience as
commonly understood. Their view may thus be described
as empiricism., This type of Indian thought is best repre-
sented by naturalism (svabhdva-vada) to which we have
made a passing reference, and whose general epistemological
view we shall explain in the next chapter. This position is
accepted by the other schools also, in-so far as statements of
ordinary men are congerned {pauruseya). But to suppose, as
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emprricists do, that the senses and reason are the only sources
of knowledge is, according to those schools, to testrict the
realm of reality too much. Though the human mind may not
be definitely aware of what 1s beyond perception and reasoning,
they say, it 1s not altogether unconscious of it. The very state-
ment that common expenience exhausts reality implies, by
placing a limit on it, that the mind has travelled beyond that
limit, Our reach exceeds bur grasp. But it would obviously
be futile to postulate such a transcendental realm as merely
an unknowable something. There 1s also need for an appro-
priate pramana whereby we may know it or, at least, those
aspects of it which are of sigmficance to us It is on such a
consideration that verbal testimony has been accepted as a
separate pramana in Indien philosophy. Jaimini, for instance
points out that the Veda is the source of our knowledge just
where perception and inference fail to be of assistance to us.?
Without entermng into details, we may state that the chief
function of verbal testimony in this sense is explained as the
communication to us of a knowledge of the two higher ideals
of dharma and moksa and of the proper means to their reahs-
ation?s

This pramana goes back, according to some, to the intuitive
vision of a saint (yogin), and the channel through which the
knowledge intuited by him flows to us is spoken of as smris
or ‘“‘(mere) tradition,”’1* We may take as a good example of 1t
Jainism, which traces its truths to the insight of great prophets
like Mahavira. For a knowledge of the world which transcends
common experience, we depend according to this view entirely
upon the authority of individual insight. In this appeal to the
experience of an4ndividual, others see a risk for, in their view,
nobody’s private insight can carry with it the guarantee of its
own validity. As Kumarilg, a well-known leader of orthodox
thought, has remarked in discussing a related topic, a "Visic

vision”
that has unfolded itself to but one single person may after all
be ah illusion.20 This is not to impugn the good faith of the
saint; it only means that the excellence of the character of a
teacher is no guarantee of the truth of his teaching. To avoid
this possible defect of subjectivity orthodox thinkers postulate
1n the place of testimony, based upon the intuition of a single
sage, another, viz. Srufi or ‘‘revelation”—otherwise known as
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the Veda which, it 1s claimed, will not mislead us since it has
eémanated from God or 1s supernatural in some other sense.
As commonly explained, the srufi is tradition which 1s looked
upon as immemorial (sandtana) 1n its character because its
ofigin cannot be traced to any mortal being There is the
imphcation here, as contrasted with the previous view, that
the realm of transcendental being is not directly accessible to
the mmd of man, however gifted morally and intellectually
he may be.

But, theological considerations apart, it should be admitted
that the truths for which the Veda stands, whether or not 1t 1s
now possible to ascribe them to specific thinkers, should even-
tually be traced to some human source, and the fact seems to
be implied in the description of thdse truths as having been
seen by mspired sages (#s1s) of old. If 1t be so, the Veda also must
be reckoned as communicating to us the results intuited by
ancient sages. But there 1s a very important difference, as
may be gathered from a condition which 1s sometimes laid
down as essential to all ‘‘revealed” teaching, viz. that it should
have proved acceptable to the best minds (mahdjana) of the
community This may appear to be only a begging of the ques-
tion at issue, for non-Vedic tradition also claims to have been
accepted by the best minds of the community. What, however,
1s meant by this new condition seems to be that, if a doubt
arises as to the validity of the views handed down from the
past, adherents of the present school appeal, as those of the
other do not, to a community of minds which they have satis-
fied. Thus the standard here becomes eventually a society of
men, and not an individual; and, by virtuegof the objective
status which it thus acquires, its deliverances are taken to
possess an authority which cannot belong to those of any-
body’s private intuition. Herein may be said to lie the superi-
ority of srutf to mere smriz, in the sense given to it above,
“The Mimaihsa and the Vedinta are the systems that accept
“‘revelation,” in this sense, as the means to a knowledge of
supersensuous truth.

Indian schools of thought are thus broadly divisible, from
this standpoint, first into two groups—one, which assumes

that reality 1s confined to what is given in common experience
and may therefore be described as positivistic or *mpirical;
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and_the other, which regards the realm of being as by no
means exhausted by such experience and acknowledges a
Unique pramdna for knowing what lies beyond Lhe latter
group 1s again divisible into two classes—one, which beheves
that individual insight is ultimately adequate for a know-
ledge of _Ellg_t_r_z_a._qgc_endental realm: and the other, which
seeks the aid of revelatica for i1t. These may together be
described as intuitionalistic, if we bear in mind the interpreta-
tion given of revelation above. Both alike mean that ultimate
philosophic truths are neither deduced solely_from postulates
of premises taken for granted, nor logically constructed on the
basis of mere common experience, but are directly seen. B
"The systems as ordmnarily reckoned are six, viz. Nyaya,
Vaidesika, Sankhya, Yoga, Pirva-mimarhsi, and Uttarami-
mamsa or Vedanta These are often grouped by twos, taken in
order, since they are allied to each other, and we shall follow,
this grouping in our treatment of them. The systems forming
the last pair, however, are not so closely akin in their theoretical
aspects, at least, according to some; and we shall therefore
treat of them separately. They are the systems which are direct-
ly based on the Veda, The remaining four doctrines also, in
their present form, declare allegiance to the Veda, glthough
they put their own interpretation upon 1t; but 1t 15 doubtful
whether they were Vedic from the beginning of their history.
Having in view this, their later feature, they also are described as
orthodox, To these we have to add three more, viz, Materialism
(a later phase of naturalism), Jamnism and Buddhism which,™
as systems, explicitly reject the authority of the Vedas and are
hefefodox. We shall first consider them briefly under the
ead of ‘‘non-Vedic schools.” But before taking them up,
it will be useful to refer to two features which are common to
all of them, Vedic and non-Vedic, excepting only Materialism,
" (1), Belief in the Karma Doclrine. This belief has, for long,
had a profound influence on the life of the Indian people.
There are two aspects of it which should be clearly distin-
guished. In the first place, the doctrine extends the principles
of causation to the sphere of human conduct and teaches
that, as every event in the physical world 1s determined by
its antecedents, so everything that happens in the moral realm
's preorddined. If all that man does 1s thus preordained. it
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may be asked whether the doctrine does not become fatalistic
and therefore leave no room to him for the exercise of freedom.
To answer this question, it is necessary to explain what exactly
is meant by ““freedom.” To be controlled by extraneous factors
in what one does is not to be a free agent, but freedom does not
therefore mean the total absence of determination or mere
caprice. To act with arbitranly shifting motives would be to
act from impulse, as many lower animals do. Hence freedom
should be regarded as consisting not in unrestricted license,
but in being determined by oneself. When therefore we ask
whether belief in karma does not result in fatalism, all that we
mean 1s whether 1t does or does not preclude self-determination.
That 1t does not is evident, because the doctrine traces the
causes which determine an action t the very individual that
acts. Since, however, those causes cannot all be found within
ihe narrow limits of a single life, it postulates the theory of
samsdara or the continued existence of the self (ﬁva) in a suc-
cession of lives 2r Thus the theory of transmigration is a neces-
‘ sary corollary to t the doctrine of karma. The fact of mioral
fonscmusg_gs_g as students of Western philosophy know, s,
according to Kant, the guarantee of personal immortality. In

a similar way, the law of karma is here our assurance of the
truth of transmigration, Jf we now look at hfe in this new
perspective, the present conduct of a person and the good or
evil that follows from it are due to his own actions done in one
state of existence, if not i gnother. Destiny, as an old authority
observes,?z thus becomes only another name for deeds done in
previous births. There being therefore no external Fate
constraining man to act as he does, he is ftee in the sense
referred to above; and the doctrine does not therefore lead to
fatalism.

Here, no doubt, a question will be asked as to when the
responsibility for what one does was first incurred. But such a
question is really inadmissible, for it takes for granted that
there was a time when the self was without any disposition
whatsoever. Such a view of the self is an abstraction as mean-
ingless as that of mere disposition which characterises no one.
The self, as ordinanly known to us, always means a self with
a certain stock of dispositions; and this fact is indicated in
Indian expositions by describing karma as  begfningless
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andds). 1t means that no matter how far back we trace the
history of an individual, we shall never arrive at a stage when
he was devoid of all character. Thus at all stages, 1t is self-
determination; and the karma doctrine does in no sense
imply the imposition of any constraint from outside. So deep is
the conviction of some of the adequacy of karma to account
for the vicissitudes of hfe and the diversity of human conditions
that they see no need, as we shall pomnt out later, to acknow-
ledge the existence of even God, conceived as the creator of the
world and as 1ts controlling judge.

Granting that we alone are mn the long run accountable for
whatever happens to us now, it may still be said that we
are not able to help ourselves in any manner, because we can-
not alter the course of our past karma which leads to those
happenings It may be that the constraint 1s not external;
but constraint it is, and there can therefore be no freedom of
action. In meeting this objection, 1t 1s necessary to draw
attention to a pomnt to which we have already made a passing
reference, viz. the idea of moral retribution underlying the
karma doctrine (p. 29). Whatever we knowngly do, will, sooner
or later, bring us the result we merit; and there is no way of
escape from 1t. What we sow, we must reap. That 1s, the karma
doctrine sigmfies hot merely that the events of our life are
determimed by their antecedent causes, but also tha’ there is
absolute justice in the rewards and pumshments that fall to
our Iot in Jife. This 1s s the second aspect of the doctrine to
which we alluded earlier. The law of karma accordingly is not
a blind mechanical law, but is essentially ethical. It is this
conviction that there are in reality no imiquities in life which
explains the absence of any feeling of bitterness—so apt to
follow in the wake of pain and sorrow—which is noticeable
even among common people m India when any misfortune
befalls them. They blame neither God nor their neighbour,
but only themselves for it. In fact, this frame of mind, which
belief in the karma doctrine produces, is one of the most wholé-
some among its consequences. Deussen refers thus fo the case
of a blind person whom he met once during his Indian tour:
“*Not knowing that he had been blind from birth, I sympathized
with hum and asked by what unfortunate accident the loss
of sight l'ad come upon him Immediately and without showing
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any sign of bitterness, the answer was ready to his lips, ‘By
some crime committed in a former birth’,’'23 *

The 1mmplication of this idea of retribution is that the karma
docfrine is grounded in a moral view of the universe, and
that 1t therefore commits man to the obhgations of a truly
moral life. It points to the truth that there is an ideal of life
which it is the first duty of man, as a thinking and self-conscious
being, to sedulously pursue. In other words, the doctrine pre-
supposes the possibility of moral growth; and the rewards and
punishments, which it signifies, are not therefore ends in them-
selves but only the means to bring about such growth. They
are thus really more than retributive, they also constitute a
discipbne of natural consequences to educate man morally.”
IT so, the conclusion to be drawn from it 1s that freedom to
choose between alternative ways of acting is not merely com-
patible with, but 1s actually demanded by, the law of karma.
If man were only a creature of his congenital impulses—al-
together powerless to rise above them, 1t would be poor comfort
for hum to know that he was not the victim of any alien Fate.

This does not, however, mean that he can avoid the conse-
quences of his past karma,. His life, in that respect, is character-
ized by the strictdt necessity; and he has to accept all the
unpleasant experiences of life as willingly as he does the pleasant.
They are predestined results from which he can never free
himself. The Mahabharata says that the consequences of what
a man does will seek him out later ‘‘as surely as a calf does 1ts
rmother in a herd of cows.”” So far, karma does imply necessity. -

' But, as stated above, it implies freedom also, viz. in the matter

of ethical advance. There is no contradiction in thus pointing
to both fredom and necessity as the implications of the doc-
trine, for they refer to different aspects of karma. Every deed
that we do leads to a double result. It not only produces what
may be termed its direct result (phala)—the pain or pleasure
following from 1t according to the nature of the deed done;
it also establishes n us a tendency (samskara) to repeat the .

same deed in the future. The ‘necessity i in the karma
doctrine is only in so far as the former of these results, viz.

the pain or the pleasure, is concerned. As regards the latter,
viz. the tendencies, they are entirely under our control, and
our moral progress depends wholly upon the success with which

49 D



The Essentials of Indian Philosophy

we direct and regulate them, as they tend to express themselves
m action. Nor does this double significance of karma lead to
any bifurcation of hfe’s interests or conflict in its purposes,
for the ethical advance 1s what is intended to be made the sole
aim of all activities. That, for example, is the explicit teaching
of the Gita as we shall soon see. By thus adopting the better-
ment of one’s moral nature as the goal of all endeavour, one
may grow indifferent to waat happens in the present as the
inevitable result of past karma.
12) Ideal of Moksa. The other important point of agreement
among the various schools is the recognition of liberation or
release (moksa) from the cycle of rebirths as the highest of
Human ends or values The Indians generally speak of four
values—artha, kima, dharma ‘and ‘moksa. Of these, the first
two, which 1 respectwel‘y mean ‘‘wealth’ and “‘pleasure’”’, are
secular or purely worldly values. The other two, whose general
meaning has alreadv been indicated, may, in contrast, be
described as spiritual. Philosophy 1s concerned only with the
latter, but this does not mean that it discards the other two.
It does acknowledge them also, but only in so far as they help,
or are instrumental to, dharma or moksa. Owing to this judgment
of preference which 1t 1mplies, phllosopl.', as concerved In
India, may be described as essentially a crrticism of values.
Indéed; 1ts final aim 15 to determine what the wiiimate value 1s,
and to powmnt out how is can be realized. In earher times, the
first of the two spiritual values, viz dharma, alone seems to
have been recogmzed. That, for instance, is the conclusion to
be drawn from the original ritualistic teaching of the Bréh-
manas, and there are still to be found some passages in old
works which indicate that belief in the ideal of moksa was not
accepted by all.?4 But this view has for long been superseded;
and moksa has come to be acknowledged as the highest of
human values by all the doctrines, so that all of them are
now docfrines of salvation. The prominence which moksa
attained gradually does not mean that the ideal of dharma is
abandoned. It only becomes subordinated, in that the ethical
discipline which it involves is made, as in Upanishadic teaching
(p. 13), a necessary aid to the pursuit of moksa.

The nature of moksa differs widely, as conceived in the var-
tous systems. It may generally be represented as achieving

-
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self-perfection, and it will suffice for the present to draw at-
tention to but one pomnt about it. We have already mentione
(p. 28) that, while some Indian thinkers maintained that
hiberation is achievable only hereafter, others held that it
could be achieved in this very life (yfvanmukts) This distinction
persists 1n the age of the systems also. But whether here or
elsewhere, the ideal of moksa is assumed 1n all the systems to
be actually attainable. It may, of course, be held that a goal
like self-perfection 1s never actually reached, but 1s significant
only 1n so far as its deliberate choosing and its persistent
pursuit are concerned A modern thinker writes, *‘The ultimate
values are not of the realm of fact, but are merely ideals which
should regulate our conduct.” The view of Indian philosophers,
however, 1s that it can undoubtedly, be realized—that ‘‘ought”
meansmhem 1ncluding the heterodox, believe
that the evil of samsira carries with it the seeds of its de-
struction, and that 1t 1s sooner or later bound to be superseded
by the good. In other words none of the Indian systems is
ﬁnally pe551mlst1c and the common view. that they are mostly
“‘gospels of woe” is entlrely wrong. We have more than one
interesting 1ndlca’ﬂ:nl in the Sansknt language of this faith
of the Indians in™he ultimate goodness and rationality of
the world. The Sanskrit word saf, as noticed long ago by Max
Muller, means not only ‘‘real” but also ‘‘good *’ Simuilarly the
word bhavya, we may add, means not only ‘‘what will happen
in the future” but also ‘‘what is auspicious,” unplying that
the best 1s yet to be. Corresponding to this belief on the prac-
tical side, there 1s the belief on the theoretical side that ig-
norance or error will also be superseded in the end by truth
for which, as one old Buddhistic verse puts it, ‘‘the human
mind ‘has a natural partiality. 2> I either evil of eiror were
final, the ‘world would be irrational,
“Before we leave the topic of moksa and the ethical discipline
which is an essential preliminary to its pursuit, it 15 necessary
to refer to the two ways of life, already mentioned—oné of
action (pravri) and the other of renunciation (muyitr). Each
of them was, in all probability, adopted at first to the exclusion
of the other. But before the Vedic period closed, as we have
seen (p. 27), 1t had become permissible to change from the one
to the other, after reaching a certain stage n self-glisciplme.
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More or less the same practice obtained in the non-Vedic
schools also, and 1t continues to prevail among them even in
this period

But so far as the orthodox schools are concerned, a pro-
found transformation has since taken place in the view of the
relation between these two ways The positive way of life has
been transformed by the incorporation in it of the essence of
the negative one. It is truethat even in its earlier sense, the
path of action involved numerous checks on natural impulses
and therefore implied the need for a great deal of self-restraint
But the restraint in 1t was only partial, because a person who
followed that path was allowed to seek his own private happi-
ness, provided he did so without resorting to wrong action.
What particularly marks the later conception of it 1s the fofal
exclusion of self-interest from it. It does not aim at merely
subordinating the interests of the individual to those of the
community, or of any other greater whole to which he may
regard himself as belonging, but at their entire abnegation
The path of action accordingly comes to lay the same em-
phasis on self-renunciation as the path of samnydsa does, and
one acquiesces as little as the other inw is sometimes de-
scribed as ‘‘reasonable self-love” or ‘‘enligi¥ened self-interest.”
But 1t does so without reducing, in the least, the stress on the
need for engaging oneself 1n social activity., Consequently, the
abandonment of active social life is at no stage permitted.
It must throughout be pursued, but in a spirit of absolute
detachment. By thus combining asceticism and activity, the
new form of discipline elevates them both. Asceticism thereby
becomes much more than self-denial, and activity is freed from
all egoistic motives. This remarkable change we owe chiefly
to the teaching of the Gita Even if the Gitad did not initiate it,
it has given wide and permanent currency to the new idea
by presenting it in a splendidly devised setting. We shall now
set forth, at some length, the way mn which this is accomphshed
in the work.

The importance of the Bhagavadgita, to give the work its
full name, in the religious and philosophical literature of
India is second only to that of the Upanishads This poem of
18 cantos appears as an inset in the Mahabharata, where it
describes the two rival armies of the Pandavas and the Kauravas
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as ranged against each other on the battle-field. Arjuna who,
taken all in all, is the most notable of the five Pandava brothers,
is suddenly overtaken by despair; and he refuses to fight

The thought uppermost i his mind at the moment 1s that he
should not kill his kith and kin but should withdraw from the
contest, whatever the consequences of such withdrawal may be.

He is far from sure that he and his brothers will win the battle;

and, even if they do, the kmgdom which they will gain, he
feels, will be one that has been denuded of almost everything
that they care for. In this despondency, he prefers to turn an
anchorite. Then Sri Krishna, who has undertaken to guide his
chariot, advises him to begin the fight which it is his duty as
a prince to do; and it 1s that advice which 1s believed to be
embodied in the poem. )

The teaching, when taken in its details, 1s full of perplexity
because the work shares the heterogeneous character, pre-
viously mentioned, of the epic to which it belongs We have
already referred by the way to one aspect of 1t, viz. that while
1t 1s based m some places on the Upanishads, 1t presupposes in
others a theistic view of the type designated as Bhiagavata
religion. But whggever these perplexities may be, there is
absolutely no douP®as regards the central pomt of its practical
teaching. We have ‘to note particularly two aspects of Arjuna’s
mood at the time, 1n order to understand the exact bearing
of the teaching. The first 1s that he forgets that he is a warrior
prince whose duty is to fight when occasion demands it. His
desire to flee from the world is more 1n accordance with the
ideal of samnydsa. Renunciation, as we have seen, is normally
meant for those that have succeeded in attaining a certain stage
of spintual progress; but Arjuna, as he is figured in the epic, 1s
not one of them. The second aspect is that he feels that the
fighting 1s in the main, if not entirely, for the good of himself
and of those that are near and dear to him. In other words,
his standpoint 1s really one of selfishness, although in desiring
to renounce the world he may appear to be quite unselfish.
Sri Krishna points out these misconceptions, and succeeds in
convincing him of the need for carrying out the resolve with
which he has entered the battle-field. As a result, Arjuna
decides once again to fight the enemy with the consequence
that his cause, which 1s the cause of righteousness, wjns.
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It is clear fiom the context that the Gitd emph asizes the

mmportance of social duties, whose mgnffﬂ:iﬁc—é_‘we have already
éxplained But in emphasizing 1t, Sri Krishna makes an mno-
vation which invests the teaching with the whole of 1ts sigmfi-
cance. As pointed out before, these social duties were originally
conceived as advancing the common good or the interests not
only of society as a whole but also those of the individual
agent The Gita, on the other hand, insists that such duties
should be done with no thought whatsoever of the good that
may follow from them. That is to say, the notion of duty
becomes entirely separated from that of its consequences as
they are generally understood This mnovation 1s not without
a psychological justification The correlation of social with
individual good, as contemplated in the old codes, viz. the
Dharma Siitras, 1s, strictly speaking, impossible It may not
be very difficult to adopt this principle, so long as the same
Ime of conduct serves to promote the interests of both; and 1t
may therefore appear quite feasible to bring them both into
harmony with each other But on occasions when the two
interests happen to collide, it becomes impossible to adjust
their nival claims It is to avoid this c‘lct that the Gita
commends the performance of duty in a®otally disinterested
way (miskama-karma) 26 The conflict could, no doubt, be
avoided by abandoning all selfish interest and pursuing only
the good of the society of which the agent is a member. But such
conscious assumption by any one of the role of a social bene-
factor is likely to result in a sense of self-importance which is
rumnous to all spiritual growth. Hence the teaching that both
the aims are to be discarded.

If the idea of duty is thus separated from that of its con-
sequences, it may appear that there will be no means of deter-
mining its content in any particular context in life, and that
therefore the Gitd teaching, while 1t may tell us khow to act,
fails altogether to guide us as to what deeds we should do.
But really there is no such lack of guidance in the teaching for,
according to it, the duties which a person has to undertake
are determined by the place he occupies in society. This is
another important principle enunciated in the Gita, viz. TE'“
one’s own duty (sva-dharma), be it never so low, is superior to
anothers¥—a principle whose knowledge has filtered down
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even to the lowest ranks of our society as indicated, for in-
stance, by the words which Kihdasa puts into the mouth of
the fisherman in the Sakuntalam The sigmficance of this -
principle is to elevate the moral quality of actions.above their
content. What really matters is the motive inspiring their
doing—how actions are done and not what they are ‘‘God
cares,” some one has stated, “mqre for the Qr
the verb'r Thus the work in which Arjuna engages himself
as a result of Sri Krishna’s teaching is stupendous in its mag-
nitude, being nothing less than setting right the world which
is running off the rails The actions, which ordinary people
like ourselves have to perform, bear no comparison to it.
While the one, for instance, would 1in a historical estimate
count for a great deal, the other %ould be nowhere. Yet m
point of their moral worth, the two do not differ in the least.
Such a detached carrying out of one’s duties, whatever they
may be, 1s called karma-yoga
It is, however, necessary to add that all consequences as
such are not excluded according to this teaching Both sets
of them, viz those that accrue to society and those that bear
upon the agent, apggretained; but they are transmuted in that
the one becomes implicit and the other, spiritualized The
fact that the Gitd insists on the performance of one’s own
duty or the duty of one’s station mn Iife, clearly shows that
the maintenance of social order 1s not lost sight of. Only 1t
ceases to be the motive for which the action is done, and be-
comes only a consequence necessarily mvolved in it. Similarly
in the case of the agent also, there is an end. It 1s his spiritual
betterment.? Disinterested activity, in the literal sense of
the expression, 1s a psychological 1mp0551b111ty, and to insist
upon it mn the name of morality is, as Samkara observes, to
reduce life to a form of meaningless drudgery.?® So even deeds
performed m the spirit of the Gitd teaching have an end,
viz. “‘the cleansing of the heart” (sattva-$uddhi) or, if we like
to put it so, the building up of character. What is meant by
the Gitd counsel that all thought ‘of fruits should be dismissed
from one’s mind in the doing of duty is, not that it should be
emptied of all motive, but that the diverse purposes of the
deeds that fall to one’s lot m life should be replaced by“one
and the same end, viz the moral improvement ofsthe agent
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There 1s thus an end here as much as there 1s 1 all volitional
activity according to the older teaching, only 1t 1s of a higher
type, because it shuts out altogether the desire for inferior or
utilitarian values, and aims solely at subjective purnfication
This sub]ectwe purification, 1t should not be forgotten, is
only the proximate end of duty, for, as we know (p “27) 1t i
meant to subserve, through 7ng_n_a__ihe higher and final aim of
ﬁratlon In_other words karma-yoga qualifies directly for
“jHana-yoga or r the acquisition of right knowledge. and not _for
moksa

50 far we have alluded to only one of the two ways in which
duty, as taught i this gospel, 1s to be done It 1s based upon
the absolutistic view. There is another which explains 1t from
the standpomt of theism Which forms as important an aspect
of the Gitd teaching as absolutism According to 1it, one
should perform one’s duties for the fulfilment of God’s purpose
or, to state the same i other words, for the forwarding
of universal Iife. As 1n the previous view, here also the duties
that a person has to perform are those of his station 1n n life;
.but he should do them, subordmating his will completely and
wholeheartedly to the divine will. This iggdedicating all work
to the ]:—'H'-(ﬂiarartha) % and is” known as bhakfi-yoga or
“the way of devotion.” By thus working for me
renounces the fruits commonly associated with duties He
thereby purifies his heart; but, as distinguished from the
previous view, salvation 1s achieved here through the grace
of God rather than jridna. Really therefore the distinction
between the two teachings 1s not much; only while the former
teaching may suit the few whose minds are well cultivated, the
latter has decidedly a stronger appeal to common people
with their sumple trust in a personal God.
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Chapter Three
NON-VEDIC SCHOOLS
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UR plan does not include the treatment, at any consider-

able length, of the three doctrines reckoned as non-Vedic.
We shall refer to them here but briel brleﬂy, for a general knowledge
of them is necessary to properly appreciate, and sometimes
even to follow, the account which will be given of the orthodox
doctrines in the chapters to come. ?

A MATERIALISM

As already observed (p 41), the information we can gather
about the details of this school of thought, in its earlier stage,
1s extremely meagre. All that we know for certain 1s that, as
shown by its general designation in that stage (svabhdvi-vada),
1t traced whatever character an object might manifest to that
very object and not to any extraneous agent. It accordingly
rejected the idea that nature reveals any divine or trans-
cendental power working behind it ““Fire is hot; water, cold;
and the arr 1s temperate to the touch. Who could have brought
such distinctions into being, if they were not of the very
essence (svabhdva) of those objects?”’! That 1s, things are what
they are; and their nature, by itself, explains all the variety
of the universe and the order that is noticeable in it. The later
materialism or Carvika system, to which we are now to refer,
is a lineal descendant of that doctrine. To it is also applied the
title_of “Lokdyata,” which literally means ‘‘restricted to the
world of common eéxperience’”’ and points to_its positivistic
character. The chief tenets, ordinarily associated with this
school now, are the following:

{1) It is stated that the Carvika admits the validity of only
one pramang, viz. Eercegtmn, and rejects not only verbal

testimony but also inference. This can only mean that the
Indian materialist was aware of the lack of finality ir, reasoned
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conclusions, because all of them rest immplicitly, if not ex-
plicttly, on some inductive truth which, though it may be highly
probable, is never demonstrably certain. It is this high
probability that explains the successful prediction which is
often possible of future events, as 1n the case of the rising of
the sun tomorrow (say) after it sets today. There 1s nothing
strange about such a view of inferential knowledge. In fact,
the Indian materiahst is here only upholding a position that
1s quite famibiar to the student of modern logic. To deny
inference in any other sense would be absurd, since the denial
itself would be a generalized conclusion like those to which he
objects on the score of uncertainty.

(2) We know that the Upanishads speak of five elements
(p. 24) The materalist admits only four of them—all physmal
and given in perception—earth, water, fire and air, and discards
the fifth, viz space He takes them to be the ultimate facts of
the whole umverse, and explains mind as a function of these
elements, which enter into a unique combination in the living
body. Thus the physical body as characterized by sentience is
to the materialist the only self (d#pan), and there is no “soul””
apart from it. Strictly speaking, therefore, it is wrong to speak
of the body of a man. But not all the materialists denied the
soul altogether and someé amoﬁé}hem were willing to acknow-
ledge “‘a knowing self,” unitary in its character, prov1ded it was
regarded as lasting only as long as the bodily organism did, and
not as surviving it.z

(3) The Carvaka, 1t 1s further stated, does not beheve in
any spiritual values (p. 50), and 1s content with the worldly”
ones of sensual pleasure (kama) and wealth (artha). He 1s
therefore represented as 1scarding morahtv and Dreachlng

dlgestlon_a.nd no_conscience. ’ But no senous thmker could
conceivably have inculcated such a teaching. The only thing
the materalist could have meant i5-thatithere are no higher
values, in the sense accepted by “the generahty of Indian
philosophers—as underlying the constitution of the universe
and as bound to triumph over the other yalues ultimately
He repudiates the authority of the Veda which, according to
the orthodox, is the source of belief in such values (p 44),
saying that different parts of it are irreconcilably at variance
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with one another, and that it is therefore impossible to make
out what it really teaches. He admits the presence of suffering
and pain, along with pleasure, i Iife; but it does nof mean to
him that erther unmixed happiness can be had or should be
sought. The part of wisdom, he thinks, is in trylng to secure
the greatest surplus of pleasure which 1s within one’s reach;
and the doctrine, on 1ts eth1ca1 side, may therefore be described

"As we have in 1nterpreted the doctrine, 1t is not without 1ts
own philosophic importance, and has many parallels m the
history of human thought. Hindu as well as Jama and Bud-
dhistic thinkers, however, have all along represented 1t as
upholding /literally the tenets as stated above. It only means
that for long the doctrine has beccine debased, and has lost
1ts individuality altogether But even at its best the materialistic’
theory carries no conviction with 1t, since 1t tries to account
for the higher principle of mind by the lower one of matter.

: Starting with the existence of matter, 1t explains mind as
only a function of it. But in thus starting, the theory has already
taken for granted that there is no mind, although 1t is as
much an implication of experience as matter. In fact, we have
no conception at all of matter, except as 1t appears to an
observing mind. Believing in the existence of the one thus
amounts to believing in the existence of the other. The truth
that may underlie the theory 1s that all the things of the
world can finally be brought under a single head, but 1t 1s
wrong to conclude from this that that unitary source is neces-
sarily physical.

B. JAINISM

This is a very old form of non-Vedic religion. Like Vai-
snavism, it also seems to renresent reform of Brahmanism,
but only on far less cons or’instance it repudlates
animal sacrifices (p. 36); Dut it doe$*1i6t believe in a supr:
Goﬂﬁgn all probability, it arose in the later Vedic period atnd
was,only revived by Vardhamina, styled “the great hero”
(makdivira), in the sixth centuryB.C. Jaina tradition itself makes
this clear, as it represents him not as its founder but as its
resuscitator He is, in fact, believed to have been the 24th 1n
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the Lime of prophet-gwdes or ''path-finders” (firthamkaras).
The doctrine which he preached was a1 one tume mmustaken by
oriental scholars for a sect of Buddhism, but 1t 1s really very
different, and is also older

Vardhamana was born in a princely family at Kundagrima
in North Behar about 540 B.C and be lived to the mipe old
age of 72 years He led a householder’s hife t1ll he was 30 years
old. but then, rencuncing all, he wandered about leadmg a
life of severe abstinence and meditation. In the thirteenth
year thereafter, he attamned illumimation which secured for
hum freedom from all 1lls He then became a 7ina or * sprrrtual
conquergr’—a word from which the term * _]dlmsm meanimg
““the rehgion of the followers of Jina,” 1s derived. It also shows
why he came to be stvled “‘the great hero ' For many vears
after attaiming perfection, he assiduously preached =-s doctrme
and he died 1n 466 B ¢ Although Jamism has since ~..en spread
widely, its infiuence, unlike that of Buddborm, 1z Imited to
India But, as distinguished from the latter, it has contmued
to retain 1s individuabity to this day, owmg chiefly to s
conservatism—‘its scrupulous care for the preservation of
ancient customs, mstitutions and doctrmmes ”” There are
two principal sects of Jaimmsm known as Svetdmbaras and
Digambaras As these names signify, the saints of the
former sect are clad but in pure white, while those of
the latter go about naked, their belief being that nobody
who owns anvthimg—even a piece of loin cloth—is alto-
gether fitted to attain salvation There are a few other
distinctions between the two sects, but they are mot of any
really philosophical sigmificance,

‘side, is 1ts bellef in theeternai mdqsemimt existence of
spirit and matter or, mere correcily, the ammate and The
inanimate, respectively called 7ive and ajwa. Bui by spiat
here we have to understand only the individual se¥f, and not
the supreme soul as in the Upanishads. For though acknow-

ledging, as we shall see, that even matenal entities have their
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own souls, Jainism does mot believe in anv universal sparit or
God in the common acceptation of that term We shall now
briefly deal with the conception of these two entities:

(1) Jiva: 1t is conceived as an eternal substance Mf«zuyay of
limited, but variable, magnitude. It is thus capable of adjusting
its size to the dimensions of the physical body in which it
happens to be housed for the time being. In this latter respect,
Jainism is strikingly at variance mth the other schools of
Indian thought, which conceive of the soul as either atomic or
ommpresent and therefore as never changing its size. Know-
ledge or sentience is its very essence, and empirical knowledge,
in its diverse forms, is a manifestation of it under limitations
caused b by the gjiva or inanimate nature—a sort of blinker put
upon it during its mundane existencg. The eyes, for example,
are viewed here not as an aid to seeing, but as a check put
upon the absolute sight of the soul. The ultimate aim of life is
concerved as ¢ castinv off these limitations completely, so that
the soul may Tegain and reveal its true nature of omniscience
Its perceptions “then extend to all objects Or rather there is
no perception at all then, in its ordinary sense, but only a
mystic or direct intuition of all things This full and compre-
hensive knowledge is termed kevala-jiiana.

Spirit is mtpn_mga]ly manifold; and, hike Hinduism, Jainism
also Believes in the theory of 1 transmlgra.tlon But there are
fwo important distinctions. The Hindus, generally speaking,
believe that it 1s God who allots rewards and punishments to
all beings according to their karma The Jams, on the other
hand, who do not believe in a sugreme God, declare that
mm Here is an example of belief in the in the all-
sufficient character of Karma, to which reference was made in
the previous chapter (p 48). In this belief, as we shall see, it
strangely bears a likeness to _the Vedic doctrine of Mimarhsa.
Again, while the Hindus take karma to be 1mmater1a.1 the
Jains believe it to be but subtle particles of matter, which i is
one of the ajivas, finding their way into the soul and soiling
its nature, The implication of this view is that the soul consists
of parts for, otherwise, such an ingression of karma particles
would be impossible. The souls, 1n their empirical condition,
are divided mto_higher_and lower classes, according to the
Tiumber of sense organs they are_believed to possess An
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example of the lowest of them, possessing only one organ of
sense, viz. that of touch, are plants The highest are men who,
in addition to the five _senses, are endowed with ‘‘mmd”
(manas) and are ratlonal

{2) A]wa The ajwa, as its name indicates, is_devoid of

consciousness of [1fe "1t 1s Tegarded as fivefold, but 1t will do
to mention here only three of them, viz. matter_(pudgala),
time_and space.® Of these, matter 1s manifold, the ultimate

stage of 1t bemng atomic. But it is only as aggregates of atoms

that 1t | “becomes the object_of commen_experience. It has the
qua.11t1es of cplour, taste, odour and touch. Sound also 1s an’
aftribute of matter, or, more correctly, a modification of 1t,
bt only in its composite and not 1n 1ts atomuc form There 15
agcordmgly no distinctiop 1n atoms as such; but qualitative
distinctions between one material object and another, as
known to us, emerge as a result of the different ways in which
the atoms combine to make them. It 1s therefore the combina-
tions that are classifiable as earth Water o1, fire. and air Al these
atoms or aggregates of them are supposed to_harbour souls
so that the whole universe may be said to be throbbln_g with
Iife ¢ Time 1me is infinite “and all-pervasive. All things are 1n time,
and all ch: change takes place in 1t. The universe, as a whole, is
conceived as having had no origin and as not going to have
any end, although 1t is constantly undergoing change. Space is
viewed as extending beyond our world, and it 1s, like_time,
infinite and all-pe Tvasive.

So much we may regard as forming the origmnal basis of
Jaimism, on 1ts theoretical side Like the other doctrines, this
also exhibits a good deal of growth 1n the period of the systems.
We shall refer only to some of 1ts broad féatures under the two
heads of knowledge and reality: "

(1) Knowledge: J#iana is conceived here as self-luminous, so
that 1t shows to the soul or self not only objects but also 1tself.
It pertans-to the self, but not i the sense of an external
possession. It 1s but a mode (paryaya) of the self, and it is in
this sense that we speak of the latter as possessing it. The self,
we know, 1s not conceived here as an unalterable entity, but
as capable of modifying its magnitude It can also undergo
changes of form, retaiming its magnitude, and j7idna or know-
ledge, which leads to the revelation of obiects: is one of them
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The point to be partlcularly noticed 1s that the object known

1s regarded as existing outside and md Lnden‘t_ly of knowledge
ASs surely as there 1s a subject that knows, Jamism says, so
surely is there an object that 1s known Experence without

something that is experienced is meaningless. For this reason
the doctrine is described as realistic. It 1s also pluralistic, s since
it beheves in the mamfoldness of both spirit and matter

“The Jains divide knowledge mto_inediate (ﬂzoksa ) and 1m-
mediate (prayaksa), but experience or knowledge, being only
a state of the self, 1s 1n both cases regarded as necessarily
immediate. The bipartite classification of knowledge has
therefore exclusive reference to the way in which objects are
made known by 1t The fire, for example, that 1s inferrdd
from observing smoke is known in a manner which is different
from that in which a table that is perceived 1s known. The
former knowledge is mediate, and the latter immediate, but
knowledge itself, whether classed as 1n‘fgr_e‘r1_<:j:_*(>_rh13c£c_'ep’c_1_9_r1,_~15
1mmediate,

() Immediate knowledge. The most important fact here is
that this is not identical with perceptual knowledge, as it is
commonly understood. It is much wider in its scope, and sensory
knowledge 1s only one of 1ts vaneties It 1s accordingly defined,
not as what arises from contact of senses with therr respective
objects as in many other systems, but merely as vivid (visada)
knowledge, by which 1s meant a detailed or ‘‘particularzed”
apprehension of the object i question revealing its colour,
the disposition of its parts, etc. It may involve the functioning
of senses; but it need not do so, and may be extra-sensory.

L he fact is that as the self, according to Jaimism, can by its
»very nature know all ‘thmgs directly, 1t needs no outside help.
For eg@ple kevala-yfiana is knowledge direct and 1mmed1a'te
but it does not’ "depend upon the co-operation. of an_y sense,
““All that 1t presupposes,” 1t is stated, ‘“is the self.” It is
knowledge in_its pristine form, and 1s termed prigary per-
ception (mukhyapratyaksa). It may be described as intuition,-
comprehending, as 1t does, all things and all phases of them.?
The possessor of such knowledge is_an grhan (‘‘the worthy
one”) or the perfected (siddha)—a conception which very
much resembles that of the Lvanmu_ktu in orthodox thought
(p 28). The other variety ¢ of jmmediate knowledge is common
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perception (samuwyavahdrika-pratyaksa) It is twofold according
as it 1s got through the aid of the external senses or of the
mind That is, 1t may be sensory knowledge as when we see a
table which is before us, or Inner perception. as when we
realize that we are happy &~

(1) Mediate knowledge: This includes various modes of
knowing such as inference and verbal testimony. We shall refer
to only one of them, viz. recogmtmn (prat Jab_lpﬂm)_ whose
conception Here 1s rather umque The commoFexplanatlon of
this mode of knowledge found in the Indian systems is that it
is perception aided or supplemented by memory. Thus recog-
nizing a person means that he is there before us now, and
that his presence, when noticed, calls back to us our having
seen him before. To the Jains, on the other hand, it is a new
1ype of knowledge which, though based upon parception and
Menory, is not itself perceptual ,The specific fact revealed in
1t 1s, as in the other systems, t‘ﬁe identity (ekatva) of a thing
in the two moments—one past and the other present. Such
an explanation presupposes a belief 1n oblects “which, though
changing, endure for a longer or shorter period. It is mamntained
here that neither perception nor memory, by itself, is competent
to reveal this identity, because it involves a reference to both
past and present. Hence “the need, it is stated for postulating
a new kind of knowledge.

So far we have assumed the Jaina idea of this varety of
knowledge to be the same as recogmtion n its usual sense,
through which a thing experienced m the past 1s expressly
identified with what 1s being experienced in the present. Other
systems of Indian thought restrict its scope to this; but
Jainism extends it farther so that it may embrace all_cases
where perceptlon and recollection are involved and the resultmg
knowledge is unitary. Thus the knowledge that A 1S like B 1S
reckoned as an instance of 1t, although it points to resemblance
and not to identity between A and B. Simuilarly, ‘A is different
from B,” and “A is greater than B,” ‘“The mango is a fruit,”
etc., are all cases o recbgmtlon in this sense. In every one
of them, what is perceived is different from what is recalled;
but the two are similar in some respect or other. 1he Simlarity
1s explicit in the first of the examples, viz. A 15 like B; but it is
implicit in the rest, for they involve comparison or classifica-
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tion which cannot refer to absolutely distinct things This
similanty (sddysya) is a second type of fact revealed through ‘‘re-
cognition’ as explained here. It will be seen that Buddhism takes
stmularityaloneas the true object of recognition and regards iden-
tity, which common sense assocxa’ces with it, as false or illusory
;5 {jgzz Reality. . The Upanisha ality, accordingf
*our ﬁxplanahon 1s of two kinds—one which takes change
as actual and the other as unreal (p 23). Of these, the Jamna
view resembles the former; only 1t regards reality as mTﬂtf'le
in its character. It is what changes almost perpetually or is
dynamic, and yet keeps its identity throughout. There 1s one
feature of this view in the present doctrine, to which attention
needs to be specially drawn: Everythmg, it teaches, may be
regarded as having a general (gﬁmanya) as well as a _partlcul— ar
(W@ect., Thus a cow is characterized by cowness, which
it has in common with other cows It has also certain character-
istics which are special to it, such as its particular colour or
size by which we are able to distinguish 1t from other cows.
Some thinkers view these particulars and universals, as they
are called, as being separately real. The Jains, on the other
hand take the two as logether constituting_reality, so_that
thmgs whether spmtual or_material, are necessarily complex
according to them.7 The particular or the general taken by
ifself is a pure abstraction They are distingui shable in thought,
but are not separable in_ fact. The relation between, these two
aspects of an object is one of identify in difference (bhedabheda).
That 1s, the particular and the general as such are different ; but
as phases of the same substance (dravya), they are also one. In
“the case of a cow, for instance, these two, viz. cowness and the
specific colour or size as such are distinct; but they are not
absolutely so, for they belong to or characterize one and the
same object and have no being apart from it. To the objection
that the contradictory features of identity “and difference
cannot, like heat and cold, be preﬁlcafed of the same object
the Jains reply that our t_for speakin, efB'd'ﬁt
" reality is experience -and that, when experience vouches ; for
such a _character, it must be admitted to be so. The so-called
contradictions may themselves be the ultimate truth about
reality. Thought must follow the nature of reality in grasping
it, and should not attempt to determine it.
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The general or umversal features may be of two kinds,

described as ”E(&msgi_yﬂyak -SAMANYA) and_“lengthwise”

(urdhvata—samanya) which may respectively be taken as
equivalent to what are known as the abstract and the concrete
universals in Western phllosophy An example of the former
we have m ‘‘cowness” which is presented simultaneously
(furyak, literally meaning “‘extending horizontally”’) in several
cows, the latter 1s what underlies manifestations appearing
successively i time (#rdhva, literally meaming “‘extending
vertically’”’), for example, cotton as the material of single
yarns, thread and cloth. It will be seen that these notions are
respectively based upon those of similarity and identity,
which are alike known through ‘‘recognition’ (pratyabhyiia).
Two or more cows whichexhibit the same cowness are simuilar,
the cotton which appears in the yarn and the cloth is identical.
When we say that A 1s a cow and that B also is a cow, it is
the predicative element of cowness that i1s common to both;
but when we say that X was a boy and that he is a youth now,
it 15 the subject element that is so Both sets of features,
whether they be constant like cowness or changing like boy-
hood or youth, are described here as ‘‘mcdes’” or ‘‘forms”
(paryaya) of the substance to which they belong. Of these, it
1s clear that the latter are impermanent. The other set of
modes like cowness also are so, according to Jainism. They
are only special dispositions or configurations of the substance
_ in which they appear and, as such, are to be regarded as
different in different particulars. For example, the cowness of
one cow is not numerically the same as the cowness of another.
"We shall now understand the exact significance of the
“defination of reality given in the system, that it is characterized
by orngmation and destruction, as well as by permanence.®
The origmation and destruction relate ta the modes (paryaya) of
reality; and permanence, to their substratum. It 1s reahtz! in
this sense; that is divided into jiva and ajiva with 1ts ﬁvefold
variety as mentioned above. All these six kinds of reality
are termed substances (dravya)—a term which connotes that it
has quahtles (guna) and modes ggaryay_)_” The distinction
between qualities and modes, however, is not very clear, and
the recognition of the former 1s probably due, as has been
suggested, to the influence of other doctrines. Of these six
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substances, all but time, besides being real, are extended
(asti-k@ya)_Time 1S real, but hasno “spatial extension_ It is an
€ t1ty of only‘ﬁ“rfe_’dﬁﬁensmn )
Tt remain$ now to add a few words about what 15 known as
the sapta-bkangz or ‘‘the sevenfold predicable.”” The thought
underlying it is inherent in the doctrine, although its clédr
enunciation seems to belong to the present period. We have
already pointed out that, accordmg to Jaimism, reality does
not exclude contradlctory features Wthh amounts to ) saying

however, mean that 1f is afogether mdefinite but only that 1t
cannof be defined absolutely It is this idea that is conveyed
Ejf the sevenfold statement as a whole, and it expresses the
nature of reality in séveral steps, Hecause no single mode of
doing so 1s adequate to it. Broadly speaking, there were three
_separate ways 1 which reality was conceived at ;he time when
this theory was formulated Some said, “It always 1s (asm)
others, “It never 15" (ndst); and still oH‘Te—rs‘_tl'mLEéht that
reality was inscrutable, and that it did not t therefore admit of
being_expressed in_either of “these two ways (avaktavya). 10
Jamlsm holds that none of these views is wholly correct.
Each refers to but a single aspect of reality and is right only
if we take it in relation to that aspect and not absolutely, as
its supporters contend. It 15 this relative character of our
knowledge of reality that“s made known through the szpia-
bhangt;and it consists ol seven steps since there are seven, and
o-n‘.f}r?even ways of combining the three predicates, taking
them singly, i1 twos and all together.

“To state the first four_,sj;gp___of the scheme. (1) maybe, a
thing is, (2 maybe, it is not; (3} maybe, 1t is and is not;
(4) maybe, it is inexpressible. In the case of a golden ornament,
for example, we may say that (1) 1t exists, i e. as gold, but
that (2) 1t does not exist, i.e. as silver (say).! As a consequence
of this double predlcatmn we may go farther and postulate
that (3) 1t both is and is not. From what has been stated thus
far, it is clear that when we say the orhament is, we do-not
mean that it only is as something, but also that it is not as
something else. The latter idea, however, is implicit, and not
explicit like the former, The reverse holds true when we say
that it 1s not. The third step is merely a combination of these
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two statements; and the emphas:s is to be understood as being
laid on the two elements in the predicate successively. Now it
may be asked whether these two elements can be predicated
of the ormament simulianeously, laymng “equal emphasis” on
Both, The answer to this question, one expects, would be in
the negatlve but the Jamns, with their comprehensive view of
reality, refuse to regard .any predicate as inadmissible in
fespect of it, and give an affirmative reply. They, however,
"add that the predicate ca cannot then be expressed by any word
in the language, the implied significance bemg that reality 1s,
from one standpoint, inscrutable. These statements should not
be taken to clash with what are known in logic as the laws of
identity and contradiction, for those laws apply only to reality
conceived as simple and static, and not as extremely complex
and infinitely vanable as here. The remaining three steps of
the scheme are. (5) maybe, a thing is and is mexpre551ble
gl),maybe a thmg/ls not and 1s imexpressible; (7) maybe, a
ing 1s, is not and is inexpressible They are derived by com-
biming the fourth step successively with the first three, all of
which teler tq the expressible aspects of reality. This relat1v1st1c
view has become so essential a part of jainism that 1t is often
designated as “the doctrine of maybe” (syadv?zda) or the
doctrine of standpoints
"It may readily be granted that our knowledge of reality 1s
relative, but the important question to consider 1s whether we
can stop short at it, as Jaimsm does. The very notion of
relativity 1mplies an absolute standard by which we judge;
and, if such a standard is granted, the knowledge that com-
pletely satisfies 1t becomes the final truth dbout reality, and
not any other. The relativistic view will, 1n that case, become
restricted in its application to the sphere of ordinary human
experience and the truth of the sapta-bhangi will reduce 1tself
to a mere truism, To judge from the way in which kevala-jiiana
‘““perfect knowledge’” is described—not merely as compre-
hendmg all thmgs and all phases of them but also as super-
sensuous and unique,2 such-absolute knowledge seems to be
accepted in Jainism, and is not merely the presupposition of
its view of knowledge. But, 1f this final truth be explained
as a mere putting together of the several partial truths, the
characterization of knowledge as relative becomes meaningless
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for the reason already stated. Old Indian critics of Jainism
express the same argument i a somewhat different form.?3
If all our knowledge concerning reality 1s relative, they say,
the Jaina view that it is so must also be relative. To deny
this conclusion would be to admut, at least, one absolute truth;
and to admit 1t would leave the doctrine with no settled view
of reality, and thus turn 1t mnto a yariety of scepticism.

II

As regards the practical part of the teaching, there are two
points to be chiefly noted. It 1s pessimistic, though not ul-
timately so, and 1t is also severely gscetic. Most of the ascetic
principles accepted here have been traced by modern scholars
to Hindu sources;! only, 1n some cases, those principles have
been carried to extremes in Jainism. The vow of non-violence
(akimsd) is an instance in point No Jain will knowingly kill
or harm even the timest of insects. But not all disciples are
required to adopt so austere a standard of conduct. If they
are not monks (Sramana) but laymen ($rdvaka), they may
practise restraints in a less rigorous manner until they qualify
for becoming ascetics in the complete sense of the term.

The goal of life, as already remarked, is to restore_the soul
to its pristine purffy so that 1t may atfain ommscrence (kevala-
7fiana). 1t is a discarnate state, and the soul has all perfectlons
then—not only infinite knowledge, but also nfinite peace and
infinite power. As in Upanishadic teaching (p. 29), freedom
here also means getting beyond good and evil by transcending cending
both merit (punya) and demert (pdpa). The dlscrphne recom-
mended for bringing about this consummatlon is threefold It
begins with faith in_the teaching (sarvyagdar$ana), and when

right knowledge (sas nyaghang) o and right conduct (samyak-

caritra) come to support it, there results moksa, O nirvana
ds-the Jains more usually call it. These three—right faith,
right knowledge and right copduct—are termed the "three
jewels” (fri-raing). The cultivation of the power of mental
concentr_at1on (yoga) p.f;;is an 1m_Eortant _part here, as generally '
in the other Indian doctrines 1%

To understand how this disciplme helps liberation, it 1s
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tiecessary to vecall that the link between the jirg and the arfve
s karma, by which term s meant, as we know, matter m an
extremely subtle form. The soul, wm its mundane condition, is
permeatehthronel? and through by such matter, and its aim
im hfe is to extricate itself from this variery of asfca. The
progesses of bondage and extrication from it are thus pictured:
There i3 first of all the infipx (dsraca) of karma into the sout
which results m bondage (bawdha). This karma is being con-
tinezally liguidated, as 2 consequence of its effects of joy and
sorrow being experienced. But im the case of average men,
other karma, good as well as bad, 1s__finding its way into the
soul equally continually owing to its willed actions so that it
can never be said o be free. After death, this karmic accom-

paniment (kérmanﬂ-saﬁm) ioﬂaws the Saul 10 its mew exis ez:istence

and it T> as a means to this end that the d]tscnphne in its tnple
form, as indicated above, is_preseribed. As in the case of the
forging of bondage, there are two steps in the freeing of the
soul from it. The first is the stoppage of the flow of new karma,
and it is called karma-check (sasnara); the second is that of
dsstroyinﬂ the karma that has accumulated from the past,
and it is described as the falling off of karma (nirjara). With
the complete destruction of binding karma, one au‘tomahca]l_g
attains liberation (moksa), which 1S a state of absolute per-
- fection and implies, by the way, that aithough Jainism may
deny the existence of a supreme God, it retains the idea of
the divine as representing perfection. These five, viz. movement
of karma (dsrauad), bondage (bandha), karma-check ($arivara),
its falling off (nirjara) and liberation (moksa), together with
jtva and ajfva, are sometimes spoken of as the seven ppnc:ples
of Jainism.,

C. BUDDHISM

The story of Buddha’s life as familiarly known, is, for the
most part, based on tradition long posterior to the time when
helived, According to this account, he was born at Kapilavastu,
his father being the ruler of a principality. Like Vardhamina,
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he was thus of royal descent. The date of his birth is now
generally taken as 563 B.c. He is represented as a greatly
accomphished prince. He was married at the age of 16, and a
son was born to him in course of time. It was about this time
that he began to reflect upon the vanities of life and upon the
tragedy of death, disease and old age which affiict mankind
This is picturesquely represented 1m the story as his meeting
an old man, a sick man and a corpse in succession Those
sights were followed by that of a recluse who had completely
renounced the world; and it led to his resolve that he would
free himself from all worldly ties and strive his utmost to
discover the way out of life’s unending misery. In pursuance
of this resolve, he left the palace the same night, looking upon
it as ‘‘a place of dust,” and wentsaway to a distant forest.
There, in the company of five others, he practised severe
penance, mortifying his body as 1t was the common practice
at the time for intensely religious-minded people to do He led
this kind of life for six years; but not succeeding in his object
thereby, he began a fresh course of self-discipline characterized
by less severity. Then his companions S Jeft him, dissenting from
his view. In this second attempt, he was successful and he
became fully enhghtened (buddha) and reached, as it is ex-
pressed, “the end of cravings.’
“He did not, however, remain content with this personal
illumination, but decided to teach the way to it to others also.
His first disciples were the five ascetics who had earlier parted
from him, and were at the time in a place near Benares known
as Sarnath or the ‘‘Deer Park.” It is in the first sermon which
he delivered to them, after converting them to his way of
thinking, that, as tradition has it, he dwelt upon the Four
Noble Truths (@rya-satya) to which we shall refer later. He
thereafter succeeded in converting many others, including his
own family. His activities, however, were confined to a
relatively limited region which comprised pprtions of modern
Behar, the United Prqgvinces and Nepal He died in 483 B.C._
at the age of 80 at Kuéinara on the day, it is sald which was
the anniversary of his birth, as also of the attiinment by him
of complete enlightenment. This event took place between
two sdla trees, a circumstance which is piously depicted in the
sculptures and bas-reliefs relating to the closing scene of his
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life. Buddha is undoubtedly one of the great religioys teachers
of the world. In the third century B C. the famous emperor,

. ASoka, became a Buddhist; and it is commonly believed that
through the impetus he gave to it, Buddhism began to spread
not only 1n other parts of India but also beyond it.

!

There is much difficulty in determining the original form
of this creed, for,, as already pointed out (p. 40), we have no
record of it come %?)wn to us from the period mn which 1t was
first promulgated.’ The earliest works relating to it, which
constitute its “‘canonical literature,” may contamn much that
was actually uttered by Buddha, but there is no means of
knowing for certain what those portions are. Hence there has
been a good deal of difference of opimmion among modern
scholars regarding the exact character of his teaching. It 1s
obvious, however, that Buddhism began as a religion and that
it was forced, not long after, to become a philosophy since it
bhad to defend itself against metaphysical schools of Hindu
and Jaimna thought.

A similar difficulty 1s experienced in defining the relation of
early Buddhism to Brahmanism That it should have been
greatly influenced by the latter, the dominant faith of the
land at the time, goes without saying The points to be con-
sidered are the extent of the influence, and the precise form of
Brahmanism which influenced it. It 1s now generally believed
that primitive Buddhism represents a_new expansion, not
against, but within Brahmanism The canonical literature, no
‘doubt, now and again criticizes Brahmanism, but mostly on
its ritualistic side “The conclusion to.be drawn frem it is that
Buddha’s teaching was a protest agamst the over-elaborate
ceremomahsm that, in one sense, had given rise to the Upani-
shadic doctrine itself (p. 18)., An important consequence of
this rejection of ritual was the emphas1s _placed on morality
which, though by no mleans ignored in Brahmanism, was
assigned a somewhat subordinate place in it (p. 37) The
references to the Upanishadic doctrime, the other aspect of
Brahmamsm, are far fewer, showing that Buddhism did not
diverge from 1t very much There are, however, some differ-
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ences, to the more important among which we may now draw
attention.

The Upanishadic doctrine was, as we know (p. 18), intended
for only a select few. The characteristic feature of PBuddha’s
teaching, on the other hand, was that it admitted no esoteric
truths, and was meant for all who were not satisfied w1th
Iéading a life of natural inclinations, , 1t was “‘a folk-gospel,”
it has been described. Its message was for the plain man, and
it accordingly gave rise to a general uplift of great significance.
A second divergence was that, while Brahmanism relied
overmuch on the mstruction given by others, Buddhism laid
particular stress on self-reliance and self-effort mn knowmg the
ultimate truth. The dlsc1p1e was asked to think for himself,
and to accept others’ opinions only after he had been fully
convinced of theirr soundness That 15, 1t was not dogmatic
even in the least. For the rest, early Buddhism was the same
as Brahmamsm of this type, and believed 1 the same cosmo-
logical and eschatological views, including the doctrine of
karma. The main features of primitive Buddhism may be
summarized as follows-16

We have seen that in the early Vedic period, man was
regarded as distinct from the divine, and that this view had
been gradually transformed by the time of the Upanishads
into the view that he was himself essentially divine It is this
God-in-man that Buddha understood by atman—nelther body

nor mind, but spirit. He also_bghgved “that, as Spl}'_li 1t persists
here as well as hereaftér so that it is wrong 1o say, as 18 often
done, that Buddha denied the self or identified it w1th the
bod dy and the mind. It, however, represented to him not man
as he is, - biit as what he mlght or-ought to be. Ino other wort T words,
it stood for. the ideal self, to realize vg_l_gch there 1S an mnate
urge in man, His Toremost task 10 life accordmgly 1s to act In
response to 1t, and the result of so acting, viz. the wanmg
out” of his lower nature, of the lust and hate in him, is all
that 7s meant by liberation or nirvana, a word with which we
IEWW connection with Jaimism, It is
ot the an atioh of the self but only the extiyguishing of

dhism 1s thus a gospel of hope] and not a gospel of m%
it is commonly represented to be.
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But what 1s the means to such liberation? The Upanshads,
whose teaching 1s nearly the same, lay down a course of dis-
cipline for the self becoming Brahman. But, according to one
of the two interpretations of them (p. 25), the lapse of man
from his true spiritual state is conceived not as real, taking
place in time, but as only apparent. The goal is not therefore
anything which is to be geached in fact; it has only to be
realized m thought. It thus lays little stress on ‘‘becoming,”
in the sense of attaining what has not yet been attained The
other interpretation of the Upanishads, according to which
spirit is self-evolving, is, no doubt, very different in this respect,
but there, it is the goal that is represented as important, and
not so much the way leading to it, as here. For original Budd-
hism, it is man as an aspirant after perfection that matters
more than man as having achieved it Further, in the Upani-
shadic view, the immediate means recommended for attaining
the ultimate goal, even when it is conceived as growwng wnio
Brahman, 1s yoga (p. 26); Buddha’s emphasis, on the other
Tand, 1s throughout_on dherma, in 1fs ethical sense (p. 37). It is
described as “‘the lamp of life,”” and signifies perfect conduct

or godly living, not a mere code of dogmas as it came to do
afterwards

o

II

The original form of the creed, thus reconstructed, must
contain elements that are hypothetical. It also seems to do less
than justice to certain aspects of the teaching of the Upanishads.
For example, it ignores that a dynamic conception of Brahman
finds a conspicuous place in them; and it also minimizes the
importance attached therein to moral purity in the scheme of
discipline for the realization of the ultimate truth (p. 27).
However that may be, the point for us to note now is that the
teaching of Buddha was pogtfive and cogsjrictive. But the
fiegative and analytic view came in course of time to prevail;
and, as a consequence of it, Buddhism gradually became
thoroughly mopastic in character. This transformation had
already taken place by the time the systems proper took rise.
Tt forms the chief teaching of the Pali Buddhistic literature
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(p. 40), whose main features we are now to sketch very briefly.
We shall be able to do this best by explaining what is meant
by the Four Noble Truths which, according to the Pali canon,
formed the subject-matter of the very first Sermmon. Buddha
delivered at Benares. The account that has come down 6 s
of these Truths is now taken to represent, on the whole, a
later stage of the teaching—the result of “monkish misappre-
hension.” Their implication is_that life is an evil; and their
chief aim, to point out how it can be overcome. In thesé
Truths, we have what corresponds to a physician’s treatment
of a disease—ascertaining the nature of the disease, discovering
its cause and setting about its cure by adopting appropriate
means thereto. They are’

(x) Life is evsl—The whole teaching, as shown by its implied
comparison of hfe to a disease, is based upgn a pessimistic
view, Betmkish influence. But even in this later
form of the doctrine, evil is not to be taken as the final fact
m life Its pessimism means that life 1s full of pain and suffer-
ing, not in 1itself, but only as 1t is ordinarily lived, for the
doctrine holds out the hope that they can be completely
overcome in the stage of mirvana which can be reached here
and now, 1if one so wills h (— K'wl«““f Te “dntee
< (2) Ignorance is the source of evil.—The origin of evil is in
ignorance (avidyd), or not knowing the true nature of the self.
We commonly assume it to be an integral something which is
other than the bodily organism; and we believe that this self
not enly persists as long as the organism does but also survives
it. According to canonical Buddhism, this is an absolute error,
and there is no self other than the complex of the body (r#pa)
and the mind (ndma). It is sometimes spoken of as consisting
not of these two, but of five factors (called skandhas), one of
which is the physical body (r#pa), and the rest represent
different phases of mind (ndma) like cognition and feeling—a
view which shows how the spirit of analysis came to prevail
more and more. Even in this sense of being a mere complex,
whether of two or of five factors, the self is not permanent.
It is undergoing change almost constantly; and, in nirvana, it
completely ceases to be. It is the clinging to this false self, as
a result of our ignorance of ifs real nature, that explains all
the misery of life as 1t 1s commonly hved.!” Thus Buddhism,
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which postulated a changing sclf as a protest against a static
one as conceived by some at the time, came in course of time
to virtyally repudiate 1t. We should add that this principle of
exEIana'hQ__“was soon_extended to other cases, with the result
that all things, and not the self alone, , were. deemed to be mere

chariot, for exargple is _nothing more_ than an assemblage of
the pole, wheels, etc. ThlS is known as the doctrine of the non-
substantlahty ng'atml) of th;ngL

“(3) Ewil can be overcome.—It is poss1ble to remove this evil,
for 1t 1s caused, and whatever is caused is removable according
to this teaching. Given the cause, the effect follows;18 and, if
the one can be removed, the other will necessarily cease to be
The fact that hfe’s evil 1Laused 1s exhibited in the form of

twelve Tinks, known as the “'chain of causation.” The first of
thém is 1gnorance “of the frue nature of the self, which implies
that, as in the case of the Upamshadic doctrine (p. 25), evil 1s
radically of the metaphysical type. Of the remaining eleven,
it will do to mention only three, viz. ¢raving or thirst (trsna)
death and rebirth. That is, man’s ignorance gives rise to a
selfish cravmg for things, and unsatisfied cravings lead to
rebirth after death. It 1s this recurring cycle of birth and
death that should be ended; and the result 1s mirvana, which
may 3 accordlngly be descrlbed as the cessation of ignorance, of
craving or of_blrth and death. The goal of Iife 1s 5 thus conceived
here as purely negative “while, mn the original teaching, 1t
meant the complete development of the higher self, through
overcoming the tyranny of the lower. ___P_erson who ~sgggeeds %1
breaking through this circle of samsara can, it was belie
attain the serene composure of nirvana in the present life; td
he is, as in Jalmsm called an gzhan or “‘the worthy one.”~The

rmmE e underlying the chain of _ga_ﬁat_lon wh1ch was originally
formulated to account for the evil of life, was later extended
to all things; whether psychical or physical; and they likewise
came to be regarded as caused, and therefofe as, ultimately
texterminable. This is known as the doctrine of the imperma-
nence (gnityaiva) of things.

(4) Rzght knowledge 1s the means of removing evil.—As know-

lledge is the logical antithesis of ignorance, enlightenment about
the true nature of one’s self will remove evil, By this enlighten-
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ment, we should understand an inner_conviction (p. 26) which,
to be effectively secured, requires a long course of previous
moral training Here we find the emphasis which, as we stated
earlier, Buddha had once laid on right conduct. But in con-
sonance with the general trend of the development of the
doctrine, the emphasis is now shifted on to knowledge or
wisdom @zajﬁeﬁﬁ{ﬁ meditative prad®ce (yoga) chiefly on the
Four Truths Even so far as it continues to emphasize conduct,
an ascetic spirit comes to prevail though, as compared with
Jamna teaching, it 1smild. It certainly imposed on 1ts advanced
adherents strict rules of discipline; but, at the same time, 1t
discouraged them from resorting to any form of self-torture in
their enthusiasm for reaching the goal. It was ‘‘a middle path”
that 1t commended—a path hke that, which Buddha himself is
stated to have followed before he attained illumination. These
three, viz. night conduct ($ila), right knowledge (prasfia) and
rght concentration (samadhi) are the most important elements
in the discipline. It includes five more, and is therefore known
as the Eightiold Path; but it 1s not necessary to specify
them here. This discipline, 1t should be added, is in 1ts entirety
intended for those who enter the order of ascetics. As in
Jainism, 1t was less rigorous 1n the case of lay disciples.

II1

We have now made a rapid survey of two stages in the
history of Buddhism, and seen how vastly they differ from
each other. One of the most noteworthy features of 1t in the
next stage is its spread far beyond the limits of India, to
dountries like China and Japan. In those countries it has,
with its emphasis on compassion, a feature which it shares
with Jainism, greatly helped the growth of beneficence. Refer-
ring to Japan in this connection, a modern wrter says that
‘it is still the greatest of the influences which make for mercy
among a Spartan people.” The break-up of the doctrine into
numerous sects is another feature of the same kind. We read
of many sects in India itself, so that its disruption is not all
to be ascribed to its coming into contact with alien faiths in
other lands. It will suffice for our purpose to draw attention
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only to a broad distinction that arose in the doctrine, viz. that
between what are known as the Hinayana and Mahiyana
schools. Perhaps the distinction 1n some form 1s older than the
present stage. The significance of these terms is not exactly
known. They probably mean the “lower’” and the ‘‘higher’
path respectively. Their chronological sequence and theh
precise relation to the teaching of Buddha again are undeter
mined. In presenting these doctrines, we shall follow mainly
the account given in Indian works, particularly those by
Hindu and Jaina writers. There are a few behefs common tc
both the Hinayana and Mahdyéna forms of the creed, and we
shall refer to the most striking among them before considering
the two separately.

It 1s known as the dogtgme of mome\(ar;ngss _(_gana—bhcmga
vada), because 1t avers that nothing that is, lasts for longe
than one instant., We have seen that, in canomcal Buddhism
all things had come to be concelved as impermanerit. This view
is now pushed farther, and attemEts are made to show that the
only distinction in the history of a thing 1s the one betweer.
origin and destruction, and thiﬁi%g%?__got continue to be

even for o singlte-moment_after birthf a thmg emerges af
this instant (say), it is no more at the next It is not possible
to refer here to the elaborate arguments by which this doctrine
1s supported\M¥e shall only remark that zeality according to it
whether material or spiritual, i3 a flux or a flow (samiana)
since none 1n the succession of states constituting 1t is static.
Hence all our notions of stablhty are i]ll;sory./" ‘No man car
stfef into the same stream twice,” it is said, because the stream
in the two moments is only similar and not identical. Objects
are ever changmg’ Even when a thmg is not changing jnto
something else, it is not constant but is reproducing itself

is therefore to be regarded as a series of like forms succeeding
one another perpetually as in the case of a lamp flame.

«., Our previous account has shown that, although Buddhism
regarded reality as but an aggregate, it did not deny either
external objects or the self (sarvastz-vada) "It recognized both,
and gyas therefore fully realistic i in its view ofwk_r_l_owledge__'[hls
feature survives in Hinayana Buddhism ;2 but naturally it is
modified in accordance with the new hypothesis of momentari-
ness. Neither external reality, nor the self, consequently lasts,
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longer than an instant. But everything, it is believed, may
continue as @ series for any length of time, the sumianity of
its several members, as already mentioned, giving rise in our
mmd to the illusion of sameness or identity. The flame of a
lamp appears to be the same in any two moments; but really
it signifies two separate states of it, which have no substantial

identity: are modlﬁcatlons but nothing

Buddhism and ]ainism Wthh acknowledges identity as also
similanty. Both doctrines accept change, but while 1t is partial
in the omne case, it is total in the other.

‘When we remember that Buddhism repudiates the idea of an
enduring_substance, we see that the self (ignoring for the
moment the physmal element entermg nto its “make-up)
sHoU_l_c_'l_Ee_’ggIﬁm_ed 0 if as A confimiigns streaim of ideas, If
so, it may be asked how the Buddhist can account for facts
like memory, which involve reference to the past” The answer
is that, when a particular idea constituting the self of a
particular moment disappears, it does so after lea.vmg its mark
behmd and that the self of the next moment is consequently

person son at any instant, though not the same as 1t was at a
previous instant, is not quite different from it. It 1s by this
subtle, and not quite convincing, distinction that moral
responsibibty is maintained to belong to an individual for
what he does. The criminal who is pumshed.may not be the
same person that committed the crime; but yet he merits
punishment, it is argued, for, being a contmnuation of the
criminal, he cannot be considered as another,
\_,)@ ‘regards external reality, which also is conceived as
?entary, each member of the series constituting an object
called a sva-laksana—:a’jeng which literally means “like
1tse1 or ‘“‘unique.”’ It represents a a bare particular. If it still
appears as characterized in some manner, say as blue or sweet,
that characteristic is purely an iilusion. The predicates, which
all represent universals or common features like qualities and
actions, are called sémdanya-laksanas. They are really ﬁgmgzts
of the mind which appear transferred to the object—consti-
tutives of our thought, and not of the external world on which
it 1s directed. The contrast here again with Jainism, which
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regards such features as actually characterizing objects, it
clear. The sva-laksanas, which are the ultimate basis of externa
reality, may be taken to stand for the data of sense like colow
or tiste, only we should remember that the momentaq
sensation is, to take particular instances, merely ‘‘blue” o
“sweet” and not something that is qualified by ‘‘blueness’ o

“sweetness.” The number of sva-laksanas, which are the
ultimate facts of The outer world, 15 Infnite, Lhe conceptlon 0

afi external thing in_this §:c_1}ool accordmgly 1s thaf it 157
series of par particulars or aggregates of them which are really
devoid of all characteristics, although they appear to posses
them, _

So fa.r we have spoken of Hinayana Buddhism. The Mahayane
form of 1t is represented by two schools, both "of which are
idealistic. According to some, called the Yogacara,s knowledge
Epmts to_no external olwlggg@_e\_/g\ There 1s_only the
self, conceived as a_stream of ideas puch as in Hinayana
Buddhism, but none of the ideas is here regarded as having
any objective counterpart. 8ince the doctrine thus reduces al
reality to thought, it is named V1jiiana-vada or ‘the theory of
the sole reality of ideas.” One of the chief arguments in support
of this view 1s based upon the inseparable connection that 1
observed to exist between knowledge and object. There 1s nc
knowledge that does not refer to an object; and there 1S nc
object that can be conceived _except as known! This necessary
association between them, 1t is said, shows that there is nc
need for treating them as distinct, and that the so-called obje 12
may well be regarded as an aspect or form of knowledge itse]
The idealism of the school consists in this” explanation of
objects as but states or forms of the “mind,” if we may use
that word for the series of ideas which here” constltutes the
self. The assumption of these forms by the mind, is due to the
revival of former impressions (vdsand) left on it by previous
experience; and the diversity of percep"tlon is: ex;pla.med not
by diversity in the presented ob]eéts bu%*‘by thaf i) ’th& nature
of the revived impressions : *

Such an explanation may sound strange, for it may be
thought that the onginal impression at least must be due to
an external object Butf this objection is warded off by two
arguments. Furst, 1t 1s denied that the impressions have any
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origin in time. They are literally beginningless. Secondly, it is
pointed out that impressions are left on the mind not merely
by valid knowledge caused, as 1t 1s commonly assumed./by a
corresponding ob]ect outside 1t but also by error, for example
the fancied perceptlon of a ghost. To suppose that every
mental impression should be finally traceable to an external
object, actually existing, 1s 1o beg the very question at issue.
So, even if there were a beginning to any series of impressions
it would not establish the existence of a real object correspond-
ing to 1t at any time 1n the past

This doctrine is analogous to what 1s described in modern
philosophy as subjective idealism or subjectivism. The chief
objection to it is that it places all experience on a level with
dreams. In other words, it abolishgs the distinction betwéen
truth and 1Husion, since in both alike there is no object outside
knowledge. But 1t 1s hardly a defensible position, We infer the
falsity of dreams by comparing thém with waking experience.
If the latter also is likewise false, we may ask by what ex-
perience 1t is shown to be so. Whatever the answer of the
Yogicara to this question may be, his position becomes un-
tenable, for he will have to admit either that there 1s a higher
kind of knowledge which 1s not false’or that waking experience
itself 1s true.” Further, as a consequence of rejecting external
objects, the subjectivist must deny the existence of all selves
besides his own, for, if there 1s no reason to believe in external
physical objects, there can be.none to believe 1n other people
except as part of his dream.“fhe doctrine will thus be reduced
to sthBsmm or the theory that there 1s only a sohtary self

and that everything else 1s mere fancy It 15 clear that such a
theory, though 1t cannot be logically proved to be wrong,
stultifies all the presuppositions of practical life and puts an
end to all phﬂosophxcal controversy‘«

The second development on the idealistic side 1s gihiligm,
the doctrime of the Madhyamikgs; which denies the reality not
only of‘external objects but also of the self. It supports this
f:owlusion by pomting out that the notion of things, physical
as well as psychical, is riddled with contradictions and that
they cannot therefore be accepted as real. Of the several
arguments adduced in this connection, we shall refer to one
that is based upon the Buddhistic view of causation According

81 ¥
v/




The Essentials of Indian Philosophy

to it, as we know, there is nothing that is uncaused; and the
Madhyamika points out that the notion of an object originating
is 1ncnnce1vable whether we regard it as ex1st,ex_1t,oLnot prior
to or or1g1n'at10n . In the former case, it does not require to be
produced; mn 1 the latter, 1t is impossible to produce it, for
nothmg cannot be made to become something. It means that
the notion of causation itse}f is a delusion; and since, according
to Buddhism, there is nothing that is permanent, We should
perforce conclude that the whole umiverse is self-discrepant
and 1ilusory. Nagar]una, the greatest teacher of this school,
says, “There is neither bemng, nor cessation of it, There is
neither bondage, nor escape fromit ’2* This doctrine 1s therefore
known as “‘the doctrine of the void”’ (Si#nya-vada).

But it is necessary to agdd that the above explanation of all
experience as a delusion is only from the ultimate standpoint.”
The doctrine grants a sort of reality (samuvrti-satya) to the
subject as well as the object; and they are held to be real,
relatively to the activities of everyday hife” It _does not deny
that we know, feel and act; only it holds that the final signifi-
cance of it is nothlng,_because all 1s void. For tlus reason, the
name of “‘relativism’’ will bring-out its character better than

“idealism.” But we may question, as we did in the case of
Jainism, whether tl;e__Madh_;zamlka can at all speak of a realny
of relativity when he recognizes no reality that is absolute
Moreover, the denial of the self or mind altogether is 1mp0351b1e
for to think of the/absence of all consciousness is itself a state
of consciousness and therefore points to the persistence or the
irrepressibility of mind.

We have described the Madhyamika school as maintaining
that the ultimate reality 1s the void or vacuity-in-itself. Both
the Hindus and the Jains have all along represented it so. But
the majority of modern scholars who have studied this school
of thought are of opinion that ‘‘the void” ($#nya) };gre means
only that it is nothmg, as it were, since it is altogether incompre-
hensible. This view is supported by the Madhyamika definition
of the ultimate reality (which is the exact oppos1te of that
given i Jainism), viz. that it neither ‘‘is”’ nor “is mnot,” nor
“both is and is not,” nor ‘‘nerther is nor is not.”’22 It excludes
all concervable predicates; including that of non-existencé’; and
the ultimate has accordingly to be viewed as beyond all con-
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ception,/ and not as absolute nothing. Such an interpretation is
indeed, logically mnvolved in the doctrine, since the megatior
of everything, without implying a positive ground (avcy/Zz) i
inconceivable. According to this interpretation, the doctrine
ceases to be finally relativistic, for it accepts an Absolute
though it may regard it as altogether ineffgble It may be
stated that there is evidence to show that the Yogacaras alsc
admitted an absolute consciousness or universal self in addition
to the particular egos and their respective ideas referred to in
the account given above.2® Accordlng to these alternative
1nterpretat1ons the goal of life in Mahdyana Buddhism 1
merging in the Absolute not annihilation as 1t would otherwise
be, and as it generally is according to Hinayina Buddhism.
Now as regards the practical disjipline leading to the final
goal. The Hinayana scheme is virtually the same as in canonical
Buddhism. But the Mahayina form of it has modified it
profoundly in two important respects. The attainment of
liberation by the individual has ceased to b Be tEe ultimate aim;
and fhe person that succeeds in ceeds in_ acquining e enl1gEtenment is
éxpected to work f __lhg__ggpil._gims fellow _men, _instead of
remaining satisfied with his own nirvana, juch a person i
called a Bodhisattva (literally, “w1sdom-bgy;1 is_ideal,
Wlth its emphasm on the welfare of others; far excels the other
one of the arkan who is concerned chiefly, if not solely, with
salvation for himself. Buddha 1s represented to have been a
Bodhisattva in many of his former lives; and we shall indicate
best the love and compassion which are the characteristic
features of this ideal by citing the saying which tradition
ascribes to him, viz that he would willingly bear the burden
of everybody’s suffering, if he could thereby bring relief to the
world. Secondly, while the Hinayana was atheistic and looked
upon Buddha as essentially a human being, though divinely
gifted, the Mahayana gradually came to deify him and adopted
devout worship of him as a means to salvation. In these
developments, Mahdyana Buddhism has been considerably
influenced by theistic Hinduism.24- ‘
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Chapter Four
NYAYA-VAISESIKA

k

E have alluded to two distinct streams of thought,

one having its source in the Veda and the other which
originated in opposition fo it (p. 39). Of the several forms
which the latter assumed, some in course of time became
united with the former by accepting the authority of the
Veda in certain important matters like dhgrma. As regards
their general metaphysical position, they remained more or
less true to their original character; but this difference on the
theoretical side did not sigmify much, for the teachmg of the
Veda itself, not excluding the Upanishads, was, as we have
seen (p. I9). comprehensive and included diverse types of
thought like dualism and monism or realism and idealism, Of.
such heterodox doctrines that turned orthodox, the Vaigesika
Js one. But it is not found treated of by itself except in a
“few works, and is generally found synthesized with another
doctrine known as Nyaya. Whether the latter also was -
dependent of the Veda, to begin with, is not qute clear.
Probably it was not, the doctrine, as shown by the general
sense of the name it bears, viz. ‘‘argument’ or ‘‘conclusion,”
having come into existence in connection with the interpre-
tation and justification of Vedic teaching. Its dlstmgulshmg
feature i§ its belief in the utility of analysis and in the relia-
bility of reason. Further, it aims much more systematically
than the other systems at defending its standpoint against
rival views. That is, it is both logic and dialectics. This science
of philosophic method, as we may term it, became €arly in its,
history associated with the VaiSesika whose main aim was
metaphysical; and even in the earliest commentary we now
have on the Siitra of Gautama, the alliance between them is
seen. Hence the doctrine has come to be known as Nyaya-

Vaidesika, and it is in this combined form that we “shall deal
with it here

84



Nygya-Vaifesika

The chief sources of information in regard to this system
are (1) the VaiSesika Stitra of Kanada which is in ten,chapters,
each of which is divided into two sections, and the glaéé on
it by Prasasta Pada, and (2) the Nyaya Sitra of Gautama
which ismn five chapters each divided into two sections, and the
commentarz of Vitsyayana on it. The work of Prasasta Pada,
unlike that of Vatsyayana, is not strictly a commentary; but,
taking as its basis the aphorisms of Kanada, it deals with the
various topics in its own way. It 1s still of much importance
m understanding the doctrine in the earlier stages of its growth,
and is of great authority In the course of its history, an im-
portant change was made in the character of the combined
system by Gangesd of Mithila (1200 A D.), the outcome of
which was to emphasize the logical sharacter of the system to
the comparative neglect of its metaphysical and dialectical
character. It 1s in this modified form that 1t has since been
chiefly cultivated , and it accounts for its utilization mostly
as subsidiary to the study of other systems, particularly the
Vedanta. Later manuals like the Tarka-samgraha of Annam
Bhatta and the Siddhanta-muktivali of Viévanatha Pa-
ficinana are comptled on this basis

I

It is admitted by all that the outside world 15 known to us
through the mind, which is assisted in 1ts operatiop by the
senses. This fact has led to a very important controversy among
philosophers, viz., whether we can talk of the existence of,
external objects without reference to any mind. The Nyiya-
Vaisesika, ike Jainism (p. 62), believes that the being of the
external world, although necessarily known through the mind,
is in no way dependent upon 1t, If all the minds 1n the universe
should cease to be, even then the objective would, in its view,
continue to exist. It sides in this respect with common sense.
Fpr this reason, viz. its belief in the independent existence of
the external world, the system is described as realistic; and it
is different from those systems which beheve the reverse of
this to be trué, and are_ desxggated as_idealistic. Another

controversy of equal importance amone vhilosonhers is.whether
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the ultimate reality is one or many. The present doctrine
maintains that it s many, and is Therefore described as plural-

stic 50 distingwish_it from others that are momstic. These
“many distinct entities, it 15 stated here, must be either atomic

or a.ll—pervaswe They are partless in both cases; and a corollary
to this is that, if any object is made up of parts, 1t cannot be
eternal All finite objects are accordingly explained here as

m:itter viz. the pervasive entities, cannot
so combine, and will not therefore yield any product.

We have stated that the doctrine believes in the multiple
character of ultimate reality. We shall now briefly sketch this
pluralistic view under the two heads of nature and spint:

(1) Nature: Matter, tim and Space are all recognized here
- as _independent entities. Of these, matter is really five-fold,

-its varieties being known as elements (bhiita). Of the five ele-

ments, which have already been enumerated (p- 24) all
“excepting dkasa are, in their ultimate form, atomic, It is from
these atomic elements ultimately that common ob]ects like
hlll_s_arld trees or tables and chairs are s are derived. 4kdsa is infinite
and all-pervading. But 1ts conception here is peculiar, for it
does not represent space as in the Upanishads, 1t is explained
as a unique substance sometimes rendered as “‘ether”” in Englhish
and has been postulated here solely to serve as the substratum
of the quality of sound. Time and space are infinite and all-
pervadmg, like dkasa. Thus in the ultimate stage, the physical
universe “consists of an indefinite number of atoms of fout
types, and three infinite and pervasive entities—akasa, “time
and space.

The conception of atoms in this doctrine is partly like and
partly unlike that in Jainism (p. 62). According to the atter,
all atoms have taste, colour smell and fouch: but here they
are regarded as differin, 1n i itati ture from one
a.not_llg_r_, and their division into four classes is based upon this

viz touch and colour; water has three, viz. touch colour and
taste; and earth has all the four including smell. Of these,
one 1s regarded as the distinctive feature (vigesa-guna) of each
of the four elements—smell of earth, taste of water, colour

86



Nydya-V aifesika

of fire and touch of air. Sound, as already stated, belongs to
akasa and is explained as its special quality. Qwimng to_ these
differences, the atoms of different classes can be easily” dis ' dis-
tinguished. But it 1s not these classes of atoms alone (hat are
distinct from one another, the various atoms that belong to one
and the same class also are conceived to be so, though they are
all quahtatlvely ahke Their mutual distinction is explained by
assuming a unique viesa or 1nd1v1dua11ty in each of them—
a conception which will become clear as we proceed Of the two
atomic theories, the Nyayagi*-Sestka one appears to be the
later, for 1t shows a more de(“ﬂoped form; but 1t is by no means
certain that it is based on the Jaina theqry

The way in which the existence of atoms is inferred is as
follows It 1s known from experience that finite wholes like a
jar can be split up mto smaller pa§s This process of division
cannot be carried on indefinitely, for then it will be impossible
to account for the observed differences in their magnitude as
all of them, small or big, would consist of an infinite number
of atoms If, on the other hand, we assume a himit to the division,
the differences in magnitude found in objects like ‘‘a mountain
and a mustard seed”’ may be explained by the difference in the
number of atoms going to make them up Of twoe things, the
smaller 1n size will contain fewer ultimate parts than the bigger.
It is the final constituent of material objects 1n this process of
division and sub-division that is termed an atom (paramdyu).
Not being further diwvisible, it is taken as mndestructible or per-

manent, It is clear from the above that the “number of atoms
in each of the four classes is mc_i_qﬁ_@_@e and that all of them afe
supersensable Their magnitude is_not_finife, but infinitesimal
or infinitely small. That they have differentiating qualities,
sach as colour or taste, has therefore been only inferred!
from the nature of the common objects that are made out
of them.

Now as regards the manner in which the concrete objects of
€Oommon experience are derived from these atomic elements,
Broadly speaking, two explanations may be given in all such
cases. We may regard the derived things as mere aggregates of
the atoms as Buddhism, for example, does (p. 76); or as new
creations which, though dependent for their coming nto being
on the constituent atoms, are yet distinct from them. To a
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thjrd view which aléo 18 possible we shall refer in the next
‘gger There are certain serious objections, to the first of these
viz. that objects are mere aggregates of their constituent
parts. "Fo mention one of them The same number of atoms may
concervably constitute two objects, and yet each may have
its own determmate character To view them both as mere
collections of atoms would be toleave unexplained this character,
which makes each what if is. To introduce a qualification by
saymng, for instance, that the parts are differently disposed in
the two objects would be to admit that they are more than
aggregates. Hence the present doctrine favours the second view
that the parts and the whole are entirely distinct. This means
that, when an object 1s produced, what was not in existence
once comes to exist anew, and that it may therefore well exhibit
novel features. The theoxfy' 15 _accordingly described as ‘‘the
theory of not-pre-existent effect” (asatkarya-vada). That 1s, it
holds causation to be creative, and is therefore also characterized
as “‘the theory of origmation” (Grambha-vida). Thus the doctrine
asks us to believe that when a globe, say, 15 made out of two
hemispheres, we actually have three things—the globe and the
two hemuspheres which pre-existed its production and still
“continue to be.

This may look hike a quibble, but 1t is perfectly in accordance
with the ordinary belief that the whole has a character of its own
as distingumshed from the parts. A jar, for mstance, can be used
for fetching water, unlike its parts. Yet the view that the material
cause and the effect are entirely distinct is hardly convincing.
This extreme position leads to the necessity of postulating
a special relation, which 1s known virtually to no other system
and is not recognized by common sense. If the constituent
parts and the whole are absolutely distinct and if, as it happens
here, they are never found apart when both exist, their relation
stands in need of a special explanation. The system recognizes
contact or con]uggtlon (samyoga) as the relation between, say,
-a Yable and tfe paper that may be on it. But the same relation
*will not do in the present case for, while the table and the paper
may be separated at our will, no separation of the whole from
the parts 1n the same sense 1s possible, for it necessarily involves
the destruction of one of them, viz. the whole. To separate the
threads woven into a piece of cloth is +pso facto to destroy the
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cloth. It is consequently regarded as & more intimate relation
than conjunction, and 1s given the spccial name of Samavaya
and treated as an independent category (padartha) Its fordmu-
lation 15 quite arbitrary, and is necessitated by the radical
pluralism of the Nyaya-Vaidesika; but its importance in under-
standmg the system cannot be exaggerated We shall have
occasion to refer to 1t more than once, in the sequel

The Nyaya-Vaisesika doctrine generally accords with commor
sense. It accepts, for instance, the independent existence o
objects like tables and chairs on the strength of ordinary beliefs,
But 1t does not follow those beliefs throughout, as 1s clear from
its employment of artificial expedients like samaviya and
vifesa which also it elevates to the rank of an independent
category in explaimng ultimate difficulties It splits up objects
into smaller and smaller parts, but, fidding it hard to distinguish
those parts from one another in the ultimate stage, arbitrarily
postulates the characteristic of a visesa in each of them. It only
means that these ultumate parts are mere abstractions. The
doctrine naturally finds it also hard to reconstruct concrete
wholes out of such abstractions without assuming an equally
arbitrary relation, viz. samaviya.

The manner in which the atoms combine to form wholes is
thus described. Two pri imary atoms of the same kind produce
the binary The atoms in 1t are conjoined with each other; but
the binary itself, which is different from them according to what

has just been stated, is in_samaviya relation with them. That
is, the parts are con]omed but the whole is inherent, as we
may say, in the parts 2 Three such binaries produce a_triad,
which has a finite magmfude and is sensible unlike the binary.

The triad, _which is identified with the mote in 1 the sunbeam,

has for its Earts_ three binaries and is related to them through
samava_yq It is out of such triads that fhe whole of the material
universe, 1nc1udmg the bodies_of living beings, is created. At
the end of a cycle, it 1s resolved into 1its constituent atoms in
the reverse order’; and when that process is complefed, they
remain 1solated from one another till the next cycle begins. «

- Itisin elaboratmg this cosmological scheme that the system
postulates the existence of God as the all-knowing Being, who
disposes The atoms in the manner required for the emergence
of the world as we know it. He does not create the atoms, be-

89




The Essentials of Indian Philosophy

cause they are eternal like him In other words, he is only an
efficient cause (p. 30) possessing the will and intelligence re-
quired for bringing about the desired result. The variety char-
acterizing the created world 1s determined by the past_deeds
of the beings that are to 1 mhabit it. The doctrine accordingly
associates a purpose with creation, viz the reaping of the frmt
of their karma by created beings and, we should add, the
affording of opportunities in the case of man to emancipate
himself.? God 1s therefore not merely a creator; he is also the
architect of the universe. Here we find two of the common
arguments_for the existence ¢ . of God_ (I)/The “cosmological,
which reasons from the fact that the world is an effect to a
Being who can bring it into existence; and (2)-the teleologlcal
which reasons from the evidence of des1gn or purpose found in
the world to a just and I.'xesc1ent agent. From the vastness of
the universe and 1ts extraordinary diversity, it is deduced that
its author must possess mfinite power as well as infinite wisdom.
An interesting feature about this theistic conception is that the
supreme power 15 identified with Siva, one of the two Gods
who, as we have seen (p.32), claimed the faith and devotion
of the pious Indian in post-Vedic times.

(2) Spirit- Under this head, we shall consider the self or
dtman and manas, which are the two remainmg ‘‘substances”
(dravya) acknowledged 1 the doctrine The former is repre-
sented as eternal and all—pervadmg, its eternity being involved
in the karma doctrine. We have pointed out (p. 47) how the
karma doctrine implies the beginninglessness of the self; and
any positive entity that is without a beginning is, in the Nyaya-
Vaidesika view, necessarily without an end But there is nothing
in the intrinsic nature of the self, as conceived in the system,
which is spiritual as that word is ordinanly understood The
point in which it differs from other entities, whether atomlc or
all-pervading, is that it may come fo possess knowledge, feeling
aT:xEl'TI_IiﬁonI while the rest can never do so. In other words,
the self is the basis of psychic fife, but that lifé is only adventi-
tious to it. The necessary condition for the appearance of
psychic features in the self is its association with manas. For
these reasons, it would perhaps be better to describe the two
together as really constituting the self in the common accep:ta-

tion of that term. But we should remember that the conception
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of manas, taken by itself, is equally non-spiritual. The true
self is thus broken up here, we may say, mto two “‘selfless
elements.”

The selves are many; and, although they are all-pervading
theft capacity to know, feel and will 1s ordinarily mamfested
through the physical organism with which each of them is
associated for the time being The very disparity in the circum-
stances characterizing the lives of beings is regarded as ar
index to the fundamental distinction of their selves. This differ-
ence, being intrinsic, continues in the state of release also, and,
though all other differences between any two selves disappea
when both have been released, there will be the »isesas then,
as in the case of atoms, to distinguish them from each ofher.*
Everv self has its own distinctive maznas, which keeps c company
with 1t till it becomes free. It is atomld—‘l;ut unlike other atomac
entities recognized in the system, it does not give rise to any
new products.

In the empirical state or samsira, the wmanas is generally!
in opera’clve contact with the self; and, according to the nature
of certain other conditions that may be present then, such ac
contact of an organ of sense with an appropriate object, know-
ledge 1n one of its forms springs in the self and gives rise; m it
turn, either directly or indirectly to love, hate, pleasure, pain
and volition All these six qualities are specific to the self as
colour 1s of fire, or odour of earth. They are all perceivable, but
only internally or through the manas. It means, we may add
by the way, that knowledge, in this doctrine, while it can reveal
other objects cannot reveal itself but requires a another to do so.
The jfiana which manifests another jéiana is termed ° ‘after-
knowledge™ {anuvyavasaya). To these six should be added-two
more qualities, dharma or moral merit and its opposite, adharma
or_demerit,® which are not however directly perceived or felt
like th the others but are only to be inferred from the effects,
viz. pleasure and pain respectlvely which, according to the
karma doctrine, they occasion. Thelr conception being moral,
it would be better to postpone the further consideration of them
to the mext section, which deals with the practical teaching of
the doctrine, Compared with the Upanishadic view of the self,
this is a very poor one; and, when we remember that knowledge
or experience here is neither the essence nor a constant feature
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of the self, but that it only appears when certain external
fagtors—none of which is spiritual—co-operate, it will be seen
that the system is not far removed from materialism (p.58)
As in it, here also the coming together or co-operation of physical
or, more correctly, non-spiritual factors is regarded as somehow
giving rise to experience.

The existence of the sglf 1s taken as given in introspection
or internal perceptior, such as ‘‘T know,” and ‘‘I am happy ”
These perceptions cannot refer to the body or any other physical
accompamment of the self, for knowledge and feeling cannot
characterize them There are also, no doubt, perceptions like
“I am stout”” and ‘I am lean,” where the “I’’ clearly points to
the physical body; but such statements the doctrine explains
as figurative, implying that the person who makes them is,
at least, half-conscious tl@lt what 15 stout or lean is other than
the true “‘I,” though connected with 1t. This is shown by the
expressions he uses at other times like “‘my body,” signifying
that ’_c_he body is what he owns and is not himself. While one’s
own self may thus be taken as directly given, those of others
must necessarily be regarded as matters of inference, for they
are known to us only through the perception of their bodies
and the way in which they behave,

The divine self also is classed under this head. Udayana, of
the tenth cenfury A D, who has written a masterly treatise on
the existence of God, implies in his prefatory remarks that the
universality of belief in God is a sufficient proof of 1t. But he
also gives more direct proofs to two of which, the cosmological
and the teleological, we have already referred, Of the eight
specific qualities that may characterize the fndividual self,
four, viz. moral merit and demerit, hate and mfisery are, of
course, not found 1 him. He has right knowledge which em-
braces all existence, universal love and right volition According
to some exponents of the doctrine, he has also infinite happiness
or bliss.? - . .

We have thus far explained the nature of the nine fundamental -
“substances” (drayva) recagnised in the system. They are °
earth, water, fire, air, dkdsa, space, time, self and manas. We
have also, by the way, alluded to several qualities postulated
in it, viz.-odour, taste, colour, touch, sound, knowledge, love,
hate, plgasure, pain, volition, dharma and adharma. These
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qualities, however, are such as are peculiar to certain classes
of entities (viSesa-guna). There are other qualities also accepted
here, which are general (s@manya-guna) in the sense that they
may pertain to more than one class of substances Thus‘‘weight”
(gurutva) for example is found in objects derived from earth-
atoms, water-atoms, etc. We have also mentioned another of
these, viz. “‘conjunction’” (sa#wyoga), which may be found be-
tween two substances,® and pointed out its distinction from
samavdya which too, like 1t, is a relation. It is sufficient for our
purpose to remember these fourteen qualities, or fiftéen including
“‘weight,” Which  We mentioned only to illustrate general qual-
ities; and we shall not tax the reader’s mind by explaining the
nature of the quahties remaining out of the total number which,
as it seems, is arbitrarily fixed at twenty-four.

In consonance with the realistic and plurahst1c spint of the
doctrine, these qualities are all regarded as separately real
or as having their own being, although they are never found
by themselves. Theoretically a substance may, provided it is
a product, exist without a qualty for a hittle while; but no
quality can be discovered, except as characterizing some funda-
mental substance or some object derived from it This one-sided
dependence signifies that the relation between “the two is
samaydya, Just as the parts of a whole may exist by themselves,
although the whole can never be found apart from them, so
a substance may, subject to the above limit of time, exist by
itself although no quality can do so

_The same relation, which is, really a metaphysma.l fiction,
holds between_objects and movement or action (karma), th the
third of the _cafegories Eostulated Not all substances, however,
can exhibit movement. It is only atomic and fimite objects that
can change their place, which 1s what ‘“‘action” means here.
The all-pervading primal entities cannot obviously do so, for
there is no space left into which they may move. There is one
important @Mt to be noticed in copnection with movement
.as imdérstood in this system. ‘We know that we can initiate
moverient. We can lift our arm, for example, and also com-
municate motion to a static object like a ball. On the basis of
this experience manifestly, 1t 1s believed here that movement
is always to be initiated by a sentient bemng and that no physical
object can, of itself, move. It may, no doubt, receive_smotion
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from other physical objects, say, one billiaid ball from another;
but even then, when we trace 1its first cause, it will invariably
be due to a conscious agent. Where there is movement and no
such agent is apparently at work, as when the wind is blowing,
the doctrine refers 1t to the action of some mythical being or of
some supernatural agency. This view of movement is at the
bottom of the cosmologieal argument for the existence of God
alluded to above. The atoms themselves being incapable of
movement, the creation of the world requires a competent
conscious agency to imtiate it in them.

Substance dmvya‘zl quality (guma) and actlog__(k_@zmq)
together with samavaya _and_visesa, constitute five of the six
positive categories of the system. Of these, samavdya is con-
cetved as one and eternal,, whatever be the nature of the things
it relates. The visesas areﬁg:in_y and they are eternal, character-
izing, as they do, eternal things like atoms of the same class or
the selves which cannot otherwise be distinguished.

The remaining positive category may be,described as ‘“uni-
versals’_(samanya), whose conception we may now explain.
There are, in the first place, the-diverse eternal substances
which form the basis of the universe, viz. the four elements,
selves and manas, To these we have to add the myriad finite
objects derived from the former four. These fundamental and
derived objects, though quite distinct from one another onto-
logically, are not without common features. It 1s by virtue of
these common features that we divide therh mnto groups as
earth-atoms, water-atoms, selves, chairs, tables, etc. The com-
mon features, by virtue of which they are so grouped, are called
universals.? They are revealéd only through the corresponding
particulars, and are never found by themselves Yet they are
regarded, like the particulars which they characterize, as real
in themselves. In this respect, the presént doctrine differs from
Jainism (p. 65), according to which the partlcular and the
universal together constitute, réality; amd' el’cher taken 'by
itself, is an abstraction. |, e

The universals resemble qualities and action in, bemﬁ attn
butive, and aré related to their respective particulars through
samavaya.1® In this respect also, the present doctrine differs
from Jainism, according to which the relation in question is one
of 1dentity-in-difference. They are also regarded as eternal
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and independently real, and not as transient configurations o
particular objects as in Jainism (p. 66), so that therr place i
among the fundamental aspects of the umverse, like atoms anc
Sélves The universals characterize mot merely substances bu
also quai?ff' ies and actions. 1t means that the red colour, say
$éen in various objects is not one and the same but is many anc
that all of them share a distinguishing {feature, viz. ‘‘red-ness”
which is eternal and unchangeable. But no universal 1s founc
i any of the remaining categories—samavdya, becaunse it is one
universals and visesas, although they are many. The means o
cognizing umversals 1s perception, where the corresponding
particulars are perceptible; elsewhere, it may be inference
or others’ testimony. B
The system accepts, in addition to these six positive categories
a negative one also, called “non-existence”” (akdva); but it
should be_carefully distinguished from absolute nothing. The
manner in which the doctrine is led to postulate such a category
may be indicated as follows" Let us take the statement that ¢
certain object is not blue. What does this exactly mean? There
are two ways of understanding it. We may take it positively—
as meaning that it has some other colour, say, green. Or we
may regard its meaning as not extendmg so far, but as stopping
short at tkgp denial of the colour in question. When we say
that 4n object is not blue, we of course imply that it has
some other colour, but the literal meaning of the statement is
merely the absence of blueness. We shdll come across both
these views of non-existence in the sequel; but, so far as the
present- doctrine is concerned, the idea of non-existence is of
the second kind—the mere absence of something That something,
viz. blueness in the above example, 1s termed the correlate or
- counter-entity (prattyogin) of non-existence. Because non-
existence may thus be #lefined or particularized, it cannot be
equated with absolute nothing. In fact, such absolute nothing,
which means the negation of everything, lies outside human
thought and is a pseudo-concept according to the Nyaya-
Vaiesika. R
Non-existence is fourfold It may be such as involves a
reference to time—the denial of a thing with the suggestion
that it has already been (pradhvamsabhiva) or that it will
only hereafter come to be (pragabhiva) Or 1t may inyolve a
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reference to space—the denial of a thing somewhere with the
suggestion that it is somewhere else (atyantibhiva) Lastly,
it may mean mutual exclusion (anyonyibhiva), as when we
deny that the paper is the pen. The last is obviously eternal,
owing to the selfadentity or changelessness of things which,
unlike Jainism (p. 65), the present system recognizes As re-
gards the channel through which we cognize non-existence, the
doctrine holds that, as 1n the case of umversals, it is perception
where 1ts correlate is perceptible and that, 1 other cases, it is
either inference or verbal testimony. Thus the absence of a
table is perceivable, because the table itself 1s so. Only we
must, at the time, see the bare floor of the room (say) in which
we expect it to be. The absence, on the other hand, of infra-
sensible germs of a disegse n a place can only be inferred or
learnt through communication of the fact by another person.

We have stated above that knowledge arises 1n the self when
certamn_conditions are fulfilled. These conditions are two i
‘the case of perception in addition to the one already mentioned,
viz, contact of the self with manas. The manas should come
12%& a sensory organ{&ndﬁthe sensory grgan with
an appropriate object_ Thus perceiving colour means that the
sense of sight and manas are both co-operating with the self.
There are certain other circumstances also that are necessary,
such as the presence of light; but we need not specify them,
especially as their recognition 1s not peculiar to this foctrme.
In other forms of knowledge also, contact of the self with manas
is necessary; only the rest of the conditions vary. For ipstance,
in inferring fire from smoke, it 15 necessary to recll past
experience inductively relating them with each other. /"

The common idea of perception isthatitis complex and points
to objects as characterized in some way. That is, it involves a -
reference to an object, its characteristic such as colpur and the"
relation between them; and all these three appear synthesmed
in it. The presént doctnne accepts this view; but it believés -
that perception in this' sense presup. 4 stage of pure seni-
sation 1 which these three elemen {6 pugh presented, are
not apprehended in the same conné way as in the other.
They are felt then merely as somei:hlng (rdam k’LmCZt) This
stage is described as indeterminate (nirvikalpa) to contrast it
with the latter determinate (savikalpa) stage. Unlike the later
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the former .does not admit of defimte linguistic expression.
Nor can its existence be directly known. It can only be inferskd
from the principle, held in this doctrine, that the complex pre-
supposes the simple Since, according to the realistic postulate
of the system, 1t 1s 1n the very nature of knowledge to point to an
outside object, the reality of the object given in the indetermunate
stage, however vague its apprehensicn may be, is taken to be
unquestionable. The possibility of error arises only at the de-
termnate level, where two or more things are apprehended as
mutually related—a point to which we shall refer presently.

This view of perception assumes that objects are directly
known. There 1s another view, which we shall mention in the
next chapter, according to which objects are not known directly
but only through psychic media which in some way resemble or
symbolize them. When, however, tie Nyiya-Vaidesika takes
objects to be apprehended directly, it does not mean that there
are no Ulusions or doubt, Not all knowledge 1s therefore vald.
For knowledge to be valid, it should present the object to the
self as possessing that characteristic which it actually Tlas
The 1mp11cat10n of such a view is what is called ‘the correspon-
dence theory of truth. That knowledge is true which 1s faithful
to its object. Erroneous knowledge, on the other hand, contains
as part of its content one or more aspects, not actually given.
But it is maintained that there is always some object or other
presented and that error can never be wholly subjective, for,
even when it later comes to be discovered, the feeling is that
something, say a rope, was mistaken for another, a snake.
What this theory of error really signifies is that there can be no
hallucination with nothing at all to serve as its objective basis,
as there may be according to one school of Buddhism (p. 8o).
In other words, the error is not in respect of the presented ob-
ject as such, but is confined to its predicative (or attributive)
elements. The subject of even an erroneous judgement is real;

. it is only the pred1ca.te that is ngt so.1! Hence a thing Is stated
Ao appear in errgr in a manner which is different from what it
*actually i¢ (an aBphyati). -

To give a sigPidexample’ When travelling in a railway car-
riage, a child may*take the trees, which it sees outside, to be
moving 1 the* opposﬁb direction. This is an error, but only so
far as associating the trees with motion is concerned because

2
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it belongs to the tiain and not to them. Here, however, move-
ment 1s actually given, though not where it is felt to be. It is
not necessary that 1t should always be so. In the example
already adduced, 1t 1s only the rope that 1s given and not the
snake also. But the snake too should in itself be real, according
to the doctrme, and must have been actually experienced
somewhere previously. This conclusion may be conceded,
although 1t 1s by no means necessary, as we have pomnted out
in considering the Yogacara view of knowledge (p 82). But
the Nyaya-Vaidesika does not stop at this; it goes farther and
assumes that the very ‘‘smake” experienced before 1s, by a
process into the details of which we cannot enter here, actually
presented to the percipient at the time, so that even in this
case the object for which the “rope’ 1s mistaken is given. What-
ever the justification fof such an assumption may be, the
essential point for us to remember 1s that error always has an
objective basis, and that its erroneous character lies 1n trans-
ferring to what is actually presented some feature which does
not belong to 1t, no matter whether that feature is now being,
, or has in the past been, experienced.
»~ How i5 the validity of knowledge to be known? Indian
theories of knowledge are divisible broadly into two classes—
one maintaining the self-validity (svatah-pramanya) of know-
ledge, and the other contending that it needs to be validated
by an_extraneous means (paratah-pramanya). In the fpg;_ler
view, whenever knowledge arises, the presumption is that it is
right, and verification becomes necessary only when there is
some_circumstance throwing doubt upon it. In the latter case
knowledge by itself guarantees nothing in this | resRect and its
truth or falsity 1s to be ascertamed through some amnaﬁe
fest, We shall deal with this point at some lengthina subsequent
chapter For the present 1t will suffice to say that the Nyaya-
VaiSesika upholds the second view and that the truth or false-
hood of knowlglge is, according to i, to be determined by
practlca.l vertfication (samvadz_—ﬁmvrttz) If it. is “‘water” for
instance which we think we perceive, the validity of the per-
ception is known by the successful quenching (say) of our
thirst by 1t. If 1t fails to satisfy this or some other sumilar test,
we conclude that it 1s invalid
Thus the truth or falsity of knowledge is a matter of later
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inference. Ft is true if it works; otherwise, it is false, It shopld,
however, be carefully noted that this pragmatic criterion is
here only a fest of truth and does not, as in modern pragmatism,
constitute its nature. Unlike the latter, the Nydya-Vaidesika
lays full stress on the cognitive function of f_pramapa. Errot
implies ignorance of the frue character of the object given, and’
the removal of that ignorance is the pr primary purpose of know-
ledge. The practical activity to which it leads, and which is
here made the criterion of its validity, 1s only a jfurther
consequence of it It implies a motive operating subse-
quently to cognition, wviz. to attain what is liked or to
avoid what is disliked. In the absence of such a motive, know-
ledge will not lead to any practical activity, but its logical
quality 1s not thereby affected.

, The Vaidesika doctrine recognises onl amanas, vViz.
ﬁ’g’rception and inference; but the Nyaya accepts two_more,
viz. verbal {festimony and comparison We may now give a
brief account of three of them, leaving out comparison which,
as understood in this doctrine, is not of much logical sigmficance.

(1) Perception (pratyaksa): We know how perception 1s ex-
plained here, and what constitutes its vahdity. It only remains
now to refer to a certain important variety of 1t which is described
as “‘extraordinary’” or ‘‘transcendental’ (alaukika) perception.'-
It really falls beyond the scope of empirical psychology. A
yogim, 1t 1s said, is able to directly perceive things which are
not so perceivable by the average man, for example, atoms,
moral merit (dharma), etc. He is supposed to have developed
a mystical power which brings hum face to face with such super-
sensuous entities The conditions of developing this power, it
1s instructive to note, are identical with those for attaining -
salvation, viz. moral purity and proficiency in meditation.
In fact, the theory is that the perfected saint alone is able to
exercise his perceptual power in this extended and extraordimaty
way. Such knowledge, as we may expect, is necessarily valid.
This is t.lie intuition of the individual seer, to which we alluded
in an earlier chapter (p. 44).

(&) Inference (anwmana) . We have referred to the unsuccessful
attempt Of the Carvaka to dispense with this pramdna (p. 57).
We did not allude to the question of pramanas specifically in
our brief sketch of Jaimsm and Buddhism. Both these-%etrines
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owledge the legitimacy of mnference; but as there is nothing
very special which requires to be noted here regarding the
Jamna view of it, we shall pass on to consider the Buddhustic
conception of it. Buddhism confines the legitimacy of inference
only to cases where the existence of the cause 1s inferred from
the presence of something which can be demonstrated to be its
effect.12 It is, for example, quite legitimate to deduce that
there is fire where we see smoke, because we know that there
is a causal relation between them and that hence the fire 1s a
sine gua non of smoke. The first requirement here then is the
perception of the causal connection between two things, viz.
fire and smoke 1n our example. If now a person, who 1s aware
of this connection, notices smoke somewhere, say, on a hill,
and remembers the relation which perception has thus estab-
lished, there arises in him the idea of fire on the hill. The present
doctrine makes an important innovation here, whereby the
scope of inference becomes .greatly widened. According to
Buddhism, the fact of smoke 1s connected with the fact of fire,
for fire 1s the necessary cause of smoke. In the Nydya-Vaidesika,
the element of necessity is not insisted upon in the same manner.
Or rather, taking for granted the uniformity of nature, 1t
believes that the required condition of necessity exists in cases
where one thing, as a result of adequate observation, is known
to accompany another invariably, although the mnner connection
between them 1s not demonstrable mn our present state of
knowledge 1? Cloven hoofs and horns furmsh an example of
such invariable concomitance, and it is therefore quite legiti-
mate, according to this doctrine, to deduce the presence of the
one from the presence of the other.

Inference is two-fold—that which resolves a doubt in one’s
own mind (svdrthg), and that which does so in_another’s
(pardriha). The latter is necessarily couched in language, and
1ts several stages are thus expressed;

Thé hill is fiery. °

Because it has smoke.

Whatever has smoke has fire, e.g., the kitchen.

The hill has smoke, such as is always accompanied by fire.
~“Therefore the hill is fiery.

Therec=~~ two points worthy of notice here First, the universal
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proposition in the third step is supported by a typical examﬁlgf
to show that it has been derived through observation Hehce
the Indian syllogism 1s not deductive merely, but is also induc-
tive. Secondly, the fourth step, which may appear to be super-
fluous, is meant to indicate that neither the sign or the mark
nor the inductive relation, by itself, leads to a knowledge of
the signified but only a proper comhination of them.

This syllogistic form, with its five members, is only for leading
another to the conclusion in question; and the verbal form, in

itself, constitutes no part of ylference It only helps to direct
the mmd of the listener to think in the required manner, and
thereby glves rise to the same process of thought in his mind
as the one in that ot the speaker So if the syllogistic form is
described as anumana, 1t is only by courtesy (upacira). Lhat
is, the Nyaya-Vaiesika, like the mest of the Indian systems
rejects the verbal view of logic which i is common in the West.
It was mever forgotten in India that the subject-matter of_
logic is thought, and not the linguistic form m which it may
ﬁnd expression

(3) Verbal testimony ($abda) Of the two systems of thought
which we are now considering, 1t is the Nyaya alone that admits
verbal testimony as an independent pramana. Though acceEtmg
the guthonity of the Veda, the Nyaya explalns its validity in its
own way—by tracing it to the omnisciencé of God whom 1t
views as its author, In this, it differs from the Mimamsa; and
the difference will be made clear when we come to deal with
that doctrine. Further, the system does not restrict verbal
testimony to the Veda, but also extends 1t to secular matters
deﬁmng 1t in geneTal terms as the testimony of a trustworthy
person (apm)——one that knows the_truth and communicates
it correctly. Only the latter cannot always carry with it the
absolute certainty which the Veda, by virtue of its source,
necessarily does.

We have already dealt with the general nature of this pramana,
and the need for recognizing it (p. 44). We may now refbr briefly
to the significance of specific verbal statements or propositions.
A word like gau} (‘“‘cow”), when uttered,:calls up in the case
of one that is acquainted with its meaming a picture of the
amimal “‘cow ”’ In the case of others, it fails altogether to be sig-
nificant and ends by creating merely an auditory impression.. To
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be significant two or more words should be appropriately con-
joiried so as to form a sentence. Sometimes single words may
convey information, but then one or more other words are
always to be understood from the context. Thus the umt of
sigmificant’ $abda 1s a sentence. But what is the nature of the
mformation which such syntactically conjomed words convey?
It cannot be merely the meanings of the vanous terms, because
they are already known and so are only remembered at the
time. It is some particular relation among the things denoted
by the actual words Torming the sentence. WhHell We say ~ Lhe
book is on the table,” it is a specific relation between the
table and the book that 1s made known to the listener. The
relation in this specific form is not the meanmng of any single
word used in the sentence, the preposition “on’’ signifying only
location in general, 1t is none the less known. Hence the import
of a proposition is commonly stated to be relation (sanisarga),
and this holds good of the logically valid proposition as of
that which 1s not.

I

So far as the nature of the goal of life is concerned, the Indian
systems may be divided into two classes—those which conceive
of 1t merely as one of absolute freedom from misery, and those™
which take 1t as one of bliss also The Nyaya-Vaidesika is of
the first type, and its conception of non-existence (abhava)
allows it to put forward such a view of the goal, for, according
to 1t, the absence of misery is not the same as the presence of
bhss The nature of the self also, as understood in the system
fits in with such a view, for neither sorrow nor pleasure, though
specific to it, 15 of its essence. Gautama accordingly terms it
“‘escape” (apavarga). The underlying 1dea 1s that evil is as much
a fact as good, and that we cannot have one of them without
the othef’—a view which/the materialist also, as we have seen

(p. 59), hold% although fhe differs very much from the present

doctrine in tHe conclusign he draws from it. The self must there-
fore be subjett to botly’pain and pleasure or neither. The former
is samsara, characte’iz d by tension of mind which 1s relieved
only off and-on by, rae evanescent pleasure; the latter is
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moksa or perfect repose, provided a state hereft of consciousness,
as we shall see 1t is here, may be so described. If to avoid evil is
destrable, then we must make up our mind to forgo the good as
well. The recognition of the ultimacy of evil, 1t should be added,
does not make the system pessimistic, for 1t admuts the possibility
of individuals passing beyond evil That 1s, though evil is here
taken to be a fact, it 1s not regarded asinevitable, for any person,
who seriously wants to escape from it, can do so This individual-
istic conception of freedom does not mean that we should grow
indifferent to suffering in others, or reduce our efforts to alleviate
it as far as possible The intense need felt for overcoming it in
one’s own case should rather lead to a redoubling of one’s efforts
in that direction

We have pointed out that moksa 1s a state beyond pan and
pleasure It is desirable tosay a  few wards more about it Whena
person, who has qualified himself for final release, departs this
Iife, hus self 1s believed to transcend not merely pain and-pleasure
but all 1ts specific qualities As a consequence, 1t will then be
devoid of thought, feeling and will; and #w#ksa thus becomes a
condrtion of perfect gloom from which there will be no re-
awakening Such a state has rightly been condemned by the
opponents of the doctrine as a remedy worse than the disease
which 1t professes to cure But 1t is only moksa as attained after
death If, instead of this theoretically final state, we take the
one that precedes it in the present Iife in the case of a person
who has acquired complete fitness for moksa, we see that the
state is far from unsatisfactory. Not all the specific qualities will
be eliminated then, but only the undesirable ones like hate and
self-love. Such a person will continue to have right knowledge,
right volition and right feeling, and he will necessarily be
incessantly engaged in doing the right, or in contemplating the
ultimately true. That is, his condition then will approximate
to the perfection of divine nature as already described. Although
the system does not acknowledge a special state which some
" doctrines designate as jfvanmukii, this exactly corresponds to
it:14 Judged ﬂ’om this positivistic standpoint the doctrine,
though negative in its final significance and severely ascetic,
has features which are not without a special appeal to a certain
type of mind

What is the means to the attaimnment of this goal? The answer
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tq this question will be found in the Nyaya-Vaidesika view that
evil is due to the association of the self with the manas and
the body. The physical body will, no doubt, be destroyed at
death, but, according to the karma doctrine, it will be replaced
by another when the self is born agaimn The manas, on the other
hand, will remain the same throughout and be in coritact with
the self. Being eternal, it will continue to be, even after one
has attained freedom, but its presence will be quite inoperative
then, and pain, pleasure and such other features will no longer
affect the self. Liberation consists in realizing this fact, viz.
that, though the self is actually related to both body and manas,
that relation is by no means necessary to it. As in the other
doctrines, right knowledge 1s thus the means to liberation here -
also, and ignorance, the e. It is this ignorance
(moha) that serves, by Vbegetting hatred (dvesa) and narrow
love (rdga) as the root-cause of samsara with its sorrows
as well as fleeting joys. Like other forms of error, say that of
the rope-snake, this ultimate error also is a misconception,
because 1t represents a neutral self as involved in misery. Only
we should remind the reader that, since the erroneous knowledge
that gives rise to samsdrg is immediate, it needs an equally
immediate knowledge (p. 27) of the true nature of the self to
overcome it.

We have seen that the self, in itself, is devoid of pleasure
and pain; and it should therefore be beyond their causes ac-
cording to the karma doctrine, viz virtue and vice. These, or more
strictly, their immediate effects of good and evil, are known as
dharma and adharma, the remaiming two of the eight quahties
that are specific to the self. They abide in the self till they
yield their respective fruits of happiness and misery, and it 1s
for reaping those fruits that one takes birth. Even when the
misconception to which this life is due is removed by right
knowledge, activity will continue; but such activity, Gautama
says, does not lead to re-birth or to the accumulation of dharma
(adharma being quite unthinkable in such a case), because it is
not the result of any self-interest or short-sightedness. 1% Such a
person necessarily becomes free, when dissociation from the
physical body takes place at death. It will be seen from the above
description of dharma and adharma that their notion here is
entirelv_meral (p. 37) This original conception has since been
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extended, and the terms have come to include the results of
actions commended or condemned in the Veda. This extension
of their meaning is due to the later admission, already mentioned,
of the authprity of the Veda by the system.

Now as regards the details of the disciphne leading to the
ultimate goal of life. Broadly speaking, this discipline is to be
undergone in two stages" (1) The first,is the cultivation of a spirit
of detachment. It 1s advocated by all the schools, and we may
look upon their respective metaphysical views as only assigning
different reasons for it. In the case of the Upanishads, for
exa_n_lp_ﬂe the need for it is explained by the unity of all bemg,
in the present doctrine, by the 1ntr1n51cally detached character
of the self. The training of this stage is predomnantly moral,
and signifies a complete overcoming of selfish desires and im-
pulses. The important truth underlying this view is that much of
the world’s musery is traceable, directly or indirectly, to man’s
selfishness, as an individual or as a member of an _.excitsive
orgamzation; and that neither for the individual nor for society
as a whole will there be any peace until it is completely over-
come. (2) The above ethical qualification helps to secure the
seriousness necessary for acquiring a knowledge of the nltimate
truth, through study and reflection, and for effectively pursuing
the philosophic ideal. Accordingly the discipline in the second
stage is mainly intellectual. The final step here consists in medi-
tation (yoga) on the ultimate truth which, if successfully prac-
tised, results in a direct experience of it, such as will terminate
the original ignorance. The resemblance here generally to the
course of discipline for attaining the goal of life, described in
the previous chapters is clear; only the content of the truth
to bdifealized is different. It is not therefore necessary to dwell
upon: it further here.
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SANKHYA-YOGA:

ES
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T HIS system of thought is one of the oldest, but its
r%origin has for long been a matter of controversy Some
scholars, both old and new, explain it as derived from the
Upanishads, but others maintain that it 1s an independent
doctrine Whatever be 1its origin, the system has largely
influenced Indian thought as a whole, and its importance 1s
next only to that of the Vedanta As in the case of the Nyiya-
Vaidesika (p. 84), the present system also is a blend of two
dotuines, viz. the Sankhya and the Yoga, of which Kapila
and Patafijali_were respectively the first expomnents, but the
historical relation between the two doctrines is not definitely
known., Their general metaphysical standpoint, and their
conception of the ideal of life are the same; but there are also
some more or less important features in which they differ. To
one or two of them we shall refer later The names by which
these two doctrines are known are extremely common in Indian
philosophical literature Besides referring to schools of thought,
they frequently mean methods of approach to the ultimate
reality.” The former, which is derived from a Sanskrit word
Sankhya) meaning ‘‘reflection,” stands for the method of realizing
the ultimate fact of philosophy through knowledger The latter,
zogaz on the other hand, Wwhich signifies contemplatlon stands
for_the method of realizing the same by means of steady and
oersistent meditatiop. This distinction, however, reduces Ttself
to one of the precise place assigned to them in the course of
liscipline for achieving the ideal, sincg,all the, ndian systems,
ncluding the present one, alike pmgécgbé“ both, While some
ay greater stress on knowledge by‘s*‘ipakmg it the proximate
aid to release others do the same in regard to meditation,

It is somewhat strange that while the literature bearing on
the other systems is quite extensive, that relating to the present
one, especially the Sankhya part of it, 1s very meagre The
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oldest work now available on the Sankhya is the Karikd o
I8vara Krsna who flourished about the fifth century a . it
has been commented upon by several scholars 1nclud1n& the
great Vedantin, Vacaspati. There is a Sankhya Stitra, whick
is ordinarily believed to be as old as the primary sources o
the other systems; but 1t clearly shows dependence on the
work just referred to, and modern resgarch has found it necess
ary to assign to it a date not earlier than the fourteenth century
A.D. The most important work of the other system 1s the Siitra
of Patafijali who, mn all likelthood, is different from the cele-
brated grammarian of that name belongmg “to the second
century BC., and lived probably much later. If has an ol old
commentary by Vyasa who only bears thé name of, but 1s not
the same as, the renowned sage of antiquity There are alsc
other commentaries on it as, for example, the one by King
Bhoja

I
ikt YA
This system, like the one treated of in the ptev;ous chapter

also adm1ts Tike it, & y plurality o of selves. Wthh it usualIy ferm<
Purusas. But it "differs from the Nyaya-Valse51ka mn that 1’:
traces the whole of the physical universe, with all its varlety
to a single source called Prakrti Purusa and Prakrti, or or spirit
and nature, are thus the two basic conceptions of the doctrine,
and we shall "begin by describing their nature. To take up the

latter first:

» (1) Prakrti: There are two ways of explaining the origin of the
physical world. It may be traced, as in Nydya-Vaiésika (p. 86),
toa piurahty of ultimate reals which are supposed-to be simple
and atomic; or it may be derived from a single substance which
is assumed to -be complex and all-pervasive, 1f the former i
the theory of origination; ﬁgrmmbha-v_ada) the latter is th#theory
of evolution (;barmama-vdd(d) for in it the things of the world
are looked upon as the result, not of iew creation, but.of trans-
formation within the prmd substance. The Sankhya-Yoga

adopts the second mode of, gplangtlonl and Prakrtiis the pame
which 1t gives 10 the pnn01p1e or entity, out of which is evolved
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the _Ehysical universe 1n its infinite diversity. Its resemblance to
the conception o at One,” mentioned 1n tracing the growth
of monism in the Veda (p. 15), is clear. Only while that principle
is spiritual in 1ts character, the present one is not so. This
primal enfity 1s not directly perceived by us, and its existence,
like that of the atoms in the Nyaya-Vaiéesika view, has only
to be mferred Here, as elsewhere generally, the system bases
its conclusions on reason and does not, like some others, invoke
the aid of revelation in support of them

Prakrti, the Fust Cause of the universe, is thus one and
complex; —and its complexity is the result of its being constituted
of three factors, each of which 1s described as a guna. By the
word guna here, we s}Loﬂg not understand what 1t is commonly
taken fo mean, viz. a '‘quality.” It means here rather a ‘“‘com-
ponént Tactor*or a ‘‘congtituent” of Prakrti. But 1t should not
be I‘Mlt up out of them, for, while 1t depends on
theém.they depend just as muchon it, both being equally be-
ginmingless These three constituents again, though essentially
d‘mgar\e conceived as interdependent, so that
they can never be separated from one another It means that
they are not mechamcally placed together but reciprocally
involve one another and form a unity in trimty, In-other words,
they not only coexist but also cohere. This mtrinsic inter-
dependence of the gunas excludes the possibility of the breaking
up of Prakrti by their separation

The three gunas are named saffva, rajas and tamas. Each of
them stands for a distinct aspect of physical reahty roughly,
satfya_signifies whatever is pure and fine; rajas, whatever is
active, and famas, what is stolid and. offers resistance. The
above description shows that the gupas hre not merely distinct
but are also, in some measure, antagonistic in their nature,
The antagonism, however, is not such as to preclude their
acting together. They function as one, and their harmonious
action is illustrated by the example of- a lamp-ﬂa.me———the
result of co-operation between the wick, ol and fife which, 1
their separate nature, appear to be hardly fitted so to co-operate.
In other words, the physical universe is an orderly whote; and
there is no ultimate contradiction o it, though it may co:TsiEf‘
of opposing elements.

It 15 not only Prakrt: that consists of these gumas. everv-
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thing that emerges from it is also sumilarly constituted, for
the doctrine mamtains that effects are esSemfially 1dentical
things of experien d a proper synthesis of their common
and enmwomeption of Prakrt: has been
reached, as the idea of gold, for instance, may be reached by an
examination of the nature of things like golden rings and brace-
lets. The present view of causation then is the exact opposite of
that to which we drew attention in the last chapter. It holds that
nothing can ever come into being afresh or pass away finally.
‘When therefore we speak of an effect as produced, all that we mean
is that what was latent merely becomes manifest. The under-
lying idea is that the effect 1s always there, though in"a potential
form, and that it only becomes actual-when-certain-eonditions
kiown as the efficient causes, like tae a‘iti_Yl.)EX. oi_:c:}}g _potter
in the case of a pot, are fulfilled. The material cause and the
effect are not accordingly taken here fo Be quitesesxtk; as
in the Nyaya-Vaiesika (p. 88), they form, on the other hand
an identity in difference, as 1n Jainism This view is designated

as_‘‘the doctrine of pre-existent effect” @at-kdrya—vdda] in comr
trast to the other, terrmed ‘the Qoctriiie of not-pre-existent
effect” (asat-karyavaday——

hese gumas or ‘‘cosmic constituents,” as we may term
them, are in a state of perfect equilibrium in Prakrti, until
it begins to differentiate itself. and the diversity of the thiﬁ?‘"
that fhen successively spring into being from 1t is due fo the
diversity in_the proportion in which the gunas enter into their
make-up in the process of evolution. Though only three in
number, they can thus account for a multiplicity of distinctions.
Prakrti is not only complex and all-pervasive; it also evolves

or_undergoes chenge perpetially. Naturally the things that
develop out of it are also conceived as sharing in its fluid char-
acter. € paper on which these lines are printed may
ap eaﬁm rgally changing every jpstant,
. m&w&m&giw as long as it

lasts. It is mecessary to add that evolution -ineans change of

Yorm (S mamal. & comception WhiGh & unknown o fhe Nyaya-
Vaidesika; and not change of place (parispanda) (p 93) which is
what the latter means by ‘‘action” (karma). A plant, for example,
may be shifted from one place to another; but it may elsn grow
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or wither where it is The change, however, as conceived here, is
not in one direction alone. The evolutionary process is periodical,
and every period of evolution (syst) is followed by a period of
dissolution (pralaya) when the whole diversity of the universe
becomes latent or goes ‘‘to sleep,” as it were, 1m_Prakrti. Cycle
thus follows cycle; and, as in many other Indian doctrines, it
is believed here that this ¢eries had no beginning and is not going
to have an end. But even in the stage of dissolution, we must
remember, Prakrti does not cease to be dynamic, motion being
conceived as original to it; only its component parts, the
gunas, constantly reproduce themselves then instead of acting
on one another and giving rise to a heterogeneous transform-
ation. In this spontaneous activity of nature, we find another
important difference from the Nyaya-Vaisesika, according to
which matter has no aciivity beyond what may have been
fuammunicated to it from without (p 93).

Now &s-7egards the things that emerge from Prakrti. The _
first of them is the ‘“‘intellect” (makaf); and That, 1 its turn
gives rise to the principle of individuality or ‘‘egoism’’ (ahar-
kara) What exactly we have to understand from these terms
will become clear soon. Meanwhile we may note that the nature
of these entities, as indicated by their names, shows that Prakrt1
adjusts itself first to the needs of Purusa by evolving the most
1mpMo lmgan of thinking and
the principle of consciously or unconsciously appropriating the
thought or regarding it as one’s own. From the second proceed
two groups of principles: One of them consists of the further
.mds"fFEGﬁEETEuL]T—E-s Te, viz. manas, the five sensory organs which
are well known and the five motor organs, viz. those of speech
(vak), handling (pans), walking (pada), evacuation (payu) and
reproduction (upastha). The other Terms the basis of the objec-
tive wokld, viz. the five elements The former group is taken to
proceed mainly from the safiya aspect of “egoism”; and the
atter, from the famas aspect of it. The 10T of rajas 1s

not regarded as issuing in any separate group ol principles,” but

el 55 o opEraTng Wik BaTh safit and domes.

The elements are thought of as Having two phases, tﬁ@:

in which they remain simple (fanmatra) and the sccond in which

they combine to form the five gross elements as known to us.

The gmgle elements are called .“‘elemental sound” ($gbda-
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tanmatra), “‘elemcntal colour” (riipa-tanmatra) and so forth,
showing that the doctrine makes no distinction between sub-
stance and quality.® There is indeed no harm in speaking, for
the sake of convenience, of either substance or attribute apart
from the other; but to think of the two as really separate from
or external to each other, as the Nyaya-Vaisedika does (p. 93),
15, according to the present doctrine, t» indulge in an illegitimate
abstraction -The so-called quality and substance together
form a unity, and it is this concrete unity, and not either by
itself, that any material thing represents The resemblance to
Jaxmsm (p 65) here is clear. The manner in which the simple
or subtle elements combine to produce the gross is as follows:
From elemental sound emerges space (4kdsa); from that and
elemental Touch, air; from these two and elemental colour, ATe;
from them and elemental taste, water; and from them and
elemental odour, earth These gross elements to use common
phraseology, are characterized by queﬂﬁles 10 accorisave with
the nature of their constituent factors—gkasa by sound; air
by sound and touch, and so_onm—Here- again-may be noted
a difference from the Nyaya-Vaiesika which does not recog-

nize the division of elements mto two classes as simple and
gross.

- These, together with Prakrtl and Purusa, are the 25 principles
of the Sankhya-Yoga ; and they may be sliown thus il 4 tabular
form:

I. Purusa. 2. Prakrta
3. Mahat (‘‘Intellect”)

l
4. Ahatn-kara (“Egoism”’)

1

5

s 1p-20
5. Manas 6-10 II-15 Sl}btle
Sensory  Motor ‘ elements
organs  organs |
21~25
Gross
aements
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“/ The above represents what we may describe as primary
evolution, The commomnthmgs of the world, such as trees and
mountains as well as the physical bodies of living beings, are
the resulf_of a_further or secondary transformation of the gross
elements. [We describe the latter transformations as ‘“‘sécondary”
for, though these things also are the result of change, the change
does not give mise to anyuwje or category (lattvantara)
as, for instance, when the “ntellect” (mahat) becomes ‘‘egoism’
(ah@mEarayoretemiental sound” becomes space (akasa). They

are the result merely of disposing in different ways their con-
stituent factors, viz the gross elements, which endure as such

in them. It is just as irﬁmﬁ?ﬁe ever the
same dice, but amws, they mean to us
different things.” {These secondary changes take place, and may
! again be reversed, within the limits of a single cycle; the primary
.I set of evolutes, on the other hand, continue throughout the
) cycitrand. disintegrate only at its termination. A tree, for ex-
ample, may perish and break up into its constituent elements
/ like earth, water, etc.; but the latter will not be further reduced
} to their sources, yiz. the fanmatras, durmg the same cycle. J
It is necessary to draw particular attention to one point in
the above scheme whose knowledge is essential to understand
the Sankhya-Yoga explanation of experience, as will be set
rth later. It is the distinction between_ the things in which
attva_predominates and those in which famas does Most of
he_things of the material world as well as a large part of our
odily frame belong to _the latter class. They are physical. The
thers also, in_which saffva preponderates, are indeed physical,
eing derived from Prakrti; but, on account of their finer nature,
hey are adapted to assist in the revélation of objects to spint
which, as we shall presently see, is passive and unable by 1tself
to apprehend anything. To state the same in another way, the
activity of these saffvic entifies is a mecessary condition of

mental life, although they do_nat by themselves explain it.*

Of “this_group, the most important are mdnas, ‘‘egoism”
(akhari-kara) and ' the intellect"’L—_ﬁ‘-_—t}Tgbusz ), which are together
described as —‘Internal organ” (antah-karana). Without
inginto defails, we may say that its chief function is to receive

TeSSiOﬁQEWnd suitably to them. It is

assisted jn the proper discharge of this function by the various
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organs—sensory and motor—which belong to the same grour/
This whole apparatus, consisting of the internal organ and its
several accessories, may be taken as roughly corresponding to
the brain and the nervous mechanism associated with its func-
tion according to modern psychology. Both are physical in their
nature, and both alike are indispensable to the self 1 acquiring
experience, It is specific to each indiyidual and, together with
certain other factors, 15 here supposed to accompany him
throughout worldly existence (sawsdra). This relatively per-
manent accompamumeént of Purusa 1s_known as_the ‘‘subtle
body” et Ualifs The physical frams whieh by
contrast, i$ called the ‘‘gross body” (sthila-sarira), it does not
part from one even at death and, like manas m_the Nyaya-
Vaidesika (p. 91),1s castoff only when freedom is fully achieved.

It follows Irom the above account that the prmmplé‘s”"f)ered
3to 15 in the above scheme are to be understood in a double
sense. They are not only cosmic 1n_therr s1gn1ﬁcancqjs zcpre-
senting_stages 1n the evolutioni of Pra
reference to_the individual’s conscious and sub-conscious_life.
From the standpoint of the experiencing individual, the three*
gumnas are also described as belngmmrespectlvely of
pleasure (swkha), pain_(duhkha) and bewilderment (mokaj,
Fcagml_ﬁeme_ﬁ_the_neg\ssarz means to arouse those
feelings in_him. For a person to Icel happy, say, His 1iner or
mental attitude should be predommantly satzvlg or” to feel
miserable, the atfifude should be #dzasic. It is a mystery why
the cosmic aspects should be designated as “ intellect,”” “‘egoism”
etc., 1f they have no psychological significance. To a possible
explanation of this discrepancy, we shall refer at the end of the
chapter.

+To sum up the conception of Prakrti: The_whole of the
physical universe emanates from it; and, since 1t is conceived
as ultimate and independent, the explanation so far may be
characterized as naturalistic.

2} Purusa” What prevents the doctrine from being®a philo-
sophy of nature, pure and simple;isitsrecognition of Purusa by
the side of Prakrti. Prakrti does not exhaust the content of the

umveww of which we
become aware of the-exastence of the t p ysical wor_l—ﬂnd 1t is

I
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Purusa represents. While the doctrine thus differs from natural-
ism, it does not identify itself with absolutistic or idealistic
systems, because it preserves to the end the duahsm of Prakrti
and Purusa. No satisfactory explanation of experience is
possible, according to the Sankhya-Yoga, if we do not admit
the equal and independent reality of both the material and the
spiritual elements. o
The existence of Purusa also, like that of Prakrti, is reached
t here Through reasoning. 11 the latter is postulated on the prin-
ciple that effects presuppose a material cause which is 1m-
manent in them, the former 1s postulated on the principle that
contrivances, exhibiting design, always have a transcendent
reference or conspire to an extraneous end The bodily organism,
for example, with its many well-adapted parts suggests that it
. is meant to serve a definite purpose, and there are numerous
| other instances in nature with a similar teleology implicit m
| thels.Tq_judge examples like ““a prepared bed” given in this
connection, the end that is meant here is only such as benefits
a sentient being. That 1s, the purpose umplicit i nature is to be
understood as some ‘“‘value,” though not necessarly a human
value. The entity, whose ends such adaptations and contriv-
ances serve, 15 Purusa. In other words, spirit 1s the principle
for the sake of which mnature evolves, and this, as already
pomnted out, 1s shown by the character of the first evolutes
Another argument to support the existence of Purusa 1s (to

‘nstinct in_man, or the instinct which prompts him to strive
for _seli-perfection; but imperfection is inevitable so long as he
is 1n association with Prakrti as it is concerved in the doctrine.
Thus ““impulse to escape,”’* as it is termed, would be meaningless
if there was no one to extricate himself from Prakrti. Hence 1t
1s concluded that there must be an entity which is other than
and wholly independent of Prakrti. Both Prakrti and Purusa
alike are thus deduced from an investig@tion of the nature of
«<¢ommor things; the only difference is that while the one is the
" result of arguing from those things to their source or first cause,
the other is the result of arguing from them to their aim or final
' cause. The world is derived from a principle which is like it in
?’ its nature, but subserves the ends of another which is quite
unlike,
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Pyurusa is manifold 1n contrast to Prakrti which is sihglk;
and the doctrine may for—ﬁat reason be descnbed as pluralism,
The plurality of Purusas is sougﬁt“ttr—brdeéuced _from the
observed dzstmctzons iz _men'’s temgeraments The mental or

R,

reaction to their soc1a1 o;yhysmal environment the same, But
it may e p pomted out that this argument only shows that the
Purusas are different in their empirical condition and not m
themselves, In_ their liberated state, as we shall see, there is
absolutely ng difference, and to postulate numerical difference
between entities, when there is no distinction whatever.in their
mtrinsic nature, seems unwarranted. There is not here even
an attempt made_to justify this pluralistic view, as there 1s in
the Nyaya-Vaiéesika by postulating wisesas—each unique to a
self (p o1). Granting that the existence of Prakrti implies the
existence of Purusa, the logical conclusion to be drawn from it
is_that that Purusa also 1s one_a and single—cosmmc aature
enshrimng_a cosmic sejf. o

The conception 1s, 1n other respects also, the very opposite

of Prakrti. Purusa 1s not complex but simple, 1t is not dynamic
but static, knowing neither change of place nor change of form.
It is passive while Prakrti is ever active, which means that it
is to be identified more with feehng or the affective side of the
mind than with any other. It cannot consequently either k@w/
or wsl] anything in the Tailiar sense, unless it 15 assisted by the
mtemal o_gggg and 1ts various subsidiaries. In itself, it is only
an “enjoyer’’ (bhokly), and not an‘agenﬁ(kk—)~a mere Jooker-
6n or “‘witness” (saksin), as it is described, and, though it is of
the very essence of sentience, all its psychic life is_due toits
associatiom with the e evolutes of Prakrti like the internal argan
1 which, as pomfed out above, the saffva element predominatgs.
That Which constitutes The activity af the suTS]ect as commonly
knoWn to'1is, 1s due to the physical element which enters into
1ts*make—up Like Prakrti, however, 1t is supposed to be omni-
present; bu - the révelation of its presence dunn__:?lgt e_trans-
@gatmg state” (samsdara), for_the reason just stated, pever
takes place outside the physical limitations like the body, with
which it happens to be associated at the timet-

The exact manmer in which these two disparate entities
are brought or seem to be brought together is a diffigult point,
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aihd remains one of the perplexities in the system. Bnt we do not
propose to enter on any discussion of it here. Whatever the
ultimate explanation may be, Prakrt1 and Purusa virtually act
as one; and we shall therefore take 1t for granted that, in some
way, they co-operate, It is, indeed, a matter of ordinary experi-
ence that there is no splnt without a body or a body which
funcons as a living organism withont spirit. This complex
of nature and spirit—or perhaps, we should say, a compound
of them—is not ultimate, according to the doctrine. It 1s only
the empirical self, and is to be distinguished from the true or
transcendental self, viz. Purusa; but, from the practical or
everyday standpoimnt, the distinction is of little consequence.
The Prakrti element that most intimately enters into this com-
bination is the internal organ. There are other elements too,
like the sensory organs, buf, they are all in one sense or another
subsidiary to it. The coming together of these is the necessary
presuppos1t10n of all experience, for spirit without nature 1s
moperatlve and nature without spirit is blind. In the resulting
union, each finds its complement; and the defects of both are
made good as when a blind man and a cripple, it is stated, safely
traverse a considerable distance, through co-operation, al-
though nerther by himself 1s capable of doing so.® And we may
point out, by the way, that consciousness 1s not explained here
to be a product of matter as in materialism (p 58). Matter 1s
merely the medmum for spirit to mamfest itself, not its Source
’ Thls association of the two is found not only ordiarily but
alsG 1n 7ivanmukti or * “freedom while still alive,” when a person
has become fully enlightened and has transcended all the
weaknesses of human flesh. Such a person, when he departs
this life, must no doubt continue to be, Purusa being considered
immortal; but it then remains as pure spirit, .wholly emanci-
pated from nature. That condition of 1solation is described as
“final aloofness” (kaivalya)-—to distinguish it from jivanmuki
1 which the Purusa remains associated with the body, senses
and so forth, though no longer in bondage to them. As in Jainism
(p. 61) then, perfection means here also not a becoming, but merely
liberation from physical bonds. The spiritual goal is reached
by merely throwing off the natural.

The self in the empirical sense is not a detached entity like
the Purusa, but exhibits the result of innumerable forces that
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have acted upon it in the course of its beginningless history
It is consequently not passive and does not remain a mere
spectator of whatever happens to be presented to it, but is
active and meddles with the external object as it apprehends it.
It does not however, as in the Buddhistic view (p 79), import
through such meddling any new features into its notion of
the object presented; it only selects> certain aspects of it and
omits the rest. According to this theory of selective apprehension
all the characteristics that can ever be known of an object
actually belong to it; and, if only some of them are appre-
hended by a particular person at a particular time, it is entirely
due to subjective limitations Things are thus really richer in
their nature than they are ordnarily perceived to be. Since the
kind of the selection made in the case of any object depends
upon the past life or character of theé7person in question, a thing
that attracts one may completely repel another. One and the
same damsel, to cite the stock example, delights her lover but
is a source of constant annoyance to her rivals in love, The
aspect under which an individual perceives the world is thus
intimately personal to him, yet the doctrine does not maintain,
as the Yogicara school of Buddhism does (p 80), that there 1s
no external reality at all. The different world-views are, no
doubt, relative to the individual, but they, at the same time,
pomnt to an objective universe which is common to all and is
real in its own right ¢ The chief argument i support of this
realistic position 1s that, although there are differences among
men in their views of things, there are as certainly points of
agreement also among them. If there are occasions when each
can speak only for himself, there are others when one can speak
for all,

Here is an important feature of the system, for it neither
sides with the view that things are precisely as they are appre-
hended, nor with the other which holds that the mind makes its
own things. It avoids either exfreme, and attaches egual im-
portance to the subjective and objective factors ta, explaining
the fact of experience. It is an external world that we know just
as truly as the view, which each one of us has of it, is his qwn.
Men obtrude their personalities into their judgements,'and
subjective prejudices undoubtedly afféct their knowledge of
things; yet they never create the things they perceive. But our
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kiiowledge, though pointing to an external universe, is one-sided.
This is a fundamental defect of human experience. It may not
indeed amount to an error of commuission (p. g7), as it is accord-
ing to the Nyaya-Vaifesika (anyathd-khyats); but it is partial
knowledge and, so far as 1t is not recognized to be so, it becomes
an error, though only an error of omission (akhyatr). This in-
complete knowledge, withr its natural over-emphasis on a part
of what is apprehended, accounts for the conflicts and incon-
sistencies of life, whether they be found in the same person at
different times or between different persons at the same time

If all knowledge be thus imperfect in its very natur€, what
is truth? The doctrine holds that it is complete and compre-
hensive knowledge, in which one part supplements and corrects
,another. It is knowledge which knows no preferences or pre-
judices, and lays appropriate emphasis on all aspects of the
objects known Here it may be asked whether such knowledge
fis at all attaivable, so long as its means continues to be the
qnternal organ, which is a product of Prakrti and therefore
consists not merely of saffva but also of rajas and tamaes In
answering this question, it is mecessary to remember that it
is not the internal organ as such that limits our view of the
werld in the manner described above; for, in its intrinsic nature,
it is essentially sdtivec and is therefore specially fitted to be
the means of revealing correctly all that is. Actually, however,
rajas or tamas predominates in it as a result of the past history
of the person to whom 1t belongs; and it is the relative predom-
inance of either which accounts for whatever limitations it
may possess as an organ of knowledge. By subduing these
impediments to clear perception through proper self-discipline
and restoring the internal organ to its natural purity, man
may completely transform his outlook upon life and the world.
Rayas and tamas cannot, of course, be entirely eliminated, but
when the internal organ is purified or ‘‘the heart is cleansed,”
their presence will become quite harmless,

But it should not be 1mag1ned that this complete knowledge
is merely an aggregate of'all p0551b1e views of the physical
world. It is rather experience in which they have all been
integrated and, according to the explanation given of it by
Patafijali,” 1s best described as intuitive. It 1s designated as
“truth-be-ring,” and is not tainted even by the least error
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It conveys truth; the whole truth and d nothing but the trum

It overcomes the idiosyncrasies of individual atfitudes but i
does so by a synthesis, not by a mere summation of them. I
this synthetic view, which represents the climax of philosoph
thought, all things are seen as they actually are; and he whe
succeeds in acquiring it becomes a spectator of all time anc
all eXistence. So soon as this wholg and disinterested trutt
about the world dawns 1 ‘upon one’s mind, one sees througt
Prakrti and realises its absolute distinctness from Purusa Anc
it is.a knowledge of this distinctness (viveka-sfiana) rather thar
that of the world as it _is, that 1s stated here to be the means
to refease.® In other words, to know Prakrti is {o see through

the empirical self; and %llwen_;ts:j“rm: character is realized
Purusa comes into its own._Such knowle@g_xs attainable in the
present life, and it 1s the attainment, of it that 1s the chief aim
of life, according to the SanLh_yg—Yoga The whole realm ol
nature is conceived in the system as leadmg up to this con-
summation. It is designed for this, and exists solely Tor it. The
noteworthy point here is that the physical accompamment
of man as well as his environment 1s netther hostile nor in-
different to his attaimng the ideal of freedom. Through them
rather, Prakyti i ever educating him info a fuller knowledge
of himself with a view to securing that result Nature therefore
cannot, in the end, be said to enslave spirt. In fact, it behaves
towards man as a ‘‘veritable fairy godmother ”

We are now in a position to understand the exact place of
Prakrti inthe doctrine, The whole course of its evolution is
determined by a purpose, and this purposive interpretation of
nature makes Prakrti meaningless in divorce from Purusa.
Vicaspafi goes so lar as to state that, during the period of
dissolution, Prakrti s as” good as not existing becaqggt_ _then

functions for the good of no Puruga ¥ The changes in it are due
not to a merely blind or mechanical interplay of the gunas. In

the words of ISvara Krsna, ‘‘Purusa’s ose is the sole cause
of Prakrti’s_evolution 7m0 It takes on iorm and strutture, in
accordance with the needs of the sell. Lhe organm' ; for

example, TOmes INto existence because it is necessary if Prusa
is to see;and ot STmply because its constituent elements happen’
to combine in a certain manner. The purpose of Pumusa, con-
ceived as the end of evolution, 15, as we have alreagy stated,
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interpreted in terms of values which, in the case of man, may
be brm the eternal. The
former are common worldly or secular values (bhog@) like the
acqusition of wealth and the enjoyment of pleasure, and the
latter is seli-realization or escape from Prakrti (apavarga). But
they do not constitute a duality of purpose, for the approach
to the 1deal is necessarily through worldly life, the duration of
which 3s determined by the moral and intellectual equipment
of particular individuals Whether it is for a longer or a shorter
period, all alike have to pass through the trals and troubles of
common life before their mind is turned towards the final goal
The truth implicit here is that man does not seriously think of
spiritual freedom until he has learnt by his own experience the
futihty of secular values or is satiated with their attainment. It
is only then that he will be, able to revalue the values of hfe
“Before considermg the nature of the practlcal discipline
prescribed here for reaching the goal of life, it is necessary to
say a few words about (1) jidna or knowledge, in general, as
concerved 1 the doctrine and (2) the pramapas accepted m 1t-
(1) As we have already stated (p. 97), two views of percep-
%i0n are possible. It may be Hield that Objects are known directly
or that we can know them only indirectly, through psychic
media which m some way resemble or symbolize the objects
in question_The" present doctrine adopts thé Tatter view, which
may be described as ‘' the theory of representative perception ’
Our explanation of the empirical sell as a complex of %urusa
and the internal organ will h¢lpus tounderstand-what exactly
ps meant by this theory here. Bnowledge, according to the
doctrine, is a state or modification of the empirical self But as

Purusa, in itself, knows no change whatsoever, this modification
must _be solely of Ty of the internal m@-Yoga
only Pﬁrusa and some modification of the nternal of a“n_ put
also ail appropriate object. ese TS internal
organ-_édmtes or serves as a connecting link between Purusa
which corres onds to the object to be a rehended. This form
‘through which alone an object can be known, is caﬁea m

(vrth); and knowledge means that mode as iniQ;med.Q,r_]llumlggd
by the light of Purusa It is thus neither the mode (vrtti) by
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itself, nor the illuminating prmciple"by itself that perceives
but_a blend of both The illumination 1s a constant feature o
all knowledge, but the modes vary in accordance with the
oMesented “The chief weakness of this theory is that
while holding that objects can be known only mediately, il
describes kKnowledge as ”bearmg'ﬂi’é‘ir_ﬁpress of them. If object:
are not directly accessible to us at all, 1t is clear that Wé car
never speak ol the lorms, which the internal organ bears, a
corvesponding to those objects -

(2) The Sankhya-Yoga admits only three pramanas, viz
perception 1nference and verbal testimony, all of which have
already been explained. It Temamns now only to refer to on
variety of inference, to which we have not hitherto alluded
There are two types of reasonin g generally recognised in Indiar

e

philcsophy. The first of them is what 15 famlharlvhown as

%mfere@_(p . 100), and-is llustrated by the example
0 ucing the exisfence of fire from perceiving Smoke Weshall
have an instance of the second type if, from the observed fact
that an effect like a jar requires for 1ts production a competent
agent like the potter, it is concluded that the world, assuming
it to be an effect, should also have been brought into existence
by a competent Being, God It is described in Sanskrit as
inference based, mot on perception like the previous one, but
on what is “‘seen from likeness” (samanyafodrsta), and corre-
sponds to analogical reasoning as dealt with in modern works
on logic. It means that, while the first type is applicable only to
cases falling within the sphere of common experience, the
second applies to those that lie beyond it. The Sankhya-Yoga
accordingly utilizes this variety of inference in transcendental
matters, thus restricting the scope of Vedic testimony con-
siderably (p 44). It is, for instance, through such inference
that the existence of supersensuous Prakrti is postulafed.

The doctrine appeals to the authority of scripture only where
not even this type of inference is possible as, for example, in
the case of the order in which the various principles fip to the
gross elements emerge from Prakrtil! In the view of some,

like the Vedantins, such an extension of the scope of inference
is not legitimate, for 1t can, at best, indicate not the certainty_
but only the probability of the conclusion drawn, We shall
refer to this point again in a later chapter.
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“The knowledge that we now have of the nature of Purusa
will enable us to see why the ideal of life in this system 1s con-
ceived as escape or aloofness (kawvalya) from Prakrti That is
its intrinsic character. In this respect the Sankhya-Yoga re-
sembles the Nyidya-Vaidesika. Both are equally gospels of
sublime self-isolation (p 103), the only difference being that
the self in that condition 1s here regarded as continuing to be
sentient or rather sentience, while it is not so regarded in the
other But this distinction is merely a theoretical one since,
owing to the lack of appropriate means like the internal organ
and the senses, 1t then remains even according to the present
doctrine without any knowledge of its environment or, for the
matter of that, of itself as jn the other.

In its general features, the discipline for reaching this goal is
the same as in the other systems. It consists of the cultivation
of detachment and the practice of meditation, 1 addition to
acquirmg under proper guidance a knowledge of the ultimate
truth and reflecting upon it. The dlsmplme is only briefly touched
upon in works on the Sankhya, but it is fully set forth in those
on the Yoga - If the one system has enlarged upon the theory
the other has done the same in regard to the practical side of
the teaching But 1t should be added that the aim of med:-

tation or yoga according' to the present doctrine, is very
different from that of Upanishadic yoga. It is not union here,
but separation There, it is believed, the individual self unites
with or merges il the absolute self by means of yoga (p. 26),
but here, where no such self 15_acknowledged, it comes to be
by itself, through extrication from Prakrti. Thus yoga which
means ‘‘union’’ there, comes to mean ‘‘disunion’’ (vzyoga) here.
“The discipline comprises what are descibed as the eight
‘:h'mbs” (angas) or accessories of voga Thev are ‘‘self-restramnt”
(yama), ‘‘observance” (niyama), ‘‘postus#ty, (dsana), ‘‘regulation
of breath™ (pmnayama) “mthdrawa];ﬁffhbsenses" (pratychara),
“‘steadying the mind’ (dharand), * contemplatlon (dh:x'anaj and
“‘meditative trance” (samddhi), Its purpose as a whole, is to
assist man in the ascent from the narrow personal view con-
genital to him to the larger vision which brings freedom with
1t Thus eightfold discipline may be considered 1n two stagesy
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(1) The first is concerned with the right d1rect1on of the will,

the true More Partlcularly, it relates to_the cu1t1vat10n of
virtues comprnised 1n the first two steps_ of the discipline, viz.
“self-restramt’’ (yama) and “observance“'(mzama) The former
is chiefly negative and consists of noninjury (ahimsa), truth-
speaking (satya), ahstention from stegling or musappropriation
of oﬁ'ﬁwﬂa_ﬁg@_%?;ey (E‘aﬁma—caryai “and_dis-
owmng of possessions (gparigraha) The latter is positive, and
includes purity ($auca), contentment (sanutosa), right aspiration
(tapas), study of philosophic texts (syddhydya) and devotion to
God (I$var-pranidhana). These together_may be described as
t@_t_ergl?gggn_rpgggmenis.m:ihe_; Sankhya-Yoga It is on thus
pre-eminently moral foundation that any yggic training sho ing should
test, if it 1s to be fruitful, and the mere practice of breath-
control or of yogic postures 1s spinitually of httle avail. Without
such a foundation, there 1s no possibility of seemng the whole
truth or of affaiming final freedom. He, on the other hand, who
lays that foundation securely, even though he may stop short
at it, will have achieved much The key-word to this stage of
the disctpline is impersonality. Man must overcome the €go-
istic impulses in him which are the source of so_much evil in
the world, (p. 105). The impersonal attitude thereby attained
is described as ‘‘dispassion’’ (vardgya), an§1~1t§__ql11t1vat10n is
recommended in order to_awaken the spiritual wil It is de-
scribed as ‘‘lower’”’ (apara) detachment to distinguish 1t from
the “‘higher’’ (para), which does not appear till full enlighten-
ment has come and unselfishness becomes spontaneous In
fact, as Vyasa observes, this higher detachment is hardly
distinguishable from complete enlightenment.1?

(2) The next stage of the disciphine, consisting of the remaining
six items, is for the specific cultivation of the power of mental
concentrafion. Its details being somewhat technical, we shall

_refer here only to 1ts broad features. Of these six items, the
first thr hysi€al frame
with a view to facilitate the control of the mind Y They refer, as
already noted, to ri right_bodil posture, regulation of breath
and mmPectwe objects.
The sugceeding three assist in geffing a direct, but gradual,
astery over the ever fitiul mind, Any object may, be chosen
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for meditating upon in this stage; only a gradation of them is
recommended in order that the more subtle may come after
success has been attained in contemplating the less When such
control over the mind has been established, the disciple turns
to direct meditation on the Sankhya-Yoga truth, This is the
culminating stage of yoga, which leads to the ‘‘truthbearmg”
knowledge mentioned above. It should be practised mn two
grades The first is calculated to transform that truth from
being merely mediately known into an immediate intuition
The disciple in this form of samddhi, remains conscious (as
shown by 1ts description as samprasiata) of having attained the
discriminative knowledge which is the means to release, but,
in the next step (asamprajiiata) he transcends it; and the con-
dition has been described as “‘sleepless sleep.”” As in sleep, one
becomes here oblivious of the world and even of his own exis-
tence as an mdividual; but yet 1t is not a blank, since Purusa
exists then with its effulgence all unobscured. Ip_this final
stage, all operations of the internal organ are suspended and
spirit returns to itself, so to speak. The disciple then becomes a
gwanmukia Between any two such states of yogic ecstasy, he
will hive the hife to which he has become accustomed through
long self-discipline; but because he 1s virtually divorced from
Prakrti, he will then remain ‘‘far from passion, pain and gult ”
There 1s one pomt in the above account which requires a
word of explanation. We have mentioned devotion to God as
an item 1n the earlier stage of the discipline; but we have not,
so far, referred to his place in the doctrine at all Of the two
systems which we are here considering*the Sankbya in its
classical fo itely atherstic. It beli i erman-
ence and supremacy of spirit, but knows nothing of God Here
it shows ifs rationalistic bias, for no convincing logical proof,
as is well known, can be given o’fjljl,s_,gx\isi%. The Sankhya, ,
no doubt, Tike the other Indiari systems, is essentially a philos-
ophy of values (p. 50). But according to its teachers, all that is _
presupposed by the reality of the higher or eternal values is
the immortality of the individtal spirit<This is well indicated
by the manner in which the teleological argument, already
referred to, is utilized here. If is regarded not as implying a
ﬁ_esigner, but as pointing to one who benefits by the design.
he Sankbya concludes from the presence in nature of means
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adapted to the accomphshment of ends, not to God as their

thor, but to the self for whom 3t supposes them to exist.
Tt thus_accepts design,_but denies a_conscions designer. Lk The ‘
Yoga system, on the other hapd, postulates the_existence of
God (ISvara) over and above that of Purusa. The allusion to_
God appears 1n our account of the course of discipline because,
as we remarked before, it 15 entirely taken over from that
system. Devotion to God would consequently have no place in
the discipline which 1s strictly in conformity with the Sankhya
teaching Here is one of the important differences between the
two doctrines to which reference was made mn the beginning
of the chapter.

But the conception of God ([$vara) here is vastly different
from that of the Upanishads (p. 30). 1o begin with, hie is-here
one of the Purusas so that, though, eternal and omnipresent,
he is not all-comprehensive. There are afher Purusas as well as
Prak:rtl to Jumt his being. Nor 15 1t a conceptlon resemb]mg
that of God in the Nyaya-Vaisesika (p. 8g), since he is not
responsible, in the ordinary sense of the term, for the creation
of the world which, as we know, is the spontaneous work of
Prakrti. All that he is stated to do is to prompt, in a way, th
evolution of Prakrti or to bring about its connection wit
Purusa needed for the evolution. The argument for his existence
is_that the gradation of knowledge, power and such other
excellences which we notice 1n_men necessarily suggests a Belng
who possesses those excellences in a superlative form In thus

interpreting the mere notion of a perfect Being as 122121ng its
actual existence, Patanjali is relying on what is known in
W_esteg philosophy_as theontological argument. It is that
necessary Being which 1s called God. He is accordingly a perfect
Purusa and hasalways been so.-He embodies in himself all thab

is good and great, and the conception 1s personal. He is therefore
unique; .and even the liberated Purusas do not stand on.the

.Same footmg, ﬂh@m&l@m like them, the trammels

5of s ecti rves as & pattern
to man in regard to what he might achieve. In this respect,

he. resembles a guru whq ought, likewise, to be an embodiment

of the ideal. It 15 devotion to God so conceived that is meant

by the last of the ten commandments, apd it signifies a complete

surrender of oneself to him. The practice of such a enirit of
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self-surrender places the coping stone, as it were, on the discipline
for the cultivation of unselfishness.

According to the training so far described for attaining
spiritual aloofness, devotion to God occupies a subordinate
place. Its practice has to be followed by the discipline of the
remaining six “limbs” {asigas), beginning with bodily postures
{@sana) and ending with mental concenfration (samadhi).
Patafijali recognizes not only this discipline for securing freedom,
but also an alternative one of devotion to God (Iévara) and
communion with him which, without all the elaborate prepara-
tion of yoga, qualifies for release!® That is, apart from serving
as an ideal, God, out of his abundant mercy which is one
of his perfections, sympathizes with suffering men and helps
them in attaining spiritual freedom, if they only trust in lum
and meditate upon him. It 15 described as the easier of the
two paths, obviously for those who can rest in faith, and it
corresponds to the ‘“‘path of devotion’’ (bhakti-yoga) to which
we alluded (p. 56) in connection with the Gita Ths duality of
the discipline as well as the little importance which the path
of devofion attaches to what is so essential to the Sankhya,
viz. knowledge of the ultimate truth, suggests that belief in a
supreme God is not organic to the doctrine.

! From what has been stated so far, it is clear that the concep-
tion of Prakrti 1s entirely teleological. If it served only a single
purpose, viz, securing for Purusa either empirical values (bhoga)
or eternal freedom (apavarga) we might regard it as its very
nature to do so, though even then its constant and consistent
pursuit of that end would not altogether be devoid of reference
to a mind behind 1t Bat actually it serves both these purposes.
It™is. thus. niot @ static teleology that characterizes Prakrtr.
This implies a capacity omthe part of Prakrti to choose between
the two, according to the needs of particular individuals.l4
No doubt, these do not constitute a duahty of purpose, for one
of them, as we have stated,~invariably subserves the other.
But evefr so, they imply that Prakrti is able to adjust its activ-
ities differently to meet the needs of different Purusas; and
that, in the case of any single Purusa, it can replace one aim
by the other at the psychologically appropriate moment. Now
these adjustments are inexplicable without a mental or spiritual
factor capable of exercising choice. There is, indeed, such a

126




Sarnkhya-Yoga

factor recognized in the doctrine, viz. Purusa; but it is concejved
as external to Prakrti and wholly passive. Here we see a contra-
diction in the doctrine—nsentient Prakrti bemng able to exer-
cise choice The analogy of the blind man and the cripple, by
which thus view is supported, is hopelessly inapposite, for there
both are intelligent and can therefore well co-operate with
each other; but here, because one of $he two 1s not so, no such
co-operation is possible. A ready way of avoiding this difficulty
is to assume a transcendent God, who directs the operations of
Prakrt1 ab extra in accordance with the deserts of particular
Purusas, But such an assumption is against the very funda-
mentals of the doctrine, at all events, of the Sankhya phase
of it.

Is there any explanation of this glaring discrepancy? It
appears posstble to explain it in two ways The first 1s to assume
a spiritual element immanent in 13rak,rti as a whole, which
prompts and completely guides its evolutionary course from
within. It would not then be nature that ‘‘wills” the salvation
of Purusa but spirit or, if we like to put it so, spirit together
with nature that does so. This assumption would satisfactorily
account for the rational order discoverable in nature, Life is a
struggle to attain true freedom eventually; and, if man pursues
lower values at first, it is due to his ignorance of the ultimate
truth. But that would be the teaching of the Upamshads (p 24)
in one of its two forms (Brahma-parindma-vida) ; and the doctrine
in its present form would then have to be explained as derived
from it. The Svetisvatara Upamshad, in fact, describes God
as “hidden in his own gusnas.”’1® This integral view of ultimate
reality found in the Upanishads, we must take it, has been
meddled with here as a result of dualistic bias; and spirit has
been separated from nature, rendering the whole doctrine un-

.intelligible. Its failure tofaccount satisfactorily for the co-
operation between Purusa and Prakrti 1s the natural conse-
quence of this forced separation of the two Such an explanation

- also throws light on the names given to some of the ewlutes of
Prakrti like “intellect” (mahat), “‘egoism” (ahawmkara), etc. As
cosmic entities, they would then represent the psychic organs of
the universal self which is immanent in Prakrti as a whole. But
as the notion of such a self was dropped when the doctrine
emerged from the Upanishadic teaching, their dgsignations

127



The Essentials of Indian Philosophy

naturally came to be quite arbitrary and perplexing. The other
explanation is to suppose that the system was originally purely
naturalistic (p. 57), and th=t the notion of Purusa or spirit, for
which there is really no need by the side of self-evolving and
self-regulating Prakrti, was imported into it on the analogy of
other doctrines.
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Chapter Six
PURVA-MIMAMSA
*

J

E now enter upon the study of the systems that are
primarily based on Vedic authority, and they are two—

one upholding the feaching contained in the earlier portions of the
Veda, particularly the Brihmanas; and the Q‘E}Er that contained
in the later portions of it, viz. the Upanishads Théy are, Tor
this reason, respectlvely called Pﬁrva Mimarhsa and Uttara-
Mimamsa. The name ‘‘mimamsa,’, given to these systems
means systematic mvestigation, and shows the important place
ggl_%n’ed to reflection (vicdra), in India even 1 the doctrines
upon, revelation. The ultimate appeal in them may not

be o reason: but, at the same time, they do not sigmiy a blind
rellance on untested and unsupported authorlty1 They ‘may
consequently be taken as rationalistic in practice, though not
in theory. Dr. Randle ascribes this feature of the orthodox
schools of thought to the circumstance that they had to face
in Buddhism “‘a vigorous opposition which pressed free enquiry
to the extreme limits of scepticism’” and that it had to be met
with its own weapons, which were perception and inference.
““The fortunate result of this,”” he adds, was that the trammels of
authority did not prevent the orthodox thinker from following
where the argument leads.””? We shall be concerned in this
chapter with the Parva-Mimarsa or, as it 1s usually called

briefly, Mimarhsa
In its origin, the doctrine goes BQEE to the Brahmana period.

The works of that period discuss various questions refating to
ritual—although, for the most part, enly-in their bearng on
particular ceremonies—by means of which one might %in some
specific good or avoid some specific evil. The very word “brab-
%,” it will be recalled, stands for the considered opinion of a
priest of tecognized authority (p. 14). Lhe results of these dis-
cussions were systematized and considerably amplified in later
times as shown by the tmportant class of literature known as
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Kalpa Siitras (p. 36) which, in the words of Max Muller, serve
as “‘a kind of grammar of the Vedic ceremonial >’ But it remained
essentially a system of ritual exposition In still later times,
owing obviously to the conmspicuous development of other
systems of philosophy, the Mimarhsa also came to be a fully
fledged philosophic doctrine with its own ontology and epi-
stemology in addition to being a systematization of ritual.

The literature of the system 1s vast. Its primary source is
represented by the Siitra of Jaimini (cizca 300- ¢ ), which
consists of 12 chapters divided into 60 ‘‘quarters” (ﬁddas)
or sections It considers about a thousand top1cs so that 1t is
by far the biggest of the philosophic Stitras. It is also Qerhaps
the oldest among them. The earhest commentary on 1t which
has come down to us, is by Sabara Svamin (400 A.D), and
it has been explained in, two somewhat different ways by
Kumarila Bhatta and Prabhakara, otherwise known as Guru.
This has resulted 1n a schism among the followers of the doctrine,
separating them into two schools. The period when tliese glosses
were composed is not quite definitely known; but it js beheved,
with much probability, that both of those thinkers wrote m
the seventh century A.p. Kumirila’s work has been printed:
almost in its entirety; but the work of the other is available

only partly, and even of that part a fragment alone has seen
the light so far

I

This_doctrine may be compared to the Nyaya-Vaidesika in
that it 1s pluralistic and realistic (p. 85). Like it, it believes i
the'existence of a plurality of souls, and a mult1p‘hc1ty of material
ultimates underlying the physical universe. But there are also
important differences between the doctrines, as we shall soon
see. The two schools of Mimarsa again, to which we have just
alluded, “while agreeing with each other in various respects,
exhibit certain differences in fundamentals. But we shall
confine our attention here to the doctrine as propounded by
the more influential of the two thinkers, viz., Kumarila, and
refer only to a few points in the other doctrine, which are unique
in the whoele history of Indian thought.
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Of the seven categories formulated in the Nyaya-Vaidesika
(p 94), the Mimarhsa accepis five, viz substance, quality,
action, universals and non-existence, and 1t rejects the remamning
tWwo-—samavaya and wsesa, which, as pomted out before, are
nothing more than arbitrary assumptions rendered necessary
by certain postulates of that doctrine. In the place of the former
i5 here postulated a relation which i3 of a quite different kind
and points to a fundamental divergence from the metaphysical
position of the Nyiya-Vaidesika The present doctrine holds
that existents like substance and attnbute or the particular

and the universal are not totally dlstmct (p 88), but disfinct
while being the same. If they were entirely different, it is
argued they should be separable; but they are not, as admitted
even in the Nydya-Vaidesika In this view then, such existents
together form an idenfity in differense (bheddbheda), a conception
which we have already come across in connection with Jainism
(p 65), and the Sankhya-Yoga (p. 10g) This relation 1s termed
tadatmya. The word literally means ‘‘1dentity” ; but all identity,
dccording to Kumarila, is identity in difference It is because
they are identical that we are able to predlcate qualties (say)
of substances. We Sy, for example, ‘The rose s red.”” But
they are not absolutely the same, since a_quality is not a sub—
stance I is not night, Kumarnla says, to postulate absolute
difference wherever the notion of fwo arises, or absolute unity
wherever the notion of one does. Things may be distinct in so
far as they are experienced thus. ‘‘This is one, and that is
another”; but they may also, at the same time, be one in so
far as tITev are experienced as “Lhis is ot other (ananya) than
that.”” This way of viewing things, it 1s clear, compromises in
a large measure the pluralism of the doctrine, and shows that
it is not radically pluralistic as the Nyaya-Vaiéesika is.
As regards the first of these categomes, viz substance, the

Mirhirsa admits all the nine which the Nyaya-Vai$esika does
(p- 92); and it adds two more 4o them. They are “Jarkness”
(tamag) and “sound’’ ($abda). Of the latter, the first is explained
mn the Nyaya-Vaisesika as mere absence of light and the second
as a quality of gkasa. Elaborate arguments are adduced here
to justify their inclusion under the head of substance; but they
do not seem to be more than curiosities of Indian speculation,
and need not therefore be recounted here. Regardiag the sub-
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stantes accepted in both the doctrines, 1t will suffice to refer
only to two points*

(1) The first concerns the atomic theory. We know that
the Nyaya-Vaisesika postulates (p. 88) indivisible and super-
sensuous particles as the ultimate cause of all the maternal
products found 1n the utuverse. Kumaémnla, while recognizing
this pluralistic basis of the physical universe, maintains that
there is no need to push our analysis of common objects so far
and stops at sensible particles such as the motes seen in the
rays of the sun, corresponding to the triads of the other systems
The Nyaya-Vaidesika upholds its belief on the strength of
mference which, it avers, 1s attested by the msight of seers
(p 99). But Kumarla, as a Mimarhsaka, does not, as we have
seen, recognize the latter (p. 44); and he takes exception to
the use of inference, for upsetting the result of well-established
facts of perception 3 We cannot employ logic, he says, to defeat
common sense Where a matter is really supersensuous, our
source of knowledge, according to him, 1s neither inference nor

4he insight of the so-called seers, but revelation; and revelation,
he adds, is silent about the existence of atdins such as are accep-
#ed in the Nyaya-Vaidestka, The ultimate particles he pos-
tulates of the four elements—earth, water, fire and air—are not
thus indivisible, and possess finite magnitude so that they are
not strictly atomic at all. Kumarila differs from the view taken
in the Nyavya-Vaisesika not only 1n regard to the precise magni-
tude of the ultimate material of the world of common experience,
but also in regard to the nature of the relation between these
particles and the wholes derived from them, This relation 1s,
oni the analogy of that between substance and attribute, ex-
plained as an identity in difference (p. 88). Whole and parts
are not accordingly absolutely distinct, but distinct while being
the same.

(2) The second point is the conception of the self. Although
in general agreement with the Nyaya-Vaisesika view here, the
Mimarhsa differs from it in some essential respects. The self is
all-pervading and eternal in both the doclrines. In“poth again,

it is directly cognized by mangs. But thé manner in which it

comes_to be known 1s differently conceived. In the Nyaya-

Vaisesika, it is perceivable not along with the objects perceived
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but subsequently and as the result of a separate effort. If an
observer knows an object at one instant he may, if he so wills,
become aware of himself as knowing 1t at a later instant. The
character of the former knowledge, 1f it refers to a table, say,
is expressible as ‘‘This is a fable” and that of the latter as “I
see a table.” If the observer does not care for such ‘‘after-
knowledge” (anuvyavasdya) (p. 91), as it 1s termed, 1t does not
arise at all, so that a person who apprehends an object need
pot actually realise that ke is doing so That is, consciousness
of objects does not imply self-consciousness, accordum
Nviya-Vaidesika But here 1t does, and ihe_aglf is_taken to
~be Tevealed whenever any object 1s known The knowledge, as
it arises, of a table, for instance, is therefore expressible as
@Ee’a table”—a form whach, 1s it stated, involves two notions
—the “I-notion” and the “‘table-notion”” Just as the table 1s
the content of the latter, the self i/ the content of the former

Though the self is thus known mvariably at the time when
any object is known, 1t 1s not known, as one may wrongly sup-
pose, as the subject or agent in the act of knowing but only as
the object of its own notion. It is conceived here as both subject
and ob]ect—sub]ect mn so far as it knows, and object in so far
as it 75 krown_ This, 1t is pointed out, 1s evident from the familiar
experience “T know myself ” It may appear contradictory to
say that one and the same self can be both the subject and the
object of one and the same cognitive act, but such contradic-
tions do not affect the reality of things, according to Kumirila.
The ultiniaté source of our knowledge of reality, he says, is
experietice; and when it vouches for the existence of confra-
dictory- features in a thing, we are fully justified in atfributing
them fo it (p. 65). How the self comes to be known as the sub-
ject also, we sha]l explain presently.

The “specific qualities characterizing the self are the same as
in the other doctrine (p. gx), excepting only that darma amd
@dharma_are not among them here. To the Mimamsa explan-
affon of them, we shall advest later. Of the remymng six
qualitiés, viz. knowledge, desire, hate, pleasure, pain_ and
;&tlon the last five are taken to be mtemally perceivable
as in the Nyaya-Vaidesika (p. 9I). The first, viz knowledge,
is_disclosed,_according to that doctrine, to_introspection and

is therefore directlv known. Here, on the other hand it 1s only
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to be inferred This is the result of a difference in the conception
of its nature, which we shall now proceed to explain

The reader will recall that, according to the Nyaya-Vaidesika,
knowledge is a quality belonging to the self. Here the view is
that it is an activity of the self. It represents a process in the
self, and implies that the latter undergoes a change in knowing
objects. This process d1rectly leads to the revelation or mani-
festation of the object in question, so that what the Nyaya-
Vaidesika conceives as one or as occurring in a flash, is~here
thought of m two stages—as process and result. The reason for
thus splitting up into two what is usually taken to be one 1s
that knowledge, involving as it does a relation between two
things, subject and object, affects both when it anses To view
it from the standpomt of only one of them and describe it as
arising in the self would not therefore adequately represent its
nature. The cognitive procebs is naturally supersensuous, taking
Place as it does in so subtle an entity as the self; but its existence
can be inferred from the fact of the revelation of the object
to which it leads This is why j#dna, as a process, is stated to be
inferable here. The result to which 1t leads, viz. manifestedness
(prdkatya), is directly known, but as characterizing the object
manifested As the term ‘‘subject” means one that knows or
has knowledge, it or the “‘I"’ as the agent in the act of knowing
can obviously be known only after knowledge is known Hence
the subject as such is also known through inference, and not,
as in the Nyaya-VaiSesika, through mtrospection It 1s there-
fore objects alone that are directly ag not either
the subject or knowledge. The relation between j#igna and the
self, we may add, is one of identity in difference. In this respect,
the present doctrine resembles Jainism (p. 62), although its
conception of knowledge as a whole is very different.

Before leaving the topic of the self, we have to point out
another difference from the Nyiya-Va.iéesika view of it. The
latter recognizes a supreme self or God in addition to individual
Selves. This distinction is not acknowledged here. In fact,
‘elaborate arguments. are adduced by Kumarila to show that
there can be no self of the kind, possessing omniscience and
such other super-excellences, We cannot, for example, safis-
factorily account for the presence, it is said, of misery 1n a world
created by an omnipotent and benevolent God 4 This difficulty
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is commonly explained in Indian doctrines by reference to the
past karma of living beings; but the Mimarhsaka contends
that, if karma is thus necessary for a satisfactory explanation
of the problem of evil, even after recogmzing God, i1t may well
be taken to furnish its full explanation (p 61). As a consequence
‘of dechning to acknowledge a Creator, the doctrine looks upon
the world as having had no beginning and as going to have
no end. It thus rejects the theory of cycles put forward in
S0 many other systems, That is to say, the world 1s self-existent.
Origin, growth and decay are features characterizing 1nd1v1dual
things in it; but the Rhymcal universe, as a whole, ‘‘was never
other than what it is now % There 1s clearly a touch of natura-
lism here ‘“Wherefore God?,” the Mimarnsaka says, ‘‘The
world itself suffices for 1tself.”’®¢ But 1t should be added that,
as we observed in connection with the Sankhya system (p. 124),
to deny the existence of God is notto discard the higher values;
for the doctrine, unlike materalism, believes in surviving souls
and in the theory of karma Its belief in tha latter, indeed,
signifies a much greater emphasis on the ethical order of the
universe than what we find in most theistic doctrines with their

reliance on divine grace as a means of salvation
Like the Nyiya-Vaidesika, this system also postulates 24
guaTities, but with a few modifications Thus it omits from the
List “*sound” which it classes under substance; and, as already
pointed out, also dharma _and adharma, Of the new qualities
introduced in their place, it w111 suffice for our purpose to say
a few words about only one, viz_‘‘potency’’ (Sakt). By potency
is meant the causal power characterizing things, like the burning
capacity of fire Tt cannot be perceived, but its existence can
be inferred from the effect it produces. In doctrines like the
Nyaya-Vaidesika, this power is identified with the thing itself
which serves as the cause. But the Mimarhsaka raises certain
objections to it. For instance, such identification would mean
the necessary manifestation or emergence of the effect wherever
and whenever the thing in question is present. But_this 1s not
verified in experience. It may, for example, have been ascer-
tained that the absorption of a certain substance by a living
organism will destroy its life. If a suitable antidote, however,
is admimstered in time, it may prevent death, though the poison
itself, it is said, continues to be present—a circumstance which
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shows that the substance in question and 1ts killing power are
not 1dentical. Opponents of this view ward off such objections
by explaining the absence of counter-agents, Iike the antidote
in the above example, as a condition necessary for the causal
factor to operate at all. It is not therefore right, according to
them, to represent the cause as functioning by itself or before
all the needed conditions, both positive and negative, are
fulfilled.

In respect of the remaining three categories, there is not
much to add to what has been said in the chapter on the Nyiya-
Vaidestka We may only observe that upjversals, as conceived
by Kumirla, are of two kinds, A universal may be what 1s

common_to two or more objects; or it may be what endures

through two or more phases of a changing object The difference
between the two kinds, as already pointed out (p. 66), is that

in the one the atfributive element, say “‘cowness,”” is the samie,
while the substances, viz. the individual cows, vary; and in
the other, the°substantive element is the same, while t _the
attributes vary, as in the case of a tree passing through many
stages in the process of its growth Here we find the ‘twolold
view of universals—abstract and concrete—to which we drew
attention in dealing with Jainism. Lhe Nyaya-ValéeSIka which,
unlike the present doctrine, refuses to take a dynamic view of
things naturally recognizes only the former type of universals
and not the latter (p 94).
v{ To sum up" The conception of a thing in the doctrine is that
f a one-many, It continues to be the same, though it has many
aspects which may vary. To speak of the qualities or aspects
of things and of the things themselves as altogether separate
1r_L_'c}3e_1ngan_er in which the Nyaya-Vaiéesika does (p 93),
is to mdulge in a pure abstraction. ._These qualities or aspects
may coexist or succeed one another in time. A free has
Tts colour, its shape, etc., all at the same time; but it has also,
in the process of its growth passed through several stages and
has been 2_tendril and a seedlihg. Whether the attributes are
of the one kind or of the other, their relation to the substance
is one of identity in difference. Further, in the case of two or
more attributes characterizing a thing, say the whiteness and
cowness of a cow, they are identical 1n so far as they are the
same with the cow, but are different as a quality and a universal,
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That is, there is substantial unity between them, and multi-
phc1_t)l as attrlbutes They are both one and different, but from

different standgomts To speak thus of a thing as a one-many

however, is only to characterize it from the positive side. Every

thing has a negative side also 1n so far as it 1s distinguishable

from others A rose may have its own colour, fragrance, etc,
as its positive characterstics; but it is at the same time distinct
from a lily Unless we apprehend a tﬁing m both these ways,
the doctrine holds, we cannot be said to know it fully To be
a thing, it must be definite, and a mere positive description 1s
‘not adequate to define it, for a thing can be truly known as
_that which 1t is only by being distinguished from that which it
1s nol. THis 1s the meaning of Kumirila’s saymg “All things
‘are positive from their own_ siandpomt but negative from that
of others (sadasadatmaka) 1

The Mimamsa, hike the Nviaya-Vaidesika (p g7), rejects
the theory of representative perception It accepts six pramangs
altogether including perception, inference and verbal testimony.
We shall draw attention to certamn important features of testi-
mony in general and of scriptural testimony in particular, as
understood in the present doctrine, before explammng the
nature of the new pramdnas acknowledged in it. That the
Mimarhsaka does not recognize what js described as ‘‘tran-
scendental perception” in_the Nyaya-Vaidesika_ system, we
have already mentioned (p. 44).

In a previous chapter (p. g8), we referred to a discussion
respecting the nature of knowledge which occupies a large
space in all controversial works on Indian philosophy. The
discussion, to state it very briefly, relates to the question
whether knowledge is presumably valid or invalid 8 There are
adherents of both these views among Indian thinkers Thus
the followers of the Nyaya-Vaiéesika maintain that the val1d1ty
or invalidity of knowledge can be established only ab extra and
that, by itself, 1t vouches for neither. To repeat the illustration
already given, the only means 6f ﬁndlng out whetber there
is water or no, when we think we perceive it in front of us, is,
by appealing to another experience. If it quenches our thirst, for
instance, we may conclude that our knowledge is valid. In
general terms, it is the successfulness of the practical acﬁwty

to which knowledge leads that determi its validity. Here
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‘naturally one may raise the important objection‘that, if such
be the mode of validating knowledge, its validity can never be
finally established, for the knowledge which validates would
itself require verification. The answer to this objection given
in the Nyaya-Vaidesika is that, although strictly speaking this
method of verifying knowledge through successful effort
(sarvadi-pravrit) becomes an mfinite process, one or two tests
of the kind at the most are, in practice, sufficient and that
often in matters of everyday experience no test at all is required
The answer, based as it is on a purely practical consideration,
is hardly satisfactory from the logical standpoint. By the easy
manner m which the followers of the doctrine are satisfied with
the test, they seem tacitly to subscribe to the view tht know-
ledge 1s presumably valid.

The Buddhists think that the presumption regarding know-
ledge 1s that it is false, and“that we cannot take it as valid unless
satisfactory evidence of it 1s forthcoming It is this ultra-
sceptical view-that explains why even the realists among them
deny being to so much that is given mn common experience
(p. 79) and is accepted as real by so many philosophers The Mi-
marnsaka holds the exactly opposite view, viz that knowledge
‘f)?lts very nature is valid. It comes into being solely with a
view to acquaint us with objects, and to question its validity
will therefore be to question the very purpose of its existence.
Doubtless it, not unoften, strays from truth But the reason for
it is always found to be not in itself but in some outside inter-
ference. The interference may be due to some defect in the
means to or conditions of knowledge such as the senses, the
presence of sufficient light and so forth. It is only when we
suspect some such interference that we come to doubt the
vahdity of a piece of knowledge and set ahout venfying it.
Another circumstance that throws the same is w
one item of knowledge, hitherto admitted as valid, is discovered
to be in conflict with another. Then, and not till then, do we_
try to find out which of therh it is that is really valid. These
two, viz. (1) suspicion of defect in the means to and conditions

P

of knowledge or, to state the same more generally, in its source
and (2) the contradiction of it by other knowledge engender
doubt and suggest the need for investigation In the absence
of either of these reasons, knowledge is presumed to be true,
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Here the Mimamsakas show a clearer appreciation of the
realjstic position than the adherents of the Nyiya-Vaigesika,
who by holding that @ll knowledge alike needs validation,
compromuse their realism to a very considerable extent ?

- wmummm
Veda; and there 1s a radical divergence between the Nyiya
and the Mimdmsi conceptions of 1it, To _the Naiydyika, the
knowledge derived through the Veda 35, by itself, neither
valid nor invahd, and if he vet regards 1t as absolutely vahd,
it 1s because of the fact that God, the all-knowing and the
all-beneficent, is its author (p ro1). This 15 1 accordance with
his theory of the extraneous validity of knowledge In other
words, there is nothing in the Veda as such to prevent our
entertaining doubts about the correctness of its teaching., All
verbal testimony, 1n fact all testimony, needs to be properly
vahdated before bemng accepted (p? ¢8), although in practice
we may not always resort to such proof The Veda, however,
is necessarlly valhd since 1t proceeds from Go@, who is both
wise and good in the completest sense of these terms. According
to Kumarila also, who recognizes no God, the Veda 1s valid,
but because, as knowledge, validity 1s inherent in it There 15
certainly such a thing as error, but neither of the two reasons
for suspecting it is found 1n the present case. In the first place,
there 1s no possibility of vitiation at the source, for the Veda,
.according to the Mimamsa, 1s not the work of any person,
human or divine, and has therefore no source at all. Nor is
There any likelihood of our experience commg into conflict
with its teaching for, by hypothesis, it refers to supersensuous
matters exclusively (p. 44). That is, the Veda 1s taken to teach
_only truth becanse it is self-existent, and because the scope of
1ts teaching is strictly confined to matters beyond the reach of
common human experience. In this latter respect, it satisfies
his definition of valid knowledge (pramd) which includes, as
we shall soon see, the condition of novelty.

The outcome of this view is the division of the Veda into

_two parts, one of which (vidhs) refers to supra-mundane AtaIrs
and has to be understood literally, and the other (artha-'uada)
which, roughly speaking, relates to matters of ordinary expen—
ence. The latter carries with 1t no logical significance in the strict
“sense of the expression, for it merely reiterates factg otherwise
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‘naturally one may raise the important objection that, if such
be the mode of valhidating knowledge, its validity can never be
finally established, for the knowledge which vahdates would
itself require verification. The answer to this objection given
in the Nyaya-VaiSesika is that, although strictly speaking this
method of verifying knowledge through successful effort
(samvadi-pravrits) becomes an infinite process, one or two tests
of the kind at the most are, in practice, sufficient and that
often in matters of everyday experience no test at all is required.
The answer, based as it is on a purely practical consideration,
is hardly satisfactory from the logical standpomt By the easy
manner m which the followers of the doctrine are satisfied with
the test, they seem tacitly to subscribe to the view tht know-
ledge 1s presumably vald.

The Buddhists think that the presumption regarding know-
ledge is that it is false, and“that we cannot take it as valid unless
satisfactory evidence of it js forthcoming It 1s this uitra-
sceptical view that explains why even the realists among them
deny being to so much that is given in common experience
(p- 79) and is accepted as real by so many phllosophers he Mi-
mérhsaka holds the exactly opposite view, viz. that knowledge
_by its very nature is valid. It comes into being solely witha
view to acquaint us with objects, and to question its validity
will therefore be to question the very purpose of its existence
Doubtless it, not unoften, strays from truth But the reason for
it 1s always found to be not in itself but in some outside inter-
ference. The interference may be due to some defect in the
means to or conditions of knowledge such as the senses, the
presence of sufficient hght and so forth. It is only when-we
suspect some such interference that we come to doubt the
vahdity of a piece of knowledge and set ahout venfying it.
Another circumstance that throws same is W
one item of knowledge, hitherto admitted as valid, 1s discovered
to be in conflict with another. Then, and not till then, do we_
iry to find out which of therh if is that is really valid. These
fvﬁ,_v%ldl))@picion of defect in the means to and conditions
of knowledge or, to state the same more generally, in its source
and (2) the contradiction of it by other knowledge engender
doubt and suggest the need for investigation. In the absence
of either of these reasons, knowledge is presumed to be true,
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Here the Mimarmsakas show a clearer appreciation of the
realistic position than the adherents of the Nyiya-Vailesika,
who_by holding that all knowledge alike needs validation,
compromuse their realism to a very considerable extent ®
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and the Mimamsi conceptions of it To_the Naiyayika, the
knowledge derived through the Veda is, by atself, neither
“valid nor mvahd; and if he yet regards 1t as absolutely vahd,

it is because of the fact that God, the all-knowing and the
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his theory of the extraneous validity of knowledge, In other

words, there is nothing i the Veda as such to prevent our
entertaining doubts about the correctness of its teaching., All
verbal testimony, in fact all testimony, needs to be properly
validated before being accepted (p? 98), although in practice
we may not always resort to such proof The Veda, however,
is necessarily valid since it proceeds from Go@, who is both
wise and good in the completest sense of these terms, According
to_Kumarila also, who recognizes no God, the Veda is valid,
but because, as knowledge, validity is 1nherent m 1t There is
certainly such a thmg as error, but neither of the two reasons
for suspecting it is found in the present case In the first place,
there 1s no possibility of vitiation at the source, for the Veda,
according to the Mimamsa, 1s not the work of any person,
human or divine, and has therefore no source at all. Nor is
there any likehhood of our experience coming into conflict
with 1ts teaching for, by hypothesis, 1t refers to supersensuous
matters exclusively (p. 44) That is, the Veda is taken to teach
only truth because 1t is self-existent, and because the scope of
its teaching is strictly confined to matters beyond the reach of
ommon_human experience. In this latter respect, 1t satisfies
his definition of valid knowledge (pramad) which includes, as
we shall soon see, the condition of novelty.

The outcome of this view is the division of the Veda into
two_parts, one of which (mdhz)_gaiers_ﬁ_sg_]m" aan’ 2118
and has to be understood liferally, and the other (artha—vada)
whchT roughly speaking, relates to matters of ordinary experi-
:nce. The latter carries with it no logical significance in the strict
sense of the expression, for it merely reiterates facts otherwise
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known to us already as, for example, when 1t says ‘“Heat des-
troys cold.” Where, however, statements in this part of the
Veda contradict common human experience, it rightly holds
that preference should be given to the latter. Only, since the
Veda cannot give expression to what 1s false or irrelevant, such
statements are not discarded but are interpreted lLberally—
as one might say 1n contrast, and related to some supersensuous
matter taught in the context in question. Their purpose generally
is to flatter man into the doing of good deeds or to frighten
him out of evil ones. “The sacrificial post is the sun,” for in-
tance, is a saying which occurs in the Veda Being a patent
contradiction, the identity affirmed here, between the post and
the sun is explained as merely a glorifying of the post with a
view to commend the sacrifice in the performance of which it
1s utilized 10 In, other words, the contradictions that may be
found in the Vl:c}da are only'apparent; and they cease to appear
so, the moment we rightly interpref if.

It is chiefly in connection with determining what portions fall
under these two heads that the Mimarhsi lays down canons of
interpretation, which are of great value not only to those who
want to understand the Veda aright but also to all who are
engaged 1n the work of finding out the exact import of fixed
texts like legal codes This interpretative aspect of the Mimarhsa
system or its treatment of the logic of language, as we might
put it, is as important as the two already mentioned, viz. its
ritualistic and philosophic ones. To state the purpose of revela-
tion as interpreted according to these canons is, as has been
recognized by Indian thinkers for a long time, to convey to
us a knowledge of dkarma and moksa which are the two supreme
values of life (p. 44). Of these two values, the doctrine we are
now considering is mainly concerned with the former

Thus the central features of the Mimamsa view of the Veda
are (1 t it is self-existent or eternal, (2 t it 1s concerned
esse‘ht1ally with supersensuous matters and (3) that it includes
port1ons tequmng to be interpreted not literally but liberally.
This i 1ngen10us view is defended by a series of arguments into
which it is not necessary to enter here. It will suffice to remark
that they involve a good deal of scholastic subtlety and that
the conclusion to which they lead is, on the whole, far from
convincing to the modern mind
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We may now briefly explain the nature of the three new
pramanas accepted by Kumarila

(x) Comparison (upamana). It wil bé remembered that this
pramdna is recognized in the Nyaya also, but we did not ex-
plain it in dealing with that system, since 1t is not of much
logical significance as conceived thefe (p 99). Ifs conception

here is different. It consists in cognizing anew in an object, not
presented to the senses, similarity to an object which 1s bemng

actually perceived Thus when a person sees a gayal and is
struck with 1ts simlarity to a cow which 1s famjliar to him, he
is"able to conclude therefrom that the cow_also resembles a
gayal This view supposes that the simulanty in the two cases
1s_numerically distinct. That is, 1t takes for granted that if
A is similar to B, the similarity of A to B is not identically the
same as the similarity of B to A. This pramdna 1s not perception,
since the cow, mn which the similarity with the gayal is found,
is not perceived at the time of forming this judgement. It1snot
inference, for, if it were, it would mean that one of the two
’ Eﬁnilarities mvolved was the sign or mark of another But
neither can serve that purpose, for the similarity of the gayal
to the cow 1s not, as a mark should be, 1n the cow which is the
““minor term” or the subject of the conclusion; and the similarity
of the cow to the gayal remains yet to be known at the time,
Nor is it mere memory, for the simple reason that the similarity
in question, by hypothesis, has not been previously apprehended.
We may point out, however, that though this pramdna 1s
not syllogistic_inference, it reduces itsell t0 what im modern
Iogic is described as ““‘immediate inference by reciprocal rela-
tions ”

. (2) Presumption (arthapatti) : This signifies the discovery of a
new fact™or the postulation of a new truth, as the result of a
contradiction between two other truths that are known to be
well established. To give an example, trivial in itself but typical:
If we know for certain that A is alive but is not i¥®his house,
we conclude that he is elsewhere. This really means the con-
struction of a suitable hypothesis to account for the apparent
discrepancy between two well-attested facts. That the conclusion

so formulated is correct 1s quite obvious It is on this pramdue,

for instance, that the Mimamsaka rests his behef 1n %he survival
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of the self after death. The Veda promises rewards for the
performance of various rites; but those rewards are often
stated to be reaped mn a future life, and not immediately after
the sacrificial acts are over., Since the person who reaps the
fruit of a good or bad deed cannot, according to the doctrine !
of karma, be other than the one that did it, the Mimarhsaks -
concludes that the self slfould survive the body.* Some Indian
“logicians, like the Naiyayikas, bring this pramana under what,
in modern terminology, may be described as “disjunctive
reasoning.” It 1s deducible, according to them, from the
disjunctive proposition ‘“A person who is alive must be
either in his house or outside 1t,” since no third alternative
is possible

S (3) Non-apprehension (anupalabdhi) . We have, so far, referred
to five pramanas which are the means of knowing positive
facts The absence of any one of them 1n regard to an object
or an aspect of,1t justifies, 1t 1s maintained, the conclusion that
that object or aspect of 1t does not exist, provided that 1t 1s
fit for being apprehended only by the pramdna in question and
that all the conditions of apprehension, such as the presence
of sufficient light in the case of ocular perception, are known to
be satisfied Let us suppose that the required conditions are
fulfilled in respect of a visible object, an umbrella in a room
wkhere 1t 1s expected to be found, and yet that it 1s not seen.
We may then conclude, as in fact we actually do, that the
umbrella is not there. When therefore all the five pramanas
fail to present an object (though it may be practically far from
easy to know when this happens), Kumirnla holds that the
absolute non-existence of it may be deduced. This is the sig-
nificance of ‘‘non-apprehension’. as a separate pramdna for
knowing what are called ‘‘negative facts” (abhava),

It will be remembered that the Nvaya-Vaisesika ascribes
the knowledge of the non-existence of a percervable object to
perception, and that of all others to_inference (p. 96). The
eye which“ieveals an umbrella when 1t 1s presented to it, also
reveals its absence when it is not so presented, assuming that
every condition required except the presence of the object is
satisfied. According to Kumarila, this view 1s wrong, for 1t 1s
impossible to think of the absence of a thing as in contact with
a Sensory crgan—a condition which 1s admitted to be essential
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to perception,  The mconceivability of non-existence being
perceivable necessarily excludes the possibility of its bem,
inferable, since inference 1s eventually based upon percep-
tion. Hence the need, 1t 1s argued, for recognizing a sixth
pramana.

Here we may point out an important difference between the
two schools of Mimarsd The recogmition of this pramdna
implies the recognition of ‘‘non-existence” (abhava) as a separate
category. But the Prabhdkaras explamn every form of non-
existence in a positive manner (p 9¢5). Thus they represent
a table as the “‘mutual non-existence’” of the chair (say), and
the piece of wood out of which 1t 1s made as its ‘prior non-
existence.” 12 They accordingly reject ‘‘non-apprehension,’” and
accept only the remaining five pramanas*® As a consequence,
they acknowledge but four out of the five categories admitted
by Kuminla They add four more categories, making a total
of eight ; but 1t 1s not necessary to refer to any of them, beyond
saying that the one-sided relation of samavdya, understood
very much as in the Nyaya-Vaidesika (p. 89), 1s one of them.
Its acceptance implies that the Prabhakaras regard substance
and attribute, and parts and whole, as quite different and do
not form an identity in difference (fadaimyae) as Kuminla
holds. Their view 1s consequently radical pluralism like that
of the Nyaya-Vaidesika.

We have so far dealt with valid knowledge. But as not all
knowledge is vahd, we should indicate how the Mimamsaka
explains error. But before doing so, it is desirable to state
briefly how Kumarila defines truth According to hum, knowledge,
to be valid, should not only correspond to the given object as
in the Nyaya-vaisesika (p. 97), but should also contain an
element of niovelty. That Is to say, it must be 1n the nature of

a discovery, and signify an addition to our knowledge—a
point to whose bearing on the teaching of the Veda we have
already referred more than once, The result of so defining truth
is to exclude from the category of pmma  all knowledge pointing
to what has been known before, including memory which
presupposes former experience. This ‘does not, however, mean
that such knowledge is not serviceable or that 1ts object is
false, but only that the doctrine attaches no particular epis-

temological sigmficance to it
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Kumanla’'s explanation of error is nearly the same as that
given in the chapter on the Nyiya-Vaidesika He admits that
m error, knowledge partly strays from reality and so far ms-
represents it _(anyatha-khyati). This admission that knowledge
may arise without a corresponding object, even when that
object is no more than a phase—a quality or relation—is,
however, not very satistactory from the realistic standpoint,
for it throws suspicion on the trustworthiness of kmowledge
as a whole One never knows in that case when 1t points to an
existent object, and when not. To avoid this unwelcome position,
Prabhikara devises a unique explanation of error which, what-
ever may be said of its ultimate value, saves knowledge from
such suspicion He substitutes for Kurnagla s positive view  of
€ITorT a negatlve one (p. 118). That is, he explamns error as one
of omission_(akhyati) and mggt,awe_af_mmmlssmn_(myah‘-
Fhyati). '

The position of the Prabhakara school 1s briefly as follows:
It maintains that knowledge never involves a_reference to
anything that is not actually given. One of the illustrations
given in explaiming this position, is a conch that is seen yellow
by a jaundiced person. For the sake of simplicity, we shall
make a shight alteration in it by supposing that the conch is
seen through a sheet of yellow glass mstead of by the jaundiced
eye, and that the fact of the existence of the glass is for some
reason or other lost sight of Here we have, according to this
view, the perception of the conch minus 1its true colour, viz.
white, and the sensation of the yellowness alone of the glass.
They are two acts of knowing, but they quickly succeed each
other, and we therefore mlss the fact that they are two. Each

error But we overlook at 1t first that they stand apart and it
is only this deficiency 1n our knowledge that 1s made good later
when we find out our mistakg. Thus thie discovery of the so-
called erfsr only means a further step in advancing knowledge.
It confirms the previous knowledge and does not cancel any
part of it as false, so that to talk of ‘‘rectification of error”
here 1s a misnomer In fact, there is no error at all in this view,
in 1ts usual sense of a single #nit of knowledge. In other words,
it holds tkat the mind mav_fail to apprehend one or more as-

14
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pects of what i s prescnted, but that it never mzsapprehends 1t
and that all errors are therefore errors of omission

A surM_YwS_gmmmmmgLugpe e mistaken
for a snake, or a piece of shell mistaken for silver, _only the the
two jnanas involved in it are not both perceptual One of them
1s the perception of the object presented, say shell, but as char-
acterized only by features which it has m common with silver;
and the other 1s the recollection of silver as a result of perceiving
such features, but the fact that it 1s recollection 1s lost sight
of at the time Hence there 1s a failure here also to notice that
there are two jAdnas—perception and memory, and 1t is this
deficiency 1 our knowledge which, as in the previous case,
is made good later.

There is no need, on this view, to verify any knowledge.
All knowledge 1s true in the sense )that no portion of what it
reveals is contradicted afterwards, and to question whether 1t
agrees with reality mn any particular instance 1s therefore to ques-
tion 1ts very nature But truth being commonly distinguished
from error, 1t 1s necessary to give some explanation of the distinc-
tion. The so-called error may be partial knowledge, but we cannot
characterize 1t as such, for human knowledge is always partial
1n one sense or another. So another explanation 1s given, and
it is mdirect. Though all knowledge alike 1s incomplete mmasmuch
as it fails to grasp the features of a given object in their entirety,
error is so from a specific standpomt, viz. a pragmatic one It
is relatively incomplete and 1ts relative incompleteness 1s deter-
mined by reference to an extrinsic standard, viz. the fruitfulness
of the activity prompted by it. In other words, that knowledge
is true which works; and that which does not, 1s erroneous.
Its success or failure 1s not regarded here as 1ts test merely as
in_the Nyaya-Vaidesika (p. 99), but as constituting 1ts truth
or error. Yet it should be noted that the explanation does not
make the doctrine the same as modern pragmatism for, unlike
it, it recognizes the absolute validity, epistemologically speakmg,
of knowledge so faf as it goes In fact, Prabhgkara's view
represents a position which is the very reverse of modern
pragmatism for it denies error, in the logical sense, completely.
The adoptien here of the pragmatic criterion is only for the
purpbse of accounting for the commonly accepted distinction
between truth and falsehood.
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This theory ments commendation for its simplicity as well
as for its complete consistency in explaimng the logical char-
acter of knowledge. But it is far from convincing. The indirect
manner, for mstance, in which it explamns the famuliar terms
“true” and ‘‘false” is hardly satisfactory. Further, a purely
negative explanation cannot account for error which, as a
judgement, presents the two elements 1n it as synthesized though
they may be actually unrelated There 1s only a single psychical
process, and the resulting knowledge includes a reference to
a positive element, viz. the relation between those elements
which 1s not given Error is therefore misapprehension, and
not mere lack of apprehension.

II
(1]

The most important point for us to consider on the practical
side of the teaching is the conception of dharma 1n the two
schools, Its importance becomes all the greater since, in the
absence of any recognition of God, the many changes con-
stantly taking place mn the world, if they are not to be explained
on a merely naturalistic basis or as entirely fortuitous, should
be accounted for solely by the operation of dharma and its
opposite adharma. As understood here, the term dkarma stands,
generally speaking, for Vedic rites or duties of a religious kind.!4
But 1t should be remembered that ethical conduct 1s not ex-
cluded, because moral punty 1s taken to be a necessary con-
dition for a fruitful practising of ritual. The Vedas, as we have
already stated (p. 37), will not cleanse the morally impure.
Thus dharma may be more than morality but is not less. Nor
should we think that these activities are nonssocial or pu?ely
individualistic for, though many of them may be primarily
intended fo secure some good here or hereafter to the agent,
they include others which, as pointed out in an earlier chap-
ter by citiyg the instance of the five daily sacrifices (ma-
hayajiias) (p. 39), stand for the practice of such important
virtues as hospitality to guests. But dharma is conceived to
yield its result mediately and not directly. The reason for this
is that ceremonial acts signified by this term, being obviously
transient, can have no direct causal connection with their result
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which does not accrue immediately. Hence it is assumed
the acts give rtise to some unseen effect or invisible pote
"(apurva) which lasts till the appropriate fruit is 1s reaped Simu
effects, but of an undesirable kind, are assumed also 1n the case
of adharma or prohibited acts like killing (pratisiddha-Karma)
These unseen effects, which mediate between good and bad
acts and their respective results of> pleasure and pain, are
supposed to abide m the self until they bear frut.
_The_two_thinkers agree 1 holding that 1t 1s the Veda, and
the Veda alone, which determines what dharma 15 The;__dlffer
However, from each other in _the view iew they take of its exact
nature; and the difference is of great consequence from the
ethical standpoint. Before explaining it, it 1s necessary to draw
attention to a distinction of importance mn the actions prescribed
in the Veda. Broadly speaking, there are two kinds of deeds
included under dharma as taught in the scriptures We have
’alﬁdidwelt al some length upon one of them (p. 38), viz. the
“general” and the “‘specific”’ as they are called, which are both

obligatory (nitya- karma). The other type of action, to which we

have made a passing referenge is the optional (kamya—karma)
which one may or may not do (p. 37) AccordméTJ Kumanla,
although it is the Veda that formp_lates what 1s dharma, it
appeals in commending it to man’s mnate desire for his own
good by pointing to some welcome tesult such, for instance, as
the attainment of heaven It means that the Veda cannot, and
goes not, generate desire. Its purpose 1s only to communicate
to man a knowledge, otherwise unattainable, of certain means
to certain ends; but it leaves the question of choosing those ends
‘entirely to him A lamp we hold in our hand when walking in
darkness, shows the character of the ground we have to traverse;
but it leaves thechoice of the path we pursue to ourselves The
promise of rewards, however, is restricted to the optional deeds,
_and no fruit'is specified in the Veda as regards the obligatory
ones. Even in the latter case, Kumarila assumes that a welcame,
though negative, result affecting the agent is imphiad, Viz. the
prevention of some future or the destruction of some past evil,
In other words, he is of opinion that no voluntary action is at all
conceivable without an appropriate motive 18

The Prabhikaras, on the other hand, contend that to appeal
toa desiral_)_lg result in order to make dharma acceatable is to
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divoree it from all that it stands for, and therefare affitm that
the Ideal of dkarma should be pursued for its own sake. The

IT Is entitled fo command action without commending i, it
Here we have the true imperative of obligation (niyoga); and
it 1s this “ought,” and not the c;r__e;q}_c_)mil act that is meant
by dharma. That is to say, dharma is an intrinsic value m this
school and not merely an instrumental one—a good in itself,
and not what leads to it as in the other. It is easy to understand
the application of this principle to obligatory duties for which
the Veda, as just stated, assigns no specific fruit. But the school
maintains the same standpoint even in the case of optional
deeds. The reference to the fruit, such as the attainment of
heaven, found in the Veda while prescribing them is explained
as intended merely to define the class or type of persoms to
whom the behest 1s addressed and not as implying any emphasis
on the result as such. Whatever good may result from such acts
is looked upon as a mere consequence of them, and not as a
motive to their performance. To express the same in terms of
modern ethics, 1t is not at all necessary in conceiving of the
right to separate it absolutely from the good. The two may well
be associated with or related to each other, and yet right may
be right in itself.1s

It is clear that, though there are points of difference, more
or less important, the conceptlon__qf_ dharma here resembles
that of the ‘‘categorical imperative’’ put forward by Kant m _
the West. In both alike, deeds are to be done from a sense of
duty and not from inclination. It is necessary to add that
Prabhakara’s teaching is not the same as that of the Gita, for
the Tatter commends the perfc;r_manoe of duty as a means to an
end (p. 55), though that end, viz. the purification of natural
impulses, 18 very different from yielding to selfish inclinations.

To judge from the character of its teaching as set forth above,
the ultimate ideal of life, according to the Mimarmsa, should
be to react heaven or achieve some equally desirable end in

thé coming life, which is other than moksa as taught in the
Upanishads. Such an ideal appears to have been advocated
in it for a long time. A comparatively late, but quite authori- '
tative, writer says in so many words that the Mimarhsa has
nothing to- do with moksa.l” The same 1s also implied in the
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subordinate position assigned to the Upanishads in some old
works on the Mimarhsd. This subordination is variously ex-
plained. For instance, the Upanishads, according to some Mimar-
sakas, speak of the self so much, not because it is of importance
Ey itself but because, being the agent in the doing of sacrificial
deeds, it is so intimately related to dharma. They accordingly
protest against placing self-knowledge above action, as the
Vedantins generally do But the intluence of the Upanishads
gradually asserted itself; and the old ideal ceased fo be con-
ceived as ultimate, and was replaced by that of moksa (p. 50).
1t is not possible to say when exactly this cha.nge came about;
but it is found not only in Kumérila, but also in the standard
works of the school of Prabhdkara Here we find a parallel to
the synthesis of ritualism with the Upanishadic view of libera-
tion, to which we alluded in dealing with the Kalpa Siitras
(p. 39). The probable conclusion t2 be drawn from it is that
there was ali along a Vedic school of thought which insisted on
the exclusive importance of rites or, to state i otherwise, the
ultimacy of the ideal of dharma, but that it was finally superseded
by the view of the supremacy of moksa.

The conception of moksa here much resembles the conception
of The same in the Nyaya-Vaidesika (p. 103) It is final escape
from all the ills of life. The only divergence between the two
schools, which may be noticed here, is that some among the
followers of Kumarila seem to have maintained that it was a
state not merely of absence of suffering but also of positive
bliss'®—a view which appears to be more in consonance with
the general spirit of his teaching. As regards the discipline,
however, there is an important difference from the Nyaya-
Vaisesika, since the emphasis here is on karma rather than
g#iana or self-knpwledge as there (p. 104). A consequence of it
is the rejection of sammydsa which occuples a very important
place in the other doctrines, not excluding the non-Vedic
schools. Briefly the discipline consists in giving up optional
and prohibited deeds, which are the direct caunse of future
births, and confining oneself to the doing of the' ob
ones, whose purpose is the removal of evil and whose neglect
will therefore mean its persistence in one form or another.
When thus the source of all future births is cut off, there results
automatically, at the end of the present life, the restoration
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to the self of its intrinsic condition, which is moksa. The ideal
signifies, so far as its achievement in this life is possible, the
leading of an unselfish life fully occupied with the performance
of social and religious duties as either directly taught or implied
in the Veda.
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Chapter Seven
VEDANTA: ABSOLUTISTIC

*

HE indefiniteness of the teaching of the Upanishads, to
which we drew attention in the first chapter (p 19), explamns
the necessity that arose for its systematization. Such an attempt
carr be traced already in the later Upanishads,! but 1t became
more and more deliberate afterwards. It is the result of the final
systematization of this teaching that is called “Vedanta ” The
tetm occurs m the Upanishads; but while it there means only
“the final portion of the Vedas,” ft has simce come to_signify
the settled conclusions of the Veda taken as a whole Accord-
ingly the Vedanta, in its later forms, stands for the teaching
not merely of the Upamshads, together with the earlier portions
of the Veda, but also of other parts of the sacred literature such
as the Bhagavadgitd and the Vignu Puring which are regarded
as reiterating and amplifying the Upanishadic doctrine. The
doctrine thus combines in one harmonious whole the resﬁ_'t'é
attained by all previous orthodox _thinkers, and is_therefore
lookeéd upon as the most perfect expression of Indian thought.
We have already stated (p. 19) that a synthesis of the teachings
on the practical side of the two main divisions of the Veda had
been effected by the close of the Vedic period. The present
synthesis, we should add, goes farther and includes their teaching
on the theoretical side also,
The systematization was, in all likelihood, effected in more
than one way; but the only attempt that has survived is

represented by the Shtra of Badarayana, or the Vedatta Sitra
+as it is commonly called. ﬁﬁgin four ﬁépte'rs, each divided
into §our %uarters (é@' as) or sections. In the current view
the Upanishads, the Bhagavadgita and this Sttra constitute

e triple basis ol the Vedanta It is greatly to be regretted
thaf the Sitra is not clear in its teaching In fact it is, in its

cryptic form, more ambiguous than the Upanishads or the
Gita; and this has led to several interpretations being put upon
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it. The consequence is that the divergences of view, originally
prevalent, have reasserted themselves and continued in more
or less the same form even after the composition of the Siitra.
But we must not conclude from this that the various schools
of Vedanta are altogether at variance with one another. So
far as their practical teaching is concerned, the agreement is
quite conspicuous. It is ngt so on the theoretical side, but even
there the different schools concur about several points such,
for instance, as the eternity of the self and the need for ac-
quiring right-knowledge (7#iana) for attaining moksa

Broadly the schools of Vedanta may be classed as either
absolutistc or theistic—the former representing BrahIErnTEe
“ultimate reality, as an impersonal principle and the latter as
a personal God Each of these, it should be added, includes
different™ypes of teaching. Ihe chief of them, taking both
kinds into consideration, ate three known as Advaita, Yi_éig_ﬁ-
dvaita and Dvaita, predominantly associated respectively
With the names of Samkara, Ramanuja and Madhva, We shall
confine our attention mainly to these three schools which are
all ving creeds to-day, and shall devote the present chapter
to the absolutistic interpretation of the Upanishads.

I

. The vagueness of Upanishadic teaching is particularly m
reference to the relation of Brahman to the individual soul
on_the one hand, and to the physical universe on the other
Though, as pointed out already (p. 1g), statements about ther
identity are many and prominent, those distingmshing them
are not altogether wanting The first problemeto solve for any
one attempting to systematize the teaching of thé Upanishads
is accordingly to harmonize these two séts of statements The
MMM%%@
classes of statements and hold that the soul and the world are
bofh identical with_and_differenf from Brahman, That was

[ i

the view, for instance, maintained by Bhartrprapafica (p 23)
who flourished before Samkara, and comimenfed like him on
the Vedanta Stra and the Upanishads Brahman, according

to hum. is one- but its umty is such as includes variety. Its
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vi [
conception 1s thus of a gthe-mggy. The 1\>7arietwy 1s due to the
‘mfinite number of selves that it comprehends as well as the
numerous distinctions of the physical universe. But the Va?ie@
is only implicit n if, and becomes explicit in the process of
creation (sysiz). Creation therefore means not the ornginafion
ol new things, but only the articulation of the™ distinctions
Eﬁgyis:{hs_is_’gw_ﬁ;ah_rpﬁn: In other words, this school
fesembles the Sankhya, except 1n so Tar as it regards the evolving
pririciple as being not the insentient Prakrti, but the sentient
and all-comprehensive Brahman (Brahina-parindma-vada). The
individual soul, when 1t wins_liberation, 15 not consequently
lost in Brahman. It continues to retain its individuality,
although that individuality must necessarily be very much

transformed then. e ans tt libevalic,

The means to liberation in this view is neither adherence

o moral and Teligiofs UNty alone ror acquisition ol Nght know-

ledge alone, but a combination of both. Lhe former helps the
cultivation of detachment by purging man of hs selfish impulses
(dsanga), and the latter leads to liberation by dispelling his
ignorance (auwdyd) regarding the ultimate oneness of reahty.
This—view -of a double discipline _f%r ~_attaining moksa exalts
karma to the rank of a direct means to salvation, and thus
makes it co-ordinate with philosophic knowledge This is the
doctrine, in its chuef form, of the combined pursuit of the good
and the true (jfigna-karma-samuccaya), as we may put it, for
achieving self-perfection Other schools of Vedinta also utilize
karma as a means to release, but they assign to it as we shall
See, 3 velatively subordinate place i tlie scheme of discipline.
We may consequently conclude that in their attitude towards
karma, Vedantic systems like that of Bhartrprapafica come
nearest to the Mimamsa (p 149).

Such a vidw results in a doctrine which, so far as 1ts theoret-
ical teachmg is concerned, is by no means unknown in the
history of human thought. Roughly speaking, it may be de-
scribed as Hegelian in its spizit; and it seems once to have
been largely prevalent in India. But the adveniof Sarhkara
thrust this view quite into the baqk_g_rgfu'nd,ugpd it could never
be resuscitated afterwards, although several attempts were
made to do so_by thinkers like Bhaskara (850 A.D.) and Yadava_
Prakada (1100 A.D.) Sarhkara’s objection to 1t is that, in its
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solution, viz. that Brahman and the j7vz or the.universe a
both- identical and different, the doctrine merely restates m a
new form the problem to be solved. It holds that creation méans
only the potential becoming the actual; but this distinction
between the potential and the actual is purely verbal, and does
not really solve the problem of causation. Thé view of this
school is, that sameness (abkeda) and difference (bheda), so far
from being incompatible, are intélligible only if taken together
(p. 131), while Sarhkara maintains that, being mutually contra-
dictory, they cannot be predicated of ong and the same thing
It makes the nature of the thing self-contradictory; and self-
contradiction, according to him, points to lalsity In_Other
words, if unity and diversity be each an abstraction taken
separately according to the one school, their combination also
is so according to the other. Reality is what transcends both
and, at the same time, exi)lains them. To cite an illustration
which is as old as the Upanishads: It is hike the sun which ex-
plains the phenuvmena of day and night, but at the same time
transcends them in that it knows no night, nor even day in
our sense of the term

Sariikara recognizes, g we stated in speaking about the
Upanishads (p. 23), that there are two streams of thought in
the Upamshads; but he thinks that one of them, viz. that
which affirms the reality of diversity, is only a concession to
empirical modes of thought. All diversity being thus only con-_
ditionally true, the only teaching of the Upanishads, according
to him, 1s that of unity. Since, however, there can be no unity
apart from variety, he dogs not describe his teaching as monism
but only as “non-dualism” (advasfa) Strictly speaking, it is
therefore wrong to say, as it is now too common to do, that
Samnkara teaches bare unity. If he did, his Absolute would be
“pure nothing.” But as Vacaspati says, he only denies the
" many but does not affirm the one,?

Great men, it has been stated, are of two classes. Some are
absorbed so intensely in the solution of theoretical problems
that their outer life becomes quite unimportant; but there are
others who enter fully into the practical struggles of the age
in which they live, and yet succeed in making a contribution
of permanent significance to the history of human culture
Of these two classes, Samkara belongs to the second He was a
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great reformer; and the direction which he gave to his genera-
tion in matters social and religious, continues to guide the
life and regulate the conduct of millions of people even now
after the lapse of many centuries He was, at the same time, a
great thinker also who, though not claiming to have done any-
thing more than elucidate what was already there in the
Vedas and Vedic tradition, was virtually the originator of a
new movement in philosophy
It is a great pity that the exact period when such a great

thinker lived and worked is not known Usually he is assigned
to about the close of the eighth and the beginning of the ninth
century (788-826, 4 p.), and the date may be taken as correct
within the limits of a hundred years In all lus works, he sub-
scribes himself as_a pupil of Govinda who himself, according
to tradition, was a pupil of Agggc_igpada Unlike Govinda,
mas left behind hum a Work, known as his Karikd,

probably the first systematic treatise on Advaita, as s under-
stood in the school of Samkara. It 1s described as a commentary
on the Mandikya Upanishad; but really 1t is much more, and
contains the basic pnnc1p1es of the doctrine as later expounded
by Samkara. Sarnkara is stated to hgve died at the age of 32.
The vastness of the work he did in this short period shows
that it is not length of life that explains the work a man does
so much as the depth of conviction by which he is actuated.
Many works, both in verse and prose, are ribed to him;
but it is almost certain that several of them were not written
by him All that we can definitely say is that most of the com-
mentaries ascribed to him, like those on the Vedanta~Siitra,
and on nearly all the classical Upanishads, are by lum. The
Ulgadﬁa-szihasﬁ, which is an independent exposition of “The
advaitic do«ptrme and probably a few  other works of the
same, type are also his. ZOJLQ\/”J COWLBNONn <f S el

‘A{ shown by his criticism of Bha.rtrprapanca, Sarnkara,
regards all diversity as being an dlusion Butiti
nnportan o grasp correctly th® sxgmﬁcance of so describing it.

Sarnkara’s concegtlon of the real (saf) is that of éfernal being,
and Brahman is the sole reality of that type. Similarly, his
“conception of the unreal (asaf) is that of absolute nothing. The
world, in all its va,_r;ety_, 15 neither of the one type nor.of the
other _It 15 not real in this sense, for it is anything but eternal.
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Nor is it unreal in the sense defined, for it clearly__ap@ to
us a§To non-entity canSj:] obody, as it i$ stated in advaitic s works,
has ever seen or is ever going to see a hare’s horn or a barren
womman's son, [hey are totally non-existent. Further it possesses,
unlike non-entity, practical efficiency or has value, “bein
serviceable in Life. This is the reason why the world is described
in Advaitz as other than the real and the Tnreal (sadaSaduil-
aksand) or as an illusory Sppearance. 1he serpent that appears
where there is only a rope is neither existent nor, non-existent.
It is psychologically given (prasiddha), but cannot be Togically
gstablished (s:ddha). In other words, the things of the world,
though not ultimately real, are yet of a_certain order of reality,
They_ “are appearances, in the sense that they depend for
their being upon some higher reality. The ‘‘serpent,” Tor
eéxample, points to the existence of the rope; and the deper-
dence T5 ome-sided; for witle the disappearance of the rope
necessarily means the disappearance of the serpent, the re-
verse does nothold good. All admit that the name (ndma)
with  which we label a thing is convenfional;” the “‘what”
(rispa) of it also is the same according to Sarhkara (p. 24).
The only true reahty is.that which underlies this conyentjonal
;'Jarticulan’cy of common things, -
N\I)WVhi.leﬁtfﬁs is the general conception of the physical world
in Advaita, that of the individual self is very different. Before
explaining this difference, it is necessary to draw attention to an
important distinction between two types of illusion in common
experience. A person may fancy that he sees a serpent at a
distance, while closer scrutiny reveals to him that it is only a
rope. The latter or correcting knowledge, like practically all
knowledge of the kind, affirms the existence of something; but
it contradicts the object as which (i.e., serpent) that something
appeared before. Hé says to himself or feels when he discovers
his error- “It is a rope, not a serpent.” Again a person looking
at a white conch through a sheet of yellow glass, of whose
existence he is not aware, takes it to be yellow (p. 744). But a
.suitable chdrge in his standpoint will disclose to him that the
yellowness belongs to the glass and not to the conch. Here
also, as in the previous case, the later knowledge affirms the
existence of some reality; unlike it, however, it does not deny
the object as which it appeared, viz the conch, but only an
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aspect of 1t—its yellowness. He still sees it as 2 conch, but enly
adds that it is white and not vellow. The illesion in the first
case consists in mistaking a given object for another thit & noft
given; in the second, it consists merely in attributing to an

object which is given, a feature that does not really “belong to

it, though it also is presented at - the time. But for the inter-
position of the sheet of glass (upddhi) to which the yellow
actually belongs, there would be no illusion at all in the lattex
case.?

Now these types of illusion serve to illustrate the difference
in the manner in which, according to Sami\ara one and the
same Brahman comes to appear both as the world and as the
individual self (jiva). It gives rise to the illusion of the world,
as the rope does to that of a serpent in our first example.
The ultimate truth, as realised by a jivewmukia, denies the
world while affirming the underlying reality of Brahman which
is given in all presentations as positive being (sat) and with
which we may therefore be said to be constantly, though not
conscmusly, in touch. The individual self, on the other hand,
is not illusory in this sense se It 15 Brahman itself appearing
fhrough media or limiting adjuncts (wpadhi) like the internal
organ (anfah-karana) which, we may state by the way, are all

elements pertaining to the physical world and, as such, are
illusory. Or, to state the same otherwise, the individual self
when seen sub spcw_zu@gmim;s_&amnan_self \When this
fact is realized in one’s own experience, what is demied 15 nol
the jiva as a spiritual entity, but only certain aspects of it,
such as Its finitude and its separateness from other selves. Its
cénception may thereby become protouﬁﬂ‘i‘ﬁi—nm but
«,the 1mport;:zx oint is that it is not negated (badhita) in the
"same way ifi which the physical world is It 1s, on the other
"hand; reaffirmed, though only as Brahman. We cannot there-
fore say that the individual self is false (muthyd), as we may
that the world is false. We can only say that it is not truly
the agent, the enjoyer, efc. =
THis difference in the explanation has a vital bearing on
the Advaita doctrine, and Sarmkara consequently lays particu-
lar emphasis on it. It brings out clearly what is meant by
the identity of the jiva and Brahman which 1§ of fundamental

importance to the doctrine. The yva is not fals;_or illusory
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as the world 15, for, 1f 1t were, there would be none to be saved
and the whole teaching of the Upanishads would then-be
nulhfied. Salvation imphes survival. The liberated j7ve 1s not
thus lost in Brahman. But, at the same time, it should be
remembered that it would not be quite correct to say that
1t is preserved, for it 1s only as Brahman that it continues
to be, losing 1ts lunitatiens which are all false. These limi-
tations, which are really of its empirical adjuncts, appear trans-
ferred to it as, in our second example of illusions, the yellow-
ness of the glass appears transferred to the conch We may
thus take the ego as an appearance of Brahman in the second
degree, and not in the first as the physical we.ld is. The notion
of the ego is accordingly that of a complex (v:$is{a), and points
not only to an element which is identical with Brahman but
also to imuting adjuncts Iike the internal organ.
r We now know the advaitic world-view in general. Brahman
15 the sole reality, and it appears both as the objective universe
and as the individual subject. The former 1s an illusory mani-
festation of Brahman, while the latter 1s Brahman itself
appearing under the limitations which form part of that il-
lusory universe. There are certain important concepts of
Advaita, whose nature we should next consider, but before
doing so, it is desirable’ to refer briefly to the explanation
given 1n 1t of causation

So far, we have come across two views of 1t, viz. the theories
of creatfon (p. 87) and of evolution or transformation (p. 100}
advocated respectively im the Nyaya-Vaifesika and the
Sankhya-Yoga. The advaitic view, as may be expected, i
that the conception is wholly empirical and is without any
ultimate sigmficance. It will be better in explaining this position
to begin by pointing out that of these two yiews bf causation,
the advaitin prefers the latter. That is, he is totally averse
to admitting that anything can come into being anew. If the
pot were once non-existent, and therefore altogether unrelated
to the lump of clay from which it is made, it might as well be
produced out of anything; and there would then be no need
to seek for particular material causes, as we actually find it
necessary to do, to produce particular effects. Hence the
material cause and effect cannot be two separate things, but
should form an identity in d1ﬁg1313e. This view, however, is
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only provisionally correct, according to Advaita, that is, so
lorlg as we restrict our attention to the empirical sphere.4
Finally, however, Brahman 1s the source of all, and netther
the pot nor its material cause, which as parts of the empirical
world are false, can be 1 actual relation with 1t. The relation
between the lump of clay and the pot, which are equally ap-
pearances, may be actual, but that bgtween Brahman and the
pot or the clay should necessarily be false The causal relation
holds between one phenomenon or appearance and another, but
not between phenomena and reality. This is thé meaning of
saylng that, according to Advaita, the conception of causation
is empirical and {as no ultimate significance. Belief in it, no
doubt, forms an important implication of all practical ife, but
it is not logically defensible. It may appear that, while the
notion of effect may be illusory, the notion of cause is real so
far at least as Brahman, the ultimdte source of everything, is
concerned. Strictly, however, this way of putting 1t also is
wrong, since the concept of cause is relative ‘and cannot be
retained when the concept of effect has been set aside. In this
view then, Brahman, though 1t is the ground of the entire realm
of causes and effects, transcends that realm; and the principle

of causation does not accordingl ,_ap_p_l to if.

“The above view of causation is known as wwarta-vida or
“the doctrine of false transformation or of apparent change.”
The pot, in our example, is only an appearance or change,
as it were, of 1ts ultimate source, viz. Brahman, as the illusory
serpent is of the rope. It is desirable to distingmish further
between actual and apparent change. Actual change (parinama)
signifies that when a particular thing is destroyed, it does
rmfdisrgpp__:?mnjmly‘ﬁ rope when pulled to pieces remains as

res. A pot,’ when broken, exists as potsherds In apparent
transformatlon (vivarta), on the other hand. Lhe 1sapggarance
is_complete; When the illusion of “‘serpent” is overcome,
there will be nothing of ot left, It remains only to add that the
jva is not an effect in either of these senses. It is pot a real
transformation, nor even an 111usory appearance of Brahman,
so that no principle of causation is at all.involved there. If
we yet speak of the individual self as born, we only mean that
its adjuncts like the physical body come into being and not
the spiritual element in it. Hence the jiva is described as
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beginningless (andds). It is, as already indicated, Bra.hman
appearing in an empirical dress

To take up now the consideration of the important concepts
of Advaita. They are four in number—one being a concept of

nature, as we may term it; gnd the remaining three, concepts
ol spirit

Il

(1) Maya—We have stated that the external world is unreal,
but 1t 1s not therefore to be taken as chaotic. From the emplncal
standpoint, 1t is a cosmos; and SarhKara speaks of 1t in more
than one place as exhibiting spatial, temporal and causal
order.’ Thaf it is incessantly undergomng rdange is obvious,
The change, however, is not total, and involves a persistent
element., These two_circumstances suggest that 1t is a unity
in diversity. And, if it be so, it admits of being thought of in
two stages—one in which the diversity is latent and the other
m which it is manifest. Utilizing the termmmnology of the
Sankhya-Yoga, we may designate the former phase of it, in,
which_the element of umity is promment but not that of
diversity, as Prakrti The latter phase, in which that element
is obscured by diversity, is what we all know to be the every-
day world. But this physical world does not exhaust the
universe. There 1s a spiritual element also in it which is the
self or atman, So far, the explanation is similar to thal given
in the Sankhya—Yoga (p. 114) At this point, however, a
divergence appears between the two doctrines; and it is in
regard to the relation between spirit and matter, constituting
the universe as known to us. We shall now explain the exact
nature and consequences of this divergence.

The Sankhya-Yoga, it will be recalled, fails to explain this
relation satisfactorily (p. 116). The Advaita’ definitely denies
that there can be any relation at all between two such dis-
parate entities as spirit and matter. But at the same tlme,
it cannot be forgotten that our investigation of experis c%
leads us to the conclusion that they are not only fogether bl
are often identified with-each other as implied, for example,
when a person says ‘‘I am walking.”” Here the act of walking
is obviously a feature characterizing the physical body; and
yet it is predicated of the person’s self which 1s spiritual The
only explanation conceivable 1s that their association must
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be a mere appearance or, in other words, that the relation
between them is ultimately false Sg_n"lmiimatsgitmsm
in Tus celebrated preamble to the commentary on the Vedanta
Stitra, which is very brief and is written 1n what may nay be de-
scribed as his “shorthand style.”” ““The self or the I-element’,””
he says there, ‘‘is so opposed to the not-self or_the * ‘Thou-
element’ that they can never be “predicated. of each other ”’
A necessary corollary to this conclasion 1s that one of the
relata 1s unreal. Both, of course, cannot be regarded as unreal,
for in that case, since all the three elements—the two relata
and the relation—become false, and since the 1dea of falsehood
necessarily points to a standard of truth, we shall have to
postulate anothdy reality from the viewpoint of which we
declare them to be false (p. 81). The advaitin therefore takes
for_gran se, The other alter—
native would result in materialism, whose untenability we have
already seen (p. 59).

This is the reasoning by which. the Advaita-arrives—at-the
result, already mentioned, that the physical world is only an
appearance; and in this consists its fundamental difference

from the Sankhya-Yoga It_follows that its causalihase
viz. Prakrti also is_ false or, m advaltlc terminolo “‘other

than real and unreal” (sadasadvilaksana). It 1s called Maya
in_this doctrine; but the term Prakrti may be applied to 1t,
so long as we do not forget that 1t 1s here neither real nor
independent of spirit as in the Sankhya-Yoga. That is to say,
if Maya explains the world, we have to seek for the explana-
tion of Maya itself beyond it. It may be unique in that it is
neither real nor unreal, but if is not ulfimate, and that éntity
which explains it is spirit. We find 1t sometimes stated in modern
works @n Adva,l;ca that the principle of Maya is inexplicable,
and that the doctrine therefore confesses its inability to ex-
plain the nature of the world. But it should be clear from the
above that it is not ‘‘inexplicable” in this sense, but that 1t
is only n%lf-explanatory. We may add, before leaving this

topic, th e evolutes of Maya here - less the same
as+thosé of*Prakrti in the Sankhya-Yoga.®

(2) Brahman—We began by representing Prakrti as the
source of the physical universe, and have arrived at the con-
clusion that that source, being unreal, necessarily implies a
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ground, viz spint. This spirit, which 1s the ultimate basis
of everything, 1s what Brahman or the advaitic Absolute
signifies Whatever reality the world manifests is derived from
it Hence i negating the world, we are only denymg its exis
“tence apart from or independently of Brahman. To state the
same 1n alternative phrase, the world is not a part or phase

of Brahman but an appearance of it We may accordingly
say that the world is armr aciual change of Maya or that 1t is
a change, as 1£ were, of Brahman. The point of this distinction
is that while Maya 1s conceived as really undergomg change
in the process of mamfestmg the world, Brahman i the same
process 1s concelved as remaining changeless. We may, for this
reason, look upon Brahman also as the caus? of the universe,
though only in the sense in which a rope is the cause of the
serpent 1n our example of llusory experience. Just as there

world or Maya without spirit. In fact, spmt 1s the only reality,
all else bemng erther Maya or its transformations Although
thie umiverse cannot be explamed without 1t, Brahman
itself 1s devoid of unity as well as diversity, which are the
characteristic_features of the emg_mcal world It transcends
ell empirical attributes as taught in the “famous Upamshadlc
formula “Not this, not this” (nels_nets). Hence 1t is regarded
as devowd of Lh‘aes or featureless (mirguna).

Here naturally arises the question whether such an entity
is nqt a sheer abstraction. Sarhkara recognizes the force of
this objection It 1s, indeed, the very objection he seems tc
have raised against a certain other monistic view (suttddvaita)'
of Upanishadic teaching which was 1n vogue in his time, viz
that Brahman 1s umiversal Bemng Sarnkara’s monism differs
from 1t in that it views the ultimate reality not s _objective
"but as identical af bofforn with the mdrvidual Self (atmadvmta)
;This alfered conceptlon secures the maximum certalnty t¢
tHfre“thy of -i_,-_ an, for nothing can poss1b1v carry greate

itk tan one’s belief in the existence of onesel.

man,” 1t has been said, “may doubt of many
thmgs of anvtthlse, but he can never doubt of his own
being,” for that very act of doubting would affirm its existence.?
It is thus eventually through something in ourselves that
according to Sarmkara, we are able to jutge of teality and un-
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reality. Such a view does not mean that the self is known
ta us completely. Far from it. But, at the same time, it does
not remain wholly unknown, being our own self-—a fact which
distinguishes the advaitic ultimate from not only the universal
Being referred to above, but also (to mention a Western
parallel) the thing-in-itself of Kant. We should also remember
in this connection that what i1s meant by speaking of Brahman
as featureless 1s that it transcends The distinction between
Substance and attribute, and not that 1t 1s a substance bereft
of attributes. T ’

(3) Saguna-brahman: We thus see that Brahman and Maya
may each be regresented as the cause of the universe, though
in different senses If noWw we choose to look upon them as
together constituting the source of the world, their blend or
combination becomes what 1s known as the qualified (saguna)
Brahman, comprehending all the diversity of experience,
including the experiencing selves- In this sense, Brahman may,
like Maya, be conceived i two stages—as sause and effect.
In the former, diversity 1s latent, while in the latter it is
manifest. But, mingled as Brahman thus becomes with the
falsity of Maya, it perforce descends to the phenomenal level,
and is consequently designated the lower (apara) Brahman
to distingush 1t from the higher (para) It then forms the cos-
mic parallel of the mndividual self or the ego Each 1s Brahman
itself with an unreal adjunct, only the adjunct is all-compre-
hensive in one case, while it is fimte in the other. The finite
adjunct of the individual self is sometimes designated as
avidyd to contrast it with the cosmic Maya of the qualified
Brahman. In this view, Maya is the whole of which the many
avidyds, associated with the individual selves, are parts or
phases. Just as,the whole tniverse 1s the effect of Maya, the
portions of the universe which constitute the accompaniments
of an individual self, like the physical body and the internal
organ, are regarded as derived from the awvidya of that par-
ticular selfy Whatever distinction there appears to be between
the ego and the qualified Brahman or between wne ego and
another, is entirely due to these differing adjuncts. In them-
selves, the egos are not distinct from one another or from the
qualified Brahman This identity of denotation of the two
terms (p 21), J/va and the qualified Brahman, while their
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connotations are different, is the advaitic interpretation of
“That thou art’’ (1 at fvam asi). It does not mean, as it 1s so
offeén represented to do, that man and the qualified Brahman
or God (to use a term which we shall soon explain) are as
such one Such an attitude is as blasphemous, according to
Advaita, as it is according to any religion or purely theistic
doctrine -

The qualified Brahman, if personified, becomes the God
or 1évara of Advaita. Like it, God also may be represented as
the cosmic parallel to the finite individual self, the distinction
between them being entirely one of adjuncts. The consequence
of this distinction is that God remains untoyched by any of
the evil consequences of association with 4 finite adjunct,
such as narrow love and hate. It is attachment which implies
preferences and exclusions, but God, being equally attached
to all, is really detached. There is a Sanskrit verse which says
““One should give up attgchmentTut if that be not possible,
ofie ight cultivate it, but it should be equal attachment for
all.”® In the language of popular religion, God 1s represented
as the creator of the umiverse, and Maya as the power ($aktr)
that helps him in creating it. In this form, he becomes the
mateérial as well as the efficient cause of the universe (p. 30),
and is sometimes spoken of as the great Magician who brings
forth out of himself the whole spectacle of the universe. The
point of the comparison with a magician is that he is in no
way deluded by that spectacle as others are, for there 1s in
his case a never-falling realization of its actual character;
and this is the reason why, as we stated above, evil does not
touch him. What, however, 1s really ultimate, we must not
forget, is the Absolute, and neither the qualified Brahman nor
God. These conceptions are like stepping-stones to the weaker
among the disciples in rising to a true conception of the ultimate
reality.10

(4) Jiva: We have already spoken of the jiva or the ego in
its relation to Bra.pman and the world, and there is not much
to say abour it now. Like the quahﬁed Braltiman or God, the
ego also 1s complex in 1ts character, being a blend of the self
and the not-self. The latter element is avidya, which corres-
ponds to Maya in the case of the qualified Brahman It 1s, as
wé might put it, the individual’s share of Maya or Maya in
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miniature. But this description applies literally bnly to the
state of deep or dreamless sleep. In the state of dream, the
giva is associated not with awmdya as such, but chieﬁy with 1ts
off-shoot of the internal organ (antah-karana); and, in the state
of waking, with the physical body also which is likewise de-
rived from avidyd. Though both the 77va and God are alike
complex in character, there 1s, as we have seen, a vast difference
between them. The two elements in it are wrongly identified
with each other implicitly, if not explicitly, in the one case,
while they are not in the other. From this wrong identification
arise all the confusions and troubles of life It is in this complex
form that the S¥lf functions as a subject, so that the illusion or
false identity of the self and the not-self is prior to all forms of
experience Indeed, it is a necessary precondition of 1t. It 1s this
complex entity again, which presupposes avidyd or ignorance,
that transmigrates—a fact which ifnplies that liberation, which
depends upon the overcoming of ignorance, 1s transcending
the notion of the ego. Thus, paradoxical, as i® may seem, man,
truly to be himself, must get beyond himself

The above explanation will enable us to understand the
advaitic conception of the saksin or ‘‘witness,” which much
resembles that of Purusa in the Sankhya-Yoga (p. x15). It is
the s7va viewed in its {ru#e character—not as one with or even
as related to any of its adjuncts, but as aloof from all of them.
It is thus pure consciousness, the ‘‘seeing light,” and is vir-
tually the same as Brahrhan We may describe it as the trans-
cendental ego to distinguish it from the jive or the empirical
ego. When we say that it is consciousness, the s@ksin should
not be confounded with knowledge as it is famuliar to us. The
latter (vrtti—jfiand), being a state of the j7va or subject, neces-
arily appears uader the limitation of the fitful internal organ
and therefore changes with it, but the former, being con-
sciousness in itself (svarﬁpa-jﬁdna) never does, for all change
as understood here is for consciousness and not » conscious-
ness. (When therefore we speak of knowledge as arising or
dlsapr*eanng, we'éan only the changes in the iffiternal organ
which!is wrongly identified with the witness The witness is
thus the 1mphcat10n of empirical thought. It 1s involved in all
such thought, but is not identical with 1t. Its existence is
deduced from the prmnciple that what knows must be other
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than what is known—a principle which shows that self-con-
sciousness, as explained by thinkers like Kumarila (p. 133),
is a confradiction in terms. Nothing, 1t is said, can be the
subject as well as the object of one and the same action. The
eye can see other things, but JL(L 1tse1f The finger’s end can

Sy e

fiwa which includes non~sp_1£‘ggz_LLor knowable e the
bbﬁﬁnd the internal organ. In reality, it is not the *'I” but
the “‘me” that \L*e__l_mow The true self cannot be known; but
it does not therefore remain unrealized, for it 1s self-reveahng
In fact, it can pever be wholly suppressed. ot

The advaitin accepts the theory of repreSggLatLpercegtlon
and his explanation of the process of perceiving is much like
that given in the Sankhya—Yoga (p 120). He also, like the
other Vedintins, believes ‘in_the self—val1d1ty of knowledge
following the lead of the Mimarnsakas; but in his view of
error, he entirely differs from the doctrmes we have so far
considered. He accepts an objective factor or counterpart 351
all knowledge completely cqrresponding to1ts content, and error
is no exception to this rule. That is to say, all knowledge as
such pomts to an object beyond it. But the object of illusior,
he holds, is of a different status from that of vahd knowledge,
for 1t is sublated afterwards unlike the latter The illusory
serpent 1s sooner or later discovered to be merely a rope; but
empirical objects like tables and chairs or mountains and
rivers are not sublated in the same way Ordinarily speaking,
they exist prior to their being known, and continue to do so
afterwards. An illusory object, on the other hand, endures
only as long as its knowledge lasts, It comes into being along
with 1ts knowledge, and disappears along witlk it. The two are
thus coterminous. But though illusory objects cannot be
accepted as real because of such sublation, they are not unreal,
for they clearly appear to us to be out there; and the totally
non-existent canmnot 0bv10usly‘ make itself known That is,
they cannot™be viewéd as either real or unteal (sadasadvila-
ksana) Hence the advaitic theory of error is described as

“‘the a mgprehensmn of the inexpressible’”’ (anirvacaniya-khyati)-
where the word ‘‘ine expressible” stands for what cannot be

éxpressed in terms of being or non-belng
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There are thus two orders or being, of which we may take
the real serpent and the false as examples If to this we add
what forms the common ground of them both, viz_Brahman,
we_have the three orders of reality usuall “mentioned in
advaltlc works Of them, Brahman 1s real i the only true
sense of the term (paramarthzka) Objects like the rope are
empirically so (vydvahdrika) becaus:, although by no means
permanent, they endure in some form (say, as fibre if not
asrope) so long as we view them from the standpoint of common
experience The being of the serpent, seen where there 1s only a
rope, is described as illusory (pratibhasikd); and its distin-
guishing mark ‘}R that it vamshes entirely, when the illusion
1s dispelled The “distinction between the latter two kinds of
reality may be explained in a different way also The illusory
object 1s given only 1n indlviduabl experience. When one is
mistaking a rope for a serpent, others may be seeing it as a
rope Hence such objects may be described as ‘“‘private ”’
The empirical object, on the other hand, is “‘Bublic”’ inasmuch
as its existence, speaking 1n the main, 1s vouched for by others
also. The description of the illusory object as ‘‘private’” does
not mean that 1t is subjective as in the Yogicira doctrine
(p. 166) for, as we have just stated, it 1s other than knowledge.

From this view of error, we can find out_the advaitin’s
conceptlon of truth, According to the descnptlon just given,
knowledge 1s true when no part of its content has to be dis-
carded as false or, in other words, when 1t is not contradicted
by the rest of our experience, but harmonizes with it. This
signifies that 1t is non—contradlcgon or_coherence w1th other

reality. The rejection of the correspondence hypothes1s does
not mean the d¥nial of the view that knowledge points to an
object outside corresponding to it. It only means that since
all knowledge, as pomnted out above, equally satisfies the con-
dition of agreement with an objective counterpart, corre-
spondﬁnce canngt he regarded as a dlStlIlgulShlIlg mark of
truth# But coherence, while it may ofdinarnly serve as the
mark of truth, cannot finally be regarded as sufficient, since
there may be more than one set of such truth The world of
science, for instance, forms one truth-system; and the world
of art, say, that of Shakespeare’s Othello or of Scott’s Ivanhoe,
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is another. They are relative, and what is true in one of them
may not be true in another. The ultimate truth should m-
clude all such truths, and explain them either directly (e g,
in the case of the world of science) or, at least, indirectly by
serving as their eventual basis (e.g., in the case of the world of
art) as the rope explains the false serpent. It should therefore
satisfy not only the criferion of coherence, but should also
be comprehensive. That truth is the unity of all existence.
“All_this, verily, is Brahman.” (Sarvam khalvidam Brakma.)

But 1t should be added that this is only to express the nature
of ultimate truth from the empirical standpoint, for the notion
of coherence imphes the reahty of d1ver51ty, while, according
to Advaita, all variety is finally false Ffom the ultimate

standpoint, the truth must thus be the ground of which the
whole of this diversity is an appearance, viz Brahman At
this point, the distinction bétween truth and reality disappears
like all other distinctions; and it may be viewed as erther,
according as wethoose. In the terminology of the Upamshads
(p 22), it 15 being (safva) and, at the same time, knowledge
(sfigna) The difference in name is due to the difference in our
approach to it. In itself, the Absolute transcends beng as
well as knowledge, as famibar to us, while explaining them
both The unity of all existence, postulated above as the high-
est of empirical truths, thus reduces itself in the end to the
sole reality of spirit—a result which is the same as the teaching
of “That thou art” and ‘‘All this, indeed, is Brahman.”’ The
only difference between them is that while the approach to
the absolute reality 1s from the objective side in the one case,
it 1s from the subjective in the other. Though truth in the
ultimate sense cannot therefore be coherence, 1t may be char-
acterized as non-contradiction (abadhita) since<it is impossible
to disaffirm or deny spirit, such denial itself being thought or
a revelation of spirit.

The advaitin beheves in all the six pramadnas which we
have so far mentxoned and, sifice his view of them is almost.
the same as'that of Kumanla no further reference to it is
necessary. There is, however, an important difference between
the two in regard to their atfitude towarﬂs’thﬁed& which, as
we know, is a variety of verbal testimony, and 1t will suffice to
refer to it here. It concerns the grounds on which the validity
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of the Veda is upheld. The advaitin, unlike the Mimarmsaka,
holds that the Veda has had an author, viz_God; but it is not
His Work in The accepted sense of that word, Like everything
else, the Veda also disappears at the end of a cycle; and Ged
repeats 1t at the beginning of the next cycle, just as it was
before, so that i1t may be regarded as eternal in the sense in
which a beginningless series of like _things 1s. It is therefore
really independent of God (apamuseya) i so far as its sub-
stance as well as its verbal form is concerned, although its
propagation at the beginming of each cycle is due to him
It thus secures self-validity for the Veda, without subscribing
to the palpably unconvincing theory of the Mimarnsa that
it is self-existent-and eternal. We may add that, jn this vie#
the advaitin differs from the Nyava also, for the latter ascribles
the authorship of the Veda to God in the ordinary sense of
the term. This advaitic view of tie Veda, which stands fhid-
way between the Nyaya and the Mimamsa views of it 1s, we
may note, common to all the schools of Vedaata.

II

The goal of human life, according to Advaita, can be directly
deduced from its explanation of the character of the individual
self. The individual self is Brahman itself, and 1ts supposed
distinction from 1t is entirely due to the illusory adjuncts
with which it identifies 1tself, Man’s ultimate aim in hfe should
accordingly be to know and realize this truth, Since the various
accompaniments of the self are all false and the i1dentification
of the self with them is erroneous, the means of getting rid
of them 1s right knowledge. As in the other doctrines, the
achievement of the goal here also means bringing about a
change; only the change is, in the present doctrine, concerved
to be, not in the realm of bemng but in that of thought.1! That
is to say, man has to alter 4otally his standpoint towards,
himself and the world in order to become free. Pinal freedom
does not therefore mean any actual change in the nature of
the self. To give a familiar illustration: In a lunar eclipse, the
moon is actually obscured by the shadow of the earth; and
1t remains eclipsed until this obscuration is removed bv a

16g




The Essentials of Indian Philosophy

change in the relative position of the heavenly bodies con-
cerned, and the sun’s light agamn fully falls op it. Here the
change is real In a solar eclipse, on the other hand, nothing
at all happens to the luminary; and it continues to be, during
the eclipse, as it was before It is only the position of the ob-
server with reference to the sun and the moon that gives rise
to the wrong notion of the eclipse. When there is an appro-
priate shifting of that position, the eclipse perforce ceases to
appear Similarly 1n the present case also, the identity of the
self with Brahman 1s not to be newly attained, it 1s already—
there and has only 10 _bé Tealized in_one’s OWI exXperlence
mx'i?aoes not mean that there is no need, accordmg to Advaita,
for undergomng any practical discipline to réalize it; but it is
a point to which we shall immediately return.

In common with the other systems, the discipline here also

-
Ec_m_Slfﬁ_SL)Lﬂ&mﬁS:the_ﬁzsLlneaniﬁuﬂnmbng_dejicg-
_ment (varrdgya) and the second, for acquiring knowledge (y7dna)
of the ultimate reality and transforming that knowledge info
direct experience. The former part of the discipline signifies
adherence to duty in the manner taught i the Gita (p s54),
that 1s, with no desire for its worldly fruit but with a view to
perfecting character (Rarma-yoga). This prelimmary stage of
training 1s as essential to the achievement of the goal in the
doctrine as m any other No doubt we have stated that
the attamment of the goal here implies only a change of
standpoint, and not any actual change in the nature of the
self Yet 1t 1s wrong to think that the Advaita therefore com-
mends or countenances idle quietism. Our common dualistic
convictions about life and the consequent egoistic tendencies
in us are so firm-rooted that no genuine effort to knpw the
ultimate truth of oneness is possible until théy are radically
transformed, and such transformation can be effected only
by long and continued performance of duty in a spirit of
absolute disinterestedness. A mere intellectual apprehension
-of the advaitic truth is of no avail in this regird. Only while
ethical activity is-conceived in some ‘other doctrines as con-
tributing directly to final freedem, hefe it is taken to do so in-
directly By helping to purify the affections, 1t enables man to
rise above hus common egoistic attitude and fits him to pursue
seriously the ultimate truth. To state the same in traditional
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termlnology. karma is not here conceived as the cause of moksa
or even of 77iana which 1s its means, but of a true désire toknow
(vwzdﬁsa) Morality i 1s accordmgly described here as a remote
or mediating cause (amdupakamkg) of moksa The purpose
for which' the doctrine commends eithical activity may thus
be different from what it is in other doctrines and it may also
recognize, as we shall presently see, a stage mn the spiritual
advancement of man when duty as such ceases to have any
significance. But there is no questlon about the necessity for
whole-hearted adherence to it in the earlier stages of life’s
disciphne. ‘“Though knowledge alone can in the end lead to
moksa,” Max Muller says, ‘‘virtue 1s certainly presupposed.”

Success 1 this part of the training is indicated by_the
appearance 1n the disciple of the fo_llg@g__tza_l@ 1VJ11C_1’1 are
described as ‘‘the fourfold aid”’ (sadhana—catusmyal to the study
of Vedanta. They are (1) _ability to discrimmate between
the transient and the eternial, (2) absence of desire for securing
pleasure or avoiding pain heré or elsewherey (3) attainment
of calmness, temperance, the spirit of renunciation, fortitude,
power of concentration of mind, faith or the “will to believe”
and (4}, desire for true freedom In one word, this part of the dis-
ciplme qualifies for_samianyasa. As to_whether one should
ﬁ?mially become an ascetic before entering on the next stage
oﬁhe discipline (77ana-yoga), there is a difference of opinion
among the advaitins, and some hold that it 1s not absolutely
necessary to do so 12 The above aids are mostly negative, but
we must remember that their final aim of self-realization is
quite positive The narrow self is suppressed, but only to win
the wider one

The second part of the discipline is threefold as set forth
(p. "6) in ourvtreatment of the Upamishads—formal study
(Sravana), reflection (manana) and meditation (dhydna). It
will suffice here to refer to only such important points con-
cerning them as have not already been mentioned:

_ (1) Formal study ($avana): This_signifies learping from
a_proper preceptar (guru) that she ultimate teaching of Advaita
is the sole reality of Brahman. The unity taught here, no doubt,

includes both man and nature, but as the first and foremost
interest of man is man himself and not nature, the truth as
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embodied in ‘“That thou art,” or the fundamental identity
of the individual and the absolute, is given prominence in
the teaching. The disciple has accordingly to concentrate his
attention on this aspect of the doctrine, and look upon the
other, relating to nature, as more or less secondary.

——3{2) Reflection (manana)- As a result of the above teaching,
the disciple comes to ﬁknow the unity of the individual and
the ultimate reality. But this knowledge, being only com-
municated by another, cannot be fully convincing, especially
as it is so much at variance with the verdict of common ex-
perience {(asam-bhavand) Hence the present step of personal
reflection, which 1s intended to assist the disciple 1n convincing
himself, from examples taken from ordinar’y life, of the cor-
rectness of advaitic teaching. But in the very nature of the
case, the arguments based on such examples are only ana-
logical (samamnyato-dysta) idr, while they are drawn from the
realm of common experience, Brahman by hypothesis trans-
cends 1t. They can thus only give support to, or indicate the
probability of, Vedantic truth (p. 121), and cannot demon-
strate it independently of revelation In other words, this

type of argument 1s utilized here not as a pramaza but as
only an accessory to it (yuktr). This may appear to make the
advaitic truth rest, in the end, on dogma Such a view, however,
would not be correct, as will become clear from what we shall
say later regarding the place of reason in advaita taken as
a whole

(3) Meditation (¢hyana): The obje f_this stage is, as

- N
often remarked before, to transform into direct experience

the mediate knowledge of ultimate reality acquired by _the
study of the Upanishads and by reflection upon their teaching
It 1s accordingly vision that is sought now; and not mere
knowledge. In spite of the intellectual copviction attained,
old habits of thought (v1parita-sambhdvand) incompatible with
it may now and again assert themselves. The present step 1S
mtended To overcome them. It consists in meditating upon
the central point of advaitic teaching; and when that process
is crowned with success, there«awns of itself upon the mind
of the contemplative the truth of the statement ‘‘That thou
art.”” The intrinsic bliss of the self also is released, as it were, in
its wholeness at the same time.

172




Vedanta: Absolutistic

We may now consider briefly thc place of reason in Ad-
vaita.!® There is no doubt that the advaitic truth should, in
the beginning, be learnt from a teacher who 1s well conversant
with it. But this does not mean that reasoming 1s discarded.
Its need is fully recognized, as shown by the position assigned
to reflection (manana) in the scheme of discipline. In fact, the
belief 15 that the ultimate 51gmﬁcance of the scripture will
not become completely known until one has benefited by using
one’s reason in the manner stated above.l4 But it may be
thought that the doctrine, however important the place it
assigns to reason may be, is essentially dogmatic, because
its fruth is prumarily fo be known through revelation. That
such a conclusion) however, does not follow will be seen when
we remember the exact function of revelation The aim here,
as in the case of other Indian doctrines, is not merely to grasp
the ultimate truth intellectually bat to realize it in one’s own
experience. The scripture as such, being a form of verbal testi-
mony, can however convey only mediate knowledge. To attain
the 1deal therefore means to advance farther than merely
comprehending the scriptural truth Scriptural knowledge,
accordingly, is not sufficient, though necessary; and like reason,
it also therefore becomes only a subsidiary aid to the attain-
ment of the goal. The Upanishads themselves declare that
when a person has seen this truth for himself, he outgrows the
need for the scriptures. ‘“There a father becomes no father; a
mother, no mother, the world, no world; the gods, no gods;
the Vedas, no Vedas.”’15 Thus we finally get beyond both reason
and revelation, and rest on direct experience (anubhava) Hence
if Advaita is dogmatic, the dogma is there only to be trans-
cended.1® Further, we should not forget that revelation itself,
as stated in an earljer chapter (p. 45), goes back to the intuitive
experience of the great seers of the past. It is that experience
whicli is to be personally corroborated by the disciple.

When this truth is realised, one attains moksa which, as we
have seen, is not merely knowiag Brahman but eing Brahman,
The persorf ‘who has reachéd this_stage is a ﬁvanmuzta or a
“‘free man,” although he may continue to be associated with
m physical accompaniments. He is in life_and yet
11ftedo'_____u_t_o_f_1L_He will necessarily continue to work and help
others, but the service which he renders will be the natural

173




The Essentials of Indian Philosophy

expression of his fclt conviction regarding the oneness of all,
Or, to state the same otherwise, the constraint of obligation
1s replaced in that stage by the spontaneity of love This is
the meamng of saying that duty as suck ceases to be significant
to a knower, and not that he grows indifferent towards the
world The kind of Iife which Samkara led is a sufficient re-
futation of such a negative view. When a jivanmukia casts off
the physical body at death, he becomes ireed in the final Sense

of the term (mdheha-muktz) This 1s the 10g1ca1 position of
Advaita, and is staunchly adhered to in it. But in accordance
with the teaching of the Upamshads (p. 29), 1f. also_recognizes
what is termed “gradual or progressive libecation” (krama-
muktm) in The case of those who advance onsright lines but do
not, in this life, aim directly at right knowledge. After death,
they progress from one higher life to another until they acquire
direct experience of the ultinate truth, and are finally liberated.
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Chapter Eight
VEDANTA: THEISTIC

*

2

LTHOUGH the Upanishadic_doctrine does not exclude

belief 1n a personal God, 1t 1s not prevailingly theistic.
Indian theism has a separate history, and we have seen that it
fad already deweloped 1 two mamn directions before the be-
ginning of the Christian era, viz. Sarvism and Vaisnavism
The revival of Hinduism under the Gupta kings (ct7ca A D. 400)
to counter the success of Jamism and Buddhism meant, n
reality, the resuscitation of these “wo creeds ! When their m-
fluence was specially strong m the South, Samkara reinter-
preted the Upanishads, thus restoring to India its old philo-
sophic thought, and there naturally arose thereafter a desire
in some thinkers to amalgamate the theistic creeds with the
Upamshadic doctrine, introducing such changes m the new
interpretation of the latter as were necessary for that purpose
It is the outcome of this desire that we have to take into account
now. But we shall confine our attention to one aspect of it
only, viz., the amalgamation of Vaisnavism with the Vedanta;
or, 1n other words, we shall deal here with the doctrines of
Ramianuja and Madhva. There was a corresponding effort
made in regard to Saivism also then; but the resulting types
of it are substantially the same as the doctrines we are going
to deal with in the present chapter or those we have already
considered 1n the, last, so far as they are theistic. The Saivism
of the South, called the ‘‘Siddhanta,”’ for instance, 1s realistic
and pluralistic like the Valﬁs;navism of Raminuja and Madhva,
while what is now known as ‘‘Kashmir Saivism’’ is monistic

and corresponds, more or less, Jo the view of Bhartrprapafica
referred to above. i

We have traced the growth of Vaisnavism till the time of
the Gita, and there is not much to say here about its subse-
quent history. The only poimnt requiring notice 1s the develop-
ment in the intervening period of the conception of the unity
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of the three chief Gods, including Brahma At one stage in
their history, probably after they had triumphed over theit
common nivals of Jainism and Buddhism, these theistic creeds
which were sectanan from the beginning (p. 33) seem to have
developed a sharp antagomsm  As a reaction against it arose
the belief, doubtless under the mnfluence of monistic philosophy,
that the distinction of the three Gods is but an abstraction and
that all of them are but phases of the one supreme God (I$vara)
We may refer, as a conspicuous 1nstance of this catholicity of
view, to Kailidasa’s description of Brahma in one of his two
epic poems and of Visnu in the other. He speaks there of the
two Gods 1n almost identical terms, and of ea<h as the triune
God As a consequence of this belief, the selzction for worship
of any one of these deities has come to be looked upon by many
as purely a matter of choice. It means only that it is the indi-
vidual’s patron deity (:sfa-éevatd) and does not sigmfy the re-
jection or setting aside of the others. It shows that the wor-
shipper loves an reveres that particular deity more, and not
the others less. This doctrine of Trimarti (“Trimty’), as it 1s
called, did not abolish the belief in the exclusive supremacy
of these Gods, taken separately. The Vaisnava systems we are
now to treat of, are of that type.

L

A. VISISTADVAITA ——— &i Rous pannsr

It 15 Vaisnavism in this form that Rimianuja attempted to
synthesize with the Vedanta. We should not, however, think
that he was the very first to da so. He had predecessors in the
field like Yamuna Muni; but their efforts do not appear to
have resulted in any systematic doctrine. Rimanuja had the
necessary genius for the work, and he succeeded emunently in
his aim This was about 1100 A.D. He has left behind um a new
commentary on_the Vedanta Siitra_known as the Sri-bhdsya
and other works like the commentary on_the Giti, and the
Vedartha-samgraha which is an independent treatise explaining
in a masterly way his philosophic position, and pointing out
the basis for it in the Upanishads Of the thinkers that followed
him, we need mention only Vedanta Desika (1350 A.D.), one of
the most learned scholars which medieval India produced.
He was a prolific writer, and the Visistadvaita doctrine owes
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not a little of 1ts vogue among scholars as well as the common
pegple to his exposition of 1t.

I

The chief difficulty in interpreting the Upanishads, as we
know, 1s in reconciling statements that identify Brahman with
the individual soul and with the physical umverse with those
that distinguish it from the same (p 152), and we have so far
considered two ways of doing 1t viz thos B rapafica
and Samkara The manner in which Riminuja harmonizes
them is unique He pomts out that, as shown by common
linguistic usage, we often identify things that are distinct, Thus
we say that the rose 2s red 2 The “‘rose’’ which 1s a substance
and ‘‘redness” which 1s a quality cannot be the same, but yet
we speak of them as if they were, because usage permits 1it.
Similarly one may say ‘I am a man,” identifymng a surviving
soul with the mortal human form in which 1t appears. Such
usage, however, 1s not found in the case of all distinct things
We cannot, for example, speak of a man and his coat or his
staff in this manner, but have necessarily to say that he kas
a coat on him or a staff in his hand, thus indicating clearly
their distinction by our mode of speech Contrasting these two
forms of usage, RAmanuja comes to the conclusion that the
relation 1 the two former cases should be different from and
more intimate than that in_the latter which 1s obviously mere
conjunction (p. 88). It 1s found only between (1) substance
and attribute, using the latter word as Ramdnuja does,
in a wide sense and (2_)/body and soul, that 1s, between
two substances of which one 1s necessarily spiritual. This
intimate relation 1s termed by him aprihak-siddhi, which
literally means ‘‘mnseparabiity ” It connotes that one of
the two entities related is dependent upon the other mn the
sense that it cannot exist without the other also existimg, and
that it cannot be rightly known without the other also being
known at the same time.

The relation between Brahman and the soul or the world
1s of the second type, so that they are the body ©f which the
soul is God That 1s, God 1s the central principle of both the
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individual soul and the physical world. Neither can exist or be
thought of without him, Hence rightly though the three entities
are all real and distinct from one another, they are not on the
same footing. Thus the final Upamishadic teaching, according
to Riamanuja, is that while Brahman, the soul and the physical
world are all different and equally eternal, they are at the same
time quite inseparable. The pomt to be emphasized here, be-
cause 1t 1s often missed owing to the description of the doctrine
as ‘“Vidistddvaita” (commonly, but erroneously, rendered as
“qualified momism”) 1s that the three entities are different,
although they stand in a peculiarly close relation to one another.
What is meant by describing the doctrine as advesta (“monism’)
is not that the complex of these three elements 1s a synthesized ,
unty of differences but only that Brahman as embodied in or
inspiring the souls and matter is one The latter, viz souls and
matter are not identical witk, it or with one another. If we like,
we may in interpret the term ‘‘Vidistadvaita’ as signifying that
there is nothing outside this embodied whole.?

Such an explanatlon of the term is adopted not only when
the whole realm of reality is concerned, but also in all cases
involving this peculiar relation. Thus a blue lotus is a “umty”
1 the sense that the material substance of the flower, which
is characterized by two qualities that are different from it as
well as from each other, viz. ‘blueness’’ and ‘‘lotusness,” 1s one.,
Similarly a person, who was once a youth and 1s now old, may
be regarded as one when we mean by 1t the soul as embod1ed
prewously in a youthful, and now in an aged, bodily frame.
The distinction between the two instances, 1t will be observed,
is that 1n the one the dependent elements co-exist, while in the
other they succeed each other. ’Lgput the whole matter briefly,
1t is the qualified or the embodied that is one, while the factors
qualﬂ_ymg or emmng 1t are quite distinct, though msepar-
able, from it.

There is no doubt that Ramanuja has here hit upon a very
plausible way of interpreting co-grdinate propositions, and has
thereby successfully got over the difficulty which the Upani-
shads present. Where they distinguish the world or the seli
from Brahman, they give expression to what is a matter of
fact. Where they 1dentify them, they only mean that they are
inseparable in the sense explained just now, and not that thev
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are identical. It may be doubted whether it is altogether sound
to draw a metaphysical conclusion from forms of hnguistic
usage—to take ‘‘the grammar of language for the grammar of
reahity.”’ But even if we waive that consideration, it 1s difficult
to believe that the view 1s consonant with the spirit of the
classical Upanishads taken as a whole. In all of them, there is
but one section* which seems direct]ly to support 1t, viz. that
1 which God is described as other than, and yet as the “inner
controller immortal’’ of, both the individual soul and the world.
But this support weakens considerably as the teaching here is
of Yajiiavalkya whose conception of the ultimate reality, as
set forth 1n otHer portions of the same Upamshad, 1s monistic
in the commonly accepted sense of the term. The section
m question may, after all, signify nothing more than the
transcendent and immanent character of ultimate reality—
a belief in which is a common-place of later Vedic thought
{p. 16).

!
Ramanuja acknowledges only two categories which he names
(@) substance (dravya) and (b) non-substance (adravya) or

attribute. Of the remaining categories accepted in the Nyaya-
Vaidestka (p 94), he brings “‘movement”’ (karma) under the
latter head, explaimming it m terms of conjunction (samyoga)
and disjunction (vibhdga). Universals like ‘‘cowness” are not,
according to him, independent eternal entities; they only
stand, as in Janism (p 66), for configurations or unique dis-
positions of the parts constituting the particulars in question.
"Though resembling one another, they are quite distinct. He:
does not admit samavdya and v:$esa He also dispenses with
non-existence (abhdva), regarding it as expressible in terms of
positive entities much in the manner of Prabhakara (p 143).

* {a) By ‘‘substance’’ is meant what undergoes change or ‘‘what
has modes” {avasthavat), as Vedinta Deéika says This category
is of six kinds, but we shall deal here only with three of them,
viz, Prakrti, jiva and God;

(r) Prakrsti is conceived very much ap in the Shnkhya-Yoga
p. 107), the only important differences being (i) that it is not
segarded here as independent of spirit and (ii) that satfva, rajas
and Zamas are taken to be its attributes and not its constituents.
That it is not independent of God is shown by our descrintion
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of it as the body or garment of God. The latter yariation on
the Sankhya—Yoga. doctrine, viz that Prakrti is not the same
as, but is the substrate of, the three gunas, may be stated to
be the result of R@manuja’s recognition of the distinction be-
tween substance and attribute which the other doctrine does
not accept (p. 112} The whole of the physical world, in its
infinite variety, evolves qut of it under the guidance of God.
The relation between Prakrti and its evolutes or modes is
aprthak szddhz for, so long as they exist, they are inseparable
from 1t 1 the sense explamed above. Ramanuja designates
this as saf-kirya-vida, but 1t is not so in the sense that the
effect was already there before 1t became mianifest as the
Séflkhya-Yoga teaches (p. 109). It is sal-Rdrya-vada in the
sense that it is saf itself, or the already_emstl_g,_that 1s_con-
ceived as efect by reason of the transformation which takes
place in its modes, The point to be particularly noted 1s that
the material cause is not taken here to be the substance, as
such (say, ‘‘clay’¥, but as characterized by a mode (“lump”),
and the effect is the same substance as characterized by another
mode (“‘pot”).? The nature of the evolutes and their order of
emergence from_Prakrti are, for all practical purposes, the
same as in the Sankhya-Yoga.

"Before proceeding further, 1t 1s necessary to refer briefly to
another of the substances, which is called dharma-bhita-jiiana.
It belongs to God _and the individual souls, and 1s entlrely
dependent upon them. It has been described as ‘‘attributive
intelhgence’” since the latter, viz. God and the soul, which are
independent relatively to 1t, are also, as we shall see, of the
nature of intelligence. It is reckoned as a ‘‘substance’ (dravya)
since it can assume different forms, and thus satisfies the
defimition of that term as given above. It is lumiinous and glows
with its own light; but what 1t 1llumines 1s always for another
and not for itself.¢ It thus stands, in 1ts nature, midway between
dead matter and splnt Unlike the former; it has the power to
reveal the ob] ects, with which it comes in contact; but it cannot
know them, s the latter can. Pain, pleasure, desire, hate and
volition are all looked upon as only its variant forms. They are
not regarded here as experienced, as in some other doctrines,
but only a$ modes of experience. This entity of ‘‘attributive
mntelligence” 15 all-pervading in the case of God, and accounts
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for his omniscience. In the case of the liberated souls too, it is
’a.ll-pervading; but duriilg mundane life, it 1s more or less con-
tracted. Hence its functions are not only greatly restricted
then; they also come to depend upon extraneous aids like the
organs of sense. Its expansion to the full is thus a mark of
salvation.

(2) The siva is different from God, but not mndependent of
him. It is described as a prakdra of God, by which is meant that
Jtis an accessory to hum, and not that it 1s a mode in the sense
of being a transformation of him Like Prakrtl it is coeval with

God but not identical with him. Tt is looked upon as God’s
“body”” masmiich as God 1s immanent in, acts upon and guides
it from the inside. It 1s atomic but, since it has as 1ts invarjable
accomE_r_n_eg_’g_d_harma-bhum -ifigna_which can stream forth
to any distance, 1t is able to apprehend thlngs even though
they be far off. It 1s self-revealthg, being of the essence of
sentience, and knows no change except through changes in its

dharma—bhuta -77iana.” The souls are man y$_anc and _if unity is

Jc‘hem alike are of the nature of sent1ence and therefore form

one and the same class. They are _intrinsically happy but t trans-
mlgrat_e_and are subject to suffering, as a result of their _p_ast
karma. The he s7vas are of three kinds—those that were never in
bondag____lke Garuda, and have therefore always been free;
those that have passed through the ordeals of life and have,
through successful self-discipline, become free; and those that
are still in the process of transmigration Ap
(3Y God is the immanent principle of Prakrtl as well as of
individual souls. The exact significance of representing them
as his body is that they are sustained by him, are altogether
subject to his control and entirely subserve his purposes. Or,
as Ramanuja puts it, God exists for himself, while eventually
matter and souls exist for his sake, The same observation, we
.may state by.the way, applies to the individual soul and its
i body also. In other words, God together with the sduls_and
* matter is an organic whole, just as the soul with its physical
body is an organic unity. The implication is that the relation
of body and soul is more intimate than mere aprthak-siddhi,
which may be found in inorganic wholes also lik&a rock (say)
with its colour or form where there is no question. for instance
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of the one controlling the other.? God, like the individual soul,
is of the essence of intelligence, self-revealing and knows objects
through dharma—bhuta-]mna But unlike it, he is free from all
defects and is possessed of all auspicious quahtles He 1s omnis-
ment—oTnFJl;o_fent and omnipresent. Heisalsoall-merciful ; and it~
is through his grace, as we shall see, that man attains salvatmn
He is the author of the umiverse. But he 1s not merely its
efficient cause as in the Nyaya-Vaidesika (p 9o0). He 15 also
represented as its source or material cause, since there is nothing
external to him from which it could come into being. Thus God
here, as Brahman in Advaita (p. 164), is the sole cause of the
Universe. As cause, in this comprehenswe sense, God has as his
‘body the souls and matter in their unmanifest form; and as
effect, he has them as his body in their manifest and diversified
form. This should not be regarded as implying that he is affected
by the evil, viz. suffering arid change found in the world, for
that evil belongs specifically to the souls or matter and does not
so much as touch the Supreme who is absolutely distinct from
them.

(5) The second category ¢ of attributes, in the comprehensive
sense ascribed to it in this doctrine, may be defined as what
is necessarily dependent upon the first They are ten in number:
the five sensory qualities like colour and sound, the three gunas
of saitva, rajas and tamas which qualify Prakrti, conjunction
(sariyoga) and causal potency ($akfZ) which, as in the Mimarsa
(p. 135), 1s taken to characterize everything that can produce
effects Thus Rimanuja rejects not only some of the categories,
but also several of the qualities recognized in the Nyiya-
Va1ées1ka For example, the specific qualities of the self like
pain, plea.sure love and hate, as we have seen, he regards as
different modes of but one of them, viz. knowlédge. According
to the Nyaya-Vaidesika, they are distinguished from knowledge
(p. 91) and are explained as the known or experienced; but
here that objective view of them is discarded. +

We have alrea.dy explained Ramanuja’s view of knowledge—
how it is related to the soul and how it operates. Iwo other
important points about it remain to be noticed now:

% (1) All knowledge, according to him, points to a complex or
jualified object, and it does so even at the so-called indeter-
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minate (nirvikalpaka) level (p. g6). It follows from this that,
sifice experience is our sole guide 1n determining the nature of
reality, 1t is wrong to postulate anything which is altogether
featureless, This 1s Ramanu]a s cniticism of the attributeless
(mirguna) Brahman in which the Advaita beheves As regards
the negati ive statements in the Upanishads, like “Not this, not
this™ (neti net1) to which the advaitn points in support of his
belief, Ramanuja says that such statements negate only some
attributes and not all of them. When a person states, for ex-
ample, that there is nothing in a house, he only denies some-
thing relevant to the context, say, grain or precious metals and
not everythmg Sumlarly here, what the Upanishads mean is
that there is no &vil feature whatsoever in Brahman and not

“that it has no _qualities at all. _

"(2) There s no error in the loglcaLsense of the term, according
to him; and all knowledge is true necessarily, though it may

not be true enough In this he is avowedly adopting t the position

torch forch held i in the hand is turned round ramdlv, we see a mrcle

correct so far as it _goes He means that it is rlght in compre—
hending the fact that the point of the torch occupies every
possible position on the circumference; it only omits to note
that the occupation takes place successively and is not simul-
taneous, as it should do to form an actual circle In explaining
some other types of error, like shell-silver and the dream-elephant,
Rémanuja differs slightly from Prabhakara; but it is not
necessary to refer to those differences here Like Prabhakara
again, he accounts for the familiar distinction between truth
and error on a pragmatic basis.

“Unlike the advaitin (p. 168), Riminuja admits only three
pramanas: perception, inference and verbal testimony Of
these,"it will suffice to say a few words as regards the last, in
so far as it starids for the Veda. Rimanuija assigns equalimpor-
tance to both its sections—that relating to ritual and that
relating to Brahman, the highest reality. The two together
embody a single doctrine, the only difference being that while
the second portion deals principally with the nafure of God,
the first treats of the modes of worshipping him Here we see an
important difference between him and Samkara for, accordmng,
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to the latter, the two sections of the Veda are addressed to two
different types of people—the ‘earlier one, to those who are
trying to fit themselves for acquiring Brahma—knowledge the
‘qhould also state that the present doctrine draws upon the
Puranas for support to a larger extent than the Advaita does
TG these we must add.what is known as Agama, which
Ramanuja places on the same footing as_the Veda, but to
which Samkara declines to ascribe unqualified authority (p 34).
[n this connection, we may also point out that, accordng to
Ramanuja, every word eventually sigmifies the supreme God,
as every thing eventually points to him as 1ts final essence
Hence language 1s richer in content for a knéwer than 1t 1s for
the ordinary man. All words are signs to remind the wise man
of God, as all objects are for him windows through which to
see God The principle thu§ enunciated helps us to understand
what, according to Ramanuja, the meaning of the Upanishadic
statement _ “That'thou art’ (Tat tvam asi) is. Here the word
"That” fmally denotes God having the entire universe as hlS

ody; and ‘‘thou,” God having the individual soul as his bo_dy
The import of the proposition, as a whole, is accordingly the
identity of the embodied in both, viz. God—a pomnt which has
already been explained.

II

The 1deal is tlleiattamment of the world of Narayana, and
the en]oymenT-there, under his aegis, of perfect freedom and
bhss “The means to it is of _two_kinds—one called 157@_1&,_
which 1s meant for all and whose source is to be traced mainly
to the Vaisnava faith; and the other called bhakti, which is
based upon the teaching of the Upanishads and whose adoption
is resfricted to the higher castes. The former is absolute self-
surrender, coupled with completé trust in the mercy and power
of Narayana; and one variety of it is believed to bring release
atonce. But 1t should be sought formally and with the assistance
of a proper preceptor. This means to salvation, because 1t
represents a certain mental attitude, is explaned as a form of
ffigna; and Ramanuja maintains that in recommending pra-
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.patti, he does not swerve from the teachmg of the Upamshads

{HEt—knoyvledge fs the chief, if not the sole, means to salvation
The}gﬁe_r__or bhakty involves a course of training in three stages,
known as karma-yoga, jfiana-yoga and bhakti-yoga. These terms,
as used here Tex require some explanatmn e

(1) The first of them bears the same significance as it does
in Advaita (p 170). It stands for doing the duties of one’s
station in life mn the splrlt of the teaching of the Git3, or with

absolutely no thought of reapmg from them the fruits with

which they are commonly associated The only points that

require notice in respect of it are two: Furst, of the two motives
for performlng karma referred to in our explanation of the
Gita teachmg (p. 56), the present doctrine naturally stresses

the one that is based on theism, and co: commends the domg of

duty solely to please God The other aim m of cleansing the heart
s ot ignored, only 1t is looked upon as the necessary result
of so dedxcatmg all one’s deeds to God. Secondly, the word

karma is used here to include much more than Vedic ntual

for example, worship of idols as taught in the Agamas, repeating

sacred formulae  etc

"(2) The second term, viz. 77idna-yoga is here 1nterpreted 1n
a special way although, as in the other doctrmes, 1t 1s lald

relation to God, on the one hand, and, on the other, to its
physical vesture or, to state the same somewhat differently, to
Prakrti as a whole It therefore consists in meditating upon
the self, first as essentially spiritual and therefore other than
matter with which it happens to be associated; and secondl ,
asentirely subordinate to God. The underly;ng idea of thus
explaining jAidria-yoga is that seli-realization is not by itself
the goal of man as in Advaita (p. 169), but only a precondition
t0'it, viz. God-realhization.

@i&) The third term, dhakti-yoga, means constant medgtatmn
;‘b_n_(ig_d_The word bhakti here does not have its popular meaning
of blind faith. It stands for loving meditation for its own sake,
based upon the highest knowledge, and is the same as upasand
(p- 26), which is so prominent a feature of the practical teaching
of the Upanishads This meditation is here acknowledged to
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actual perception of the ultimate as in some other systems. It
is, however, more than ordinary recollection, and is characterized
by vividness and intense love for the object meditated upon
I‘c is described as ‘“memory resembling direct knowledge,’ .~ and
i$ attainable in the present life The actual goal is reached after
physical dissolution; and then the soul, thus qualified; has a

direct vision of God as 1t¢ own ultimate essence. But since the
soul’s intelligence becomes all-pervading m that state and
renders the operation of the sensory organs unnecessary, it 1s
not perceptual knowledge as commonly understood and can
only be described as a umque form of direct experience
Ramianuja does not accordmgly recognize _givanmmukiy as
Sarhkara dogs It remains to add that ever this approach to
liberation depends for its ultimate success on absolute self-
surrender (prapaitr), and no one who does not completely
surrender his will to the Supreme and earn his grace, at one
stage or another, has any chance of reaching the goal of life So
great 1s the influeilce of the old Vaisnava creed on the doctrine
It envisages the possibiity of achieving the goal by prapaiti
without resorting to bhakii, but not that of downg so by bhakh
alone ,

A few words now need to be added’regarding the place of
karma in the disaipline, or, what comes to the same, the place
of samnydsa m 1t That 1t is mncumbent on every person to
carry out the duties of his station in life to the best of his
ability till the first of these three stages of discipline 1s passed
1s clear Samkara too admits 1t The distinctive teaching of the
present doctrine is_that 1t msists on their performance in the
succeedmg stages also. That is, indeed, the implication of the
view that both the ‘‘works’™ and “knowledge sections of the

reason for such continued adherence to karma is, ﬁrst to
prevent the evil that will result from the neglect of duty, what-
ever be “the deggee of splntual advance one has made; and
secondly, fully to secure the grace of God which is necessary
before one can attain freedom. It is this gracious attitude of
God that is conceived as dharma here, and not the good deeds
themselves (p. 146) or their immediate effect of moral and re-
ligious merit (p 104), as 1n the other doctrines. Adharma is the
opposite of this. TEMS; emphasis on karma 15

186




Vedanta: Theistic

that householders also can strive for, and_attain salvation. If

Sarmyasa or the relinquishment of the obligations of the house-
holder is commended 1 the Upanishads, it only means that its
assumption is a help to the early attainment of salvation, and
not that it is either a necessary preliminary to it (p. 171) or that
duties enjoined in the Veda may be neglected.

B. DVAITA
This doctrine resembles Viéistadvaita in being theistic and

in identifying the supreme God with Narayana or, as he is
generally designated here, Visnu. But 1t is more explicitly
pluralistic. 1t5 general metaphysical position js well indicated
by the statement zited by Madhva, “‘Diverse and of diverse

attributes are all the things of the universe ’# Thus not only
are the individual souls distinct from_one another and from
matter, material objects too are so. The doctrine is also realistic,
and postulates the existence of objects quite apart from know-
ledge. Like the other schools of Vedinta, it also claims to be
as old as the Upanishads, and holds that Madhva was only its
great exponent in later times. He was born in a village near
Udipi in the South Kanara District about the end of the twelfth
century, and is believed to have lived to @ green old age
(1199-1278 A.D.). His mnfluence was in the beginning naturally
confined to the Western part of the Indian peninsula, but 1t
has extended very much farther since He was named Vasudeva
by his parents; but, after he renounced the world and assumed
sarmydsa, he came to be known as Piirna Prajfia or “‘the
completely enlightened.” He, however, calls himself Ananda
Tirtha in all his writings. He has Teft behind him commentaries
on the chief Upanishads, the Bhagavadgita and the Vedanta
Stitra, besides several other works The chief characteristic of
his style is brevity; but there are commentaries on them, that
well explain all points which his aphoristic style may render
obscure. Of the writers of these commentaries, the greatest
was Jaya Tirtha,_ who was a soldier as well as a thinker, and
who was a successor of Madhva in the pontificat€ established
by him at Udipi. Another Dvaita thinker to whom we 1fay
refer here is Vyisa Tirtha, who has written standard treatises
on the doctrine which indicate his vast learning anll his great
dialectical skill.
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I

The principal features of the doctrine, as just stated, are its
w@g is identified with Visnu, a deity
worshipped from Vedic times, its realism and its pluralism,
Of these, we shall refer to 1its realistic character later, and
consider the other two features now. Its plurahstlc view is
based on common expenence which, it is S added, is supported
by the Veda The latter part of this statement will be seen to
be quite justifiable if we take the earlier sections of the Veda,
viz. the Mantras and the Brahmanas; and it is contended that
the Veda, being revealed, cannot be seif-inconsistent and
should therefore teach the same truth in the Upanishads also.
In support of this contentlon are cited the few passages of
dualistic 1mport which, as already pomted out (p. 19), the
Upanishads contain. We shall see later in what manner the
far greater number of passages in them of monistic significance
are interpreted in this system. The belief in God, unlike that
in variety or difference, 1s based entirely on scripture, for he 1s’
taken to be beyond the reach of the unaided faculties of man
He is the efficient cause of the world, of which the material
cause or source is traced to Prakrti, conceived more or less as
in the Sankhya-Yoga (p. 126). According to Ramanuja, who 1s
equa]ly _great as a theistic __phllosopher we know, God 1s the
material cause > also; but then he is to be viewed as embodied
in the individual souls and matter in their subtle form. Such
association with them, as Dr. Bhandarkar observes, was
regarded by Madhva as too intimate to be consistent with the
transcendent majesty of God. It may appear from what we
have said so far that the Dvaita resembles the'Nyaya-Vaidesika.
It does so to a large extent, but, as we shall see, it also differs
from that doctrine vitally in certain details. We have already
indicated two instances of such difference—the tracing of the
phys1ca1 world to a single source, Prakrti, instead of to an
indefinite niimber of atoms (p. 86), and the resting of its belief
ifi"God not on reason (p. 9o) but on revelation./

As the conception of ‘‘difference” (bheda) is very important
in this doctrine, it 1s necessary to explain it at some length. We
may begin by stating why some thinkers, like the advaitins in
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particular, reject 1t. The notion of difference, they say, 1s
relative, and 1s not therefore intelligible without referenceto
the things that are different The 1dea of difference between
A and B (say) presupposes a knowledge of these two entities,
but that knowledge, since 1t points to them as fwo, already
mvolves the idea of difference There is thus mutual dependence
between the notion of difference and that of the things which
differ, and neither can therefore be fully understood without the
other. The advaitins accordingly regard the idea of “difference”
as self-discrepant, and dismuss it as but an appearance (p. 154).
There are other arguments also adduced by them in this
connection, but it will do for us to confine our attention to this
one.

In meeting the above argument, the dvaitin pownts out that
the dlfﬁculty of mutual dependence arises_because of the

assumptlog__tpg.t_ dufference_1s_sontething in_addition to the
termfs__lt_g____elatesw The fact however, according to him, 1s that
it1s ilgt___gbnt_the_pa.rtlcula‘r_tbmg itself, oe, as 1t is said, its
very essence (sva-riipa). In the above example, A 1s exactly
what we mean by 1its difference from B, and B, its difference
from A. Hence there are not #fwo factors at all to be known—
A and 1ts difference from B, or B and its difference from A—to
lead to mutual dependence, as stated by the critic. Now the
question will naturally arise as to how, in that case, we can
talk, as we often do, of ‘‘the difference of A (from B)” as if the
two, viz. “difference’” and ‘““A’ were distinct. The dvaitin’s
answer to this question is that the identity between a thing
and its dufference from another is a special kind of identity, in
that it allows itself on occasions to be expressed in a form that
seems to differentiate between them. He describes it as ‘‘an
identity associated with wisesa’’ (saviSesabheda). The conception
ol 7isesa, on which this view is based, 1s of great consequence 1n
the doctrine, like that of aprthak-siddh in Visistadvaita; and
we shall, after dealing with it under the head of thé Dvaita
categories, refer to this topio of “difference” again,”1f will
suffice for the present to remark that the final ovtcome of the
Dvaita argument in this respect is that when we speat&=of
difference between two or more things, we only mean that each
of them 1s itself. Everything is unique, and it m
'umqueness that_constitutes 1ts difference from other things.
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tmeaa or dlffcrgn.gg,_ whose notlon 15 SO fundamental to the

T

the deferent souls, God and matter, soul and ‘matter and
matter itself m its various forms are all absolutely distinct.
This does not, however, necessarily 1mply the independence
of the objects distinguished. The physical body, for example,
is dependent upon the soyl to which it pertains, although quite
different from 1it. Particularly is this so in the case of God and
the world. The difference between the two does not mean that
the world has nothing to do with him, and can exist in spite of
him That is taken to be independent here which can, of its
own accord, be, know and act 1° Such an entity 1s God alone
Everything else exists, knows and functions finally at his wall.
Nor does difference in the case of God imply that he stands
outside the universe as a mere spectator He is immanent in it,
and controls 1t from 1nside. It is on this basis of God’s complete
supremacy or, to state it différently, on the basis of not numen-
cal but teleological unity that the Dvaita sometimes explains
Upanishadic_sfaternents of monistic_import like “All this,
indeed, 1s Brahman'’ (Sarvam khalvidam Brahma)

In the recognition of “‘difference” as a final fact lies the
distinction of the present doctrmme not only from Samkara's
Advaita but also from all forms of monism. But at the same
time, we should remember that, as just pointed out, 1t 1s not
pluralistic in the ordinary acceptation of the term, for there
is only one sndependent entity, and not many as, for example,
in the Nyaya-VaiSesika Madhva goes so far as to ascribe even
the being of everything else to God.}* Although he seems to
mean by it only that they are absolutely dependent upon his
will and not that their being is derived from him, it is clear
that there 1s nothing except God, which, according to Madhva,
can be said to exist ¢n its own right.

The doctrine acknowledges ten categories (padartha). They
are substance, quality, action, universals, véesa, the specified
(visisla), the whole ~(atnsin), potency, similarity, and non-
existence. Séveral of these categories we have already con-
sidered in one connection or another; and their conception
here is not very different. Of the remaining ones, 1t will suffice
to deal only with substance and wvigesa. But before doing so,
we should mention one general point, viz the Dvaita idea
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of the relation between a substance and its attributes, Madhva
Folds that this relation may be of two kinds Some attributes
last as long as their substrate does, for example, the weight of
a nﬁtenal object, others do not In the former case, he argues
that the relation is always one of identity. In the latter case,
on the other hand, he maintains that the relation is identity
and  (not in) difference That 1s, the relation 1s identity so long
as the attribute continues to characlerize the substrate; but
difference, when it ceases to do so. A thing may be whlte for
some time, and then change its colour. The whiteness is identical
with 1t as long as it charactenizes the thing, but not afterwards,
for, if 1t were su, that thing too should then disappear as the
quality of whiteness has done A consequence of this view of
the relation between substance and attribute 1s that the
essential characteristics of an eternal entity come to be viewed
as eternal like it. Attributes chardcterizing temporal things
are temporal and, even during the periods the things last, they
may or may not be identical with them. >

(1) Substance (dravya). The substances are twenty in number;
but we shall confine our attention, as we did in the case of the
other two schools of Vedinta, to three only of them, which
form the chief subject-matter of all philosophy and religion.
>() God: God, to whose pre-eminent position according to
the doctrine we have already referred, possesses all excellences
tle is unknowable in the sense that he cannot be exhaustively
known even with the aid of revelation, and not in the sense
that he 1s altogether beyond the reach of mind as Brahman is
in Advaita (p 166). He 1s, we may say, apprehensible but not
:omprehensible. God transcends saffva, rajas and famas which
ire not qualities of Prakrti here as in the Vidistadvaita, but
ire its first products. He has, however, his own attributes such
18 infinite power and infinite mercy, in addition to being the
:;ssence of knowledge and joy. The conception 1s personal; but
he personality, it 1s added, is of the absolute kind. As already
stated, God is not only the creator and destroyer of the3wRole
miverse, he also entirely controls it, in each and every one of
ts aspects. This is very well indicated by the statement, whicz
Mladhva cites in his works, viz. that ‘‘the individual self, matter,
1me and all exist onlu his grace and would at omfte come to
ngee were withdrawn,””*® From this stand-
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pomnt tnere are only two categories, as he himself elsewhere
says—the dependent (asva-tantra) and the independent (sya-
tantra) But though everything thus exists and functions for
him, he, being intrmsically perfect, has nothing to gain through
them The multifarious activity of the umverse is but a revel-
ation of this perfection; and the entire creation 1s meant only
to afford an opportunity to all for self-reahzation through
proper self-discipline Although one, God may assume any
form he hikes as, for example, when he incarnates as an qvatar
(p. 35) He is, agam, as 1n Ramanuja’s doctrine, the ultimate
significance of all words.

(u) Souls: They are infinite in number, each bemg funda-
mentally distinct from others as shown by the difference in
their experiences. Each has its own imperfections, such as
ignorance and suffermg Each is atomic. They are different
from God, and not only frf'om one another; but the difference
is not absolute as in the case of matter, for they have features
like sentience and bliss (though qualified) common with God.
It 1s on this principle of similarity that Madhva sometimes
explains Upanishadic statements like ‘‘That thou art” (Tat
tvam asi), They do not, according to him, imply identity of
essence as m Advaita (p. 164), but mere resemblance The
souls are of three classes. first, those that are bound but may
become free, secondly, those that are confined eternally to
migration fromTﬁFer to another within the mundane sphere,
and lastly, those that are doomed permanently to the misery
of hell The recogmtion of the last two classes of souls 1s a
peculiar feature of the doctrine, and shows that Madhva does
not subscribe to the ideal of umiversal redemption, admitted
by many among Indian thinkers, This is rather a strange con-
clusion to reach for a doctrine which 1s so thoroughly theistic
and, as we shall see, places so much reliance on divine grace.
It not only means that the element of evil will ever persist in
the universe, but also restricts the scope of human freedom and
the"power of divine grace. .

(iti) Prakyti: This is the ultimate source of the physical
mverse, It is eternal but insentient. The three gunas of sattva,
rajas and famas, as already stated, are regarded as 1its first
products. ‘From them emerge jn succession the ‘‘intellect”
(mahat), ‘‘egorsm’’ (aham-~kara), manas, the sensory organs
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and the ave elements much s in S3Akhya-Yoga p 11a). The
Dvaita view of causation JIffers not only from the Advaita
\Gew ol 15 Dt also from those eld in the Ny dya-Vaisesika and
the Sankhyva-Yoga \p 155, The effect pmdu “od is resanded as
peither existent oﬂh‘, nor non-existent valy, before its pro-
ducion _and presumably after its destruction) but both
emtem and non-existent (sadusas-firi—tida). It exists then
& Cause. DUt 1ot as the etect, That It shonld exist & the

matenal cause is shown by the fact that certain etfects can be
produced cnly from certain causes, for sxample, cloth from
threads and pm~ from clayv. There is ne contradiction, HES
pointed our. in this double predicauion, for the two pradicates,
“existent’ and “‘npt-exsstent,” are not affirmed from the same
standpoint. While a thing mayv exist as the cause, it may not
exist as the effect. Even after it has been produced, it is existent
as well as non-existent ; only 1t themwexists as the effect and not
as the cause. We have thus far spoken of the material cause
(upa’dd; sa-karapa). The Dvaita, like the othey doctrines, recog-
nizes also the efficient cause (gpddina-fana) and the rela.tmn
Between it and the product i is, of course, absuhrte ditference.

27 T isisa: This, as we have stated, 1s of great importance in
understanding Dvaita ontology aright Let us consider, for
instance, the nature of the relation between substance and
attribute, an object and not its provisional quality which we
have already considered, but its permanent one, say, a com and
its weight Three explanations of it are possible. The two may
be taken as identical, or as altogether distinct; or thev may
be regarded as both identical with and, at the same time,
different from each other. According to Dvaita. none of these
explanations 1s tenable, and in each of them, it pomts ouf; Kes
implicit the notipn of wisesa, On the reasoming set forth m the
previous chapter (p. I53), the last of these is really no explana-
tion at all We may, therefore leave it out, and consider only
the remaining two. |

The first explanation identjfies the coin with weight ~but
we bften speak and think of the weight of the coin which clearly*
signifies a distinction between them, and is therefore oppgsad
to the assumption of identity between them. To explain the
discrepancy, the upholders of the view must assume something
in the com or in its weight or m both which. thongh there 13 ne
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actual Gifference between them, justifies our distinguishin
them as above, It 1s this “something” which the Dvaita terms
viesa 1T we adopt the second view that the coin and 1ts vTeiEﬁt
are altogether distinct, we shall have a triad—the two relata
and the difference which qualifies them. Now if, as is taken
for granted here, substance and attribute are different, the
“difference” between the coin and its weight, because it
qualifies a substance, viz. the coin, itself becomes attributive
and must therefore be different from 1t. That is, we have to
assume a second difference to explain the first, and a third to
explain the second and so on—a process which leads to infimte
regress. To escape from it, the advocate of the view in question
has to postulate that the “difference” betw=en substance and
attnbute does not itself require to be distinguished from 1ts
ground or support. In other words, he should admit that there
is, at least, one exception to the rule that substance and attri-
bute are distinct It 1s this very explanation, viz that there is
no need to distingwish them, although they sometimes appear
as two, which the dvaitin extends, on the basis of visesa, to all
cases where there 1s no difference but a distinction 1s made In
his view, bheda or '‘difference’” is one of such cases, for, though
identical with the essence of things, 1t is, as already stated,
sometimes distinguished from them This category of visesa, 1t
should be carefully noted, is not the same as ‘‘difference”
(bheda) but is what accounts for speaking of identical things
as different * The reader will here see, as in the case of an
object and its provisional quality instanced above, a new
attempt to solve an old problem we have come across already
more than once in the course of this book, viz. the problem of
things which appear neither wholly identical nor wholly
different (pp. 635, 93) but we cannot say that the solution 1s
more satisfactory.

By w$esa accordingly we should understand a speciality that

@@raétéx:;ges a thing, and 1n each thing, as many visesas are
=0 cd-as are necessary to, account for . =_g215t1g__hnu§gg€s
‘(which imply corresponding modes of thought) of the kind
2l:ded to above It is postulated not only in the case of sub-
stances but in that of all categories—even non-existence, for
all alike have characteristics which in common parlance some-
times are, and sometimes are not, distingmished from them
‘ 194
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Here we find a divergence from the conception of visesa in the
Nyaya-Vaidesika which restricts it to substances and, among
them, only to such as are eternal (p 87) Another umportant
difference between the two conceptions is that, while in the
Nyaya-Vaidesika vigesa accounts for the difference Which is
assumed to exist between two things, here it accounts for
making a difference where there is assumed to be none )
“The process of knowing 1s explamned as i the Nyaya-
Vaidesika (p 01), but the conception of knowledge itself 1s
very different Tt is regarded there as a quality which arises
in_the self when certain conditions, such as the contact of a
$ETise organ with an appropriate object, are fulfilled. Here 1t 15
explained as a transformation or mode of the internal organ
{manas), and therefore as characterizing it and not the_ self
‘This explanation should not be taken to stand n the way of
the knowledge being felt as 1its ownt by the self, for, according
to the doctrine, the latter 1s the agent which iitiates the
knowing process and 1s not therefore uncennected with the
knowledge that arises As in the Visistadvaita, all knowledge
1s here regarded as pomnting to a complex or qualified object,
and there 1s consequently no justification for admitting any
attributeless entity
“We have already described the doctrine as reahistic It 1s
realism 1 the absolute sense, for Madhva demes that there

can be any knowledge without reference to an object other
than n if, not excludmé error as we shall soon see, Existence m
space and time 1s the general criterion of reahty Knﬂnng
that comes into relation with time and space is necessarily
real, no matter for how long or to what extent. The Dvaita
recognizes no distinction between the real and the empirical
a1 between the°empirical and the unreal as the Advaita does
(p. 167). There is only one valid distinction ontologically, viz.
that between the real and the unreal. If the Advaita explains
‘the prevailingly absolutistic standpgint of Upanishadic C teaching
B T T s exoTalig the 1ot of s

universe as its appearance (p. 161), the Dvaita does the same

by postulating God as the only supreme entity and expiam
theTestas altogether dependent upon him.

T accordance with the realism of the doctrme, truth (pramd)
is defined as correspondence with outside reality In it, the
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ohject 15 apprehended just as 1t 1s {yathartha) Dreams and
fecollection also are taken to be true But the former are valid
only so far as the particular objects, in themselves, are con-
cerned. Their externality, experienced at the time, 1s admutted
to be Mlusory. For example, an elephant seen in a dream 1s, as
such, real, but its being then seen in the streets of a town (say)
is false The reason why dream objects are regarded as real 15
that they are not contradicted later. The dreamer, after he
wakes, does not feel that it was not an elephant which he saw
but only that it was not there outside Recollection also 15
right knowledge when the object remembered 1s taken in the
spatial and temporal context in which 1t appears, but not in
rélation to the time when or the place where it may be remem-
bered. That is, it becomes false only 1f we think a past thing to
be present or a remote thing to be near.

\ The Dvaita theory of efror resembles that of the Nyaya-

VaiSesika with one important difference,)and it is, for this

reason, sometimes described as a new or improved version of
it (abkznavanyatka -khyati) The latter doctrme holds that the
serpent, seen when only a rope 1s presented, 1s existent, though
not in the place where 1t appears (p. 98) The Dvaita agrees
that the serpent 1s not where 1t appears, but 1t dismisses the
fact of ifs existence or being real elsewhere as irrelevant Thus
‘the error consists here m taking the absolutely non-existent
for the existent® This 1s the misapprehension (anyapha-
kEhyat) mvolved in error. That the serpent 1s non-existent
altogether is to be deduced from the later correcting knowledge,
which shows that what was taken to de, actually was not
Objects of error consequently are neither in the place where
They seem to be, nor elsewhere. But still erroneous knowledge
is explained as having its own ‘‘object,” viz' the absolutely.
non-existent. "The dvaitin, unlike manvy other thinkers, believes
that the non-existent is knowable as shown, for instance, by
the fact that we speak of a umcorn or a square-circle. To speak
oF d%al, Né says, is to grant thatswe know 1it. Though the object
of error 1s thas unreal, the erroneous knowledge itself is looked
wg=a-as quite real The dvaitin accordingly does not grant
what some hike the advaitins believe, viz that the falsity of the
object necessarily involves the falsity of 1ts knowledge

Like Ramanuia, Madhva also accepts only three means to
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valid knowledge (pramanas)- perception, inference and verbal
testtmony. But over and above thesg, he regards vald know-
ledge 1tself as being a pramana In the sense that it ponts
directly to a fact and not in the sense that it is a means to
vahd knowledge Thus perception as a pramdna points to a jar
(say) mediately through perceptual knowledge, while the
Tatter does so immediately Simularly inference as a pramana
indicates the presence of fire mediately through inferential
knowledge, while the latter does so directly He thus makes a
distinction, which appears to be too obvious to need affirmation,
between what may be described as primary (kevala-prandana)
and secondary (anipramana) means to the knowmg of objects.
It is the latter that are divided 1 a triple way as perception,
mierence and verbal testtmony Of these, we shall say a few
words only about the first, viz perception In his view of
scriptural testtmony Madhva, like 'Raminuja, shows a greater
leaning towards Agamas and Puranas than Sarhkara does

“The senses, which are instrumental in kncaving, are reckoned
as seven, including not only manas but also what 1s called the
saksin_The conception of saksin as an organ of sense (1ndriya)
1s another distinctive feature of Dvaita We have seen that
‘God and the selves are of the nature of sentience It 1s this
sentience 1tself that is taken here, somewhat as mn Advaita
(p. 165), to be the sdksin. That is, 1t not only finally knows
things presented through one or other of the sense as commonly
understood, 1t can also know directly, being of the nature of
sentience—a view which resembles i part the Jaina view of
knowing (p 61) The knowledge gained through this means is
regarded as invariably correct. Some things like one’s own self,
pain, pleasure, time and space are thus directly known, all
else, through one or other of the remaining senses. In the
case of the self then, according to Madhva, it knows itself by
itself'®—a view which Samkara, as we have seen (p 166), dis-
misses as a contradiction in terms. A consequence 02 ascribing
the knowledge of pain, pleasure etc. to the self difectly*is~to
reduce the internal organ (manas) to merely a general aid in
knowing; and it ceases to have its own specific objects tcaalze
known to the self as in several other doctrines, for instance,
Nyaya-Vaiéesika (p. 91). It is an aid by 1itself ohly in respect
of recollection.
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II

As i Advaita (p 165), the prime source of samsarae is be-
gmningless ignorance (a andya), w}uch 15 regarded. as. specific
to each individual _]§E’Lhere it 1s concelved as real It is, mn
There are two principal aspects of it. It obscures from man not
orly fhe true nature of God bul aiso that of Torosedi, snd
release consists i overcoming both., Of these, one attans a
correct knowledge of one’s self by the study of the scriptures;
but 1t will be mediate. This mediate knowledge becomes 1mme-
diate when final hiberation is achieved through God's grace,
to which we shall presently refer A knowledge of God, as the
author of the universe and the lord of ali, is thus more essential
than self-knowledge for reléase. It also 1s to be gained through
the scriptures, but 1t is to be transformed 1nto direct experience,
chuefly through stepdfast meditation The 1deal 1s the attainment
by the selves of bhiss, appropriate in each case to its mntrinsic
worth, so that the distinction of one self from another, though
both become free, persists even in moksa. The bhiss of the self
in this state and, we may add, its knowledge also are finite as
compared with the bliss and knowledge of God which are
infimite, but even such bliss and knowledge are not completely
realized in mundane life, as after liberation A vessel may be
big or small and even a small one, 1t 1s said 1n illustration of
this view, may or may not be full of water. Similar 1s the
difference between the states of transmigration and release in
the case of selves

We have pointed out that a knowledge of God is essential
to release. But the final means to reaching it 15 unbroken love
of God or devotion (bhakir), which springs from a realization
of s greatness and goodness This love leads to God’s. grace
(prasada). towards the self, and it is that grace, says Madhva,
vihioh ic—the crowning cause of salvation.!® The. rest are but
41ds fo it.- Heremn is seenl best the theistic character of the
dactnme, and the true source of its popular appeal This love
should be infimtely more intense than that which one may
possess for oneself, or for things belonging to oneself, and 1ts
promptings should be such as will not allow themselves to be
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thwarted by obstacles, be they ever so many The réalization
of God’s greatness and goodness, which is the penultimate
means to Salvation, arises throuﬂh the cultivation of abaolute

is taught in them as well as constant ;nedltatlon (dhvmm) upon
it—a course of disciphne which 1s identical with the one pre-

“scribed in the Upamshads, and to which we have referred more
“than once heretofore Like Ramanuja, Madhva also rejects s the
ideal of jivanmukti, and 1msists upon the need for carrying out,
till the very end, the duties of one’s station in life, including
the scriptural rites that are obligatory
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ABBREVIATIONS

Br Up Brhadiranyaka Upanishad.
Ch Up Chandogya Upanishad

NM

RV
SB

SK
SV

TAS.

VS
YS

Nyaya-mafijarl of Jayanta Bhatta (Vizianagaram Sans
Series)

Rigveda ¢

Sri-bhiasya of Ramanuja with Sruta-prakadika, Sitras 1-4,
(Nuwn Sag Pr.)

Sankhya Karika of I§vara Krsna

Sloka-varttika of Kuminla Bhatta (Chowkhamba Series)
Tattvarthadhigama-sitra of Umasvat: (nghotheca Indica).
Vedinta Siitra of Badariyana ’

Yoga Siitra of Patafijah with the com of Vyasa and Vaca-
spatr’s gloss on 1t (Anandasrama Series)



CHAPTER ONXNL

i The Mantras are verse, the Brahmanas are 1n prose, but thes often
contam quofations in verse The whole of this materal'is grouped under
four heads, each being designated a “Veda” (1e knowledge)—Rigveda,
Yajur-veda, Sama Veda and Atharva Veda Each Veda thus mncludes
both Mantras and Bribmanas. I

2 Suwx Systems of Indian Phosophy (Cdllected Editton), p 41

3 “Though the name of Usas 1s radically cognate to Aurora, the cult
of Dawn as a goddess 1s a specially Indian development ** Macdonnell,
Vedic Mythology, p 8

4 Ethics of Indwa, by E W Hopkins, p 8 The author adds “‘The
bhakt: or loving devotion, which some scholars mmagine to be only a
late development of Hindu rehgion, 1s already evident 1n the Rigveda

5 Cf Aistareya Up, iu, 3, where Brahmi 1s named at the head of
living beings

6§ RV, X, 129 3

* RV, X, 90 Sa bhanum visvato vriva atyatisthat dasangulam

8 See eg Mumamsa-nyaya-piakasa, by Apa Deva, p 47 (Nirn Sag
Pr) Itis this stage mn the development of Indiadf religion that may be
descnibed as “Brahmanism *’ Its characteristic mark 1s the acknowledg-
ment of the Veda as divine revelation ‘“‘“Hinduism” 1s the name applied
to a later phase of it It also appeals to Vedic authonty, but ‘it 1s
much wider mm scope and includes the worship of deities of post-Vedic
origm and growth ”

® Br Up, I, w, 10

¥ Cf d IV, 1v, 22

u Ch Up, VII, 25, 2, Mundaka Up, IT, u, 11

1 Antareya Up, w, 3.

1 Ch Up, VI, u, —2

4 Br Up, I, v, 2 Duuiyat va: bhayam bhavai:

15 Cf Prasna Up, v, 2

16 See Indwan Antiquary for 1924, pp 7786

17 Br. Up, V, 11 Hence 1t 1s not night to hold, as some do, that the
Upamnishads do not care much for social morality and concern themselves
solely with pointing out the way to individual perfection Cf Hopkins,
op.cit p 64. - )

18 Katha Up, II, 1, 7: Yathﬁ-gmvma yathi-srutam. 2. o

19 Prasna Up, wm, 7° Punyena punygm lokam nayat, papena paparx

2 Cf Téa Up, st 1 and Br Up, III, vn. One may think that the
conception of Brahman (n ) 1s the same as that of Brahma (m 5, which
sometimes occurs in the Upanishads But 1t 1s not so, for the latter goes
back, as pointed out 1n the text (p 15), not to the Upamdhadic Absolutc
but to Prajapati See Note 2 to Chapter Two
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CHAPTER TWO

1 See, eg, Jacobr's contribution to Indean Studies wm Honour of
Lanman (Harvard Omnental Series), where the Mimamsa Siitra 1s placed
about 300-200 B c , the Vaidesika Siitra, about 100 B ¢, and the Nyaya
Siitra, a hittle later

2 It has to be noted that even these Gods appear later (e g. 1n the
mimor Upanishads) as the persomfications of atman or Brahman, mn
accordance with the general §pirit of Upamshadic teaching

3 The Mahabharata, for instance, says that Siva sprang from Sn
Krnishna’s forehead (Kumbhakonam Edn, III, xu, 37 ff) thus repu-
diating the supremacy assigned to him 1n Sarvism.

4 See Samkara’s com on VS 11, 1, 45

5 Katha Up, I, m1, 9 Tai Visuoh paramam padam

8 Yacca kwm-cit jagatyasmin driyate Srwwyatepr va

Antarbalisca tat sarvam vydpya Narayarak sthitah

7 Gita w, 7-8

8 Id 1x, 23

S Id xu, 8, xiv, 2 €

W0 Adcara-hinam na punanty vedgh Vasistha Dharma Sitra, vy, 3

11 Cf Mahabharata, X11, 109, 14 Dharanat dharmam yahuh

12 There are also two other kinds of karma, viz , kamya and pratisid-
dha The former are optional, like sacrifices for attaining heaven, and
are to be performed by those that seek thewr fruit, the latter are such
as are prohibited, e g infliction of 1njury. See Chapter Six, pp 147-8

13 Cf Yajiavalkya Smrti (I, 1v, 122)°

Ammsa satyamasteyam Saucam wndyiya-mgrahah
Danawm dawmo dayad $antih sarvesam dhavma-sadhanam

1 Br Up, II, v

15 Cf Gautama Dharma Siitra, u1, 36
Ct Apastamba Dharma Sitra, I, xxu, 2 ff , and Gautama Dharma
Siitra, vin, 2223

17 Aprapte $astram avthavat Cf. Mimarsa Satra, I, 1, 5 This portion
dealing with types of Indian thought, and the next omne, dealing with
the Karma doctnine, are based for the most part on two articles con-
tributed by the author to the Aryan Path of September 1934 and
January 1935 respectively ’

18 See e g, Sdyanpa's Introduction to his com on RV

19 Smrie 15 a general word for tradition or “what 1s remembered ”
But, as accepted by the orthodox, 1t is only such tradition as has a
basis 10 $ruty or “revelation” dlrectly or indirectly

< 8V, 5.°00

‘21 Similarly, the fact that man does not always reap m this hfe the
fruit of the good and evil he does in 1t points to the need for pdstulating
future births

2 Yajfiavalkya Smrt, 1, 349 See also Manu Smrt1, vu, 205

2 Philosophy of the Upanishads (Enghsh Translation), p 313 %

2 Cf NM ,pp. 513-515 Seealso Apastamba Dharma Siitra, XXi11-xx1v.
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25 Nu upadi ava-bhatditha-svabhavasya vipai yayarh
. Na badhoyatna-vatvepr buddheh tat-paksa-paiatah
2% Cf u, 47
27 Cf n, 31,1, 335, xviy, 47—48

28 Cf v, 11, vi, 12

2 Com on Gitd, wm, 1 Vikitasya karanakavanayoh duhkha- upatva
30 xmn, 10, Cf x1, 54 7

]
CHAPTER THREE

Agnirusno jalam $itam sama-sparsah tathamlal
Kenedam cutritam tasmat svabhavat tadvyavasthitrh

2 NM,p 467
* ® The other two are dharma and adhaima They do not, however,
stand here for mor3l or religious ment and demerit as in Hinduism
generally, but represent the principles of motion and of rest The whole
of space 15 divided, according to Jaimism, into two parts, in one of
which alone, where dharma 1s piesent, ymotion 1s possible It 1s thus a
condition of motion The other principle of adharma, found in the re-
maimng part of space, 1s similarly regarded as a condition of rest

* These souls ammating matter are not to be,confounded with the
animalculae that may live, say, 1n a drop of water

5 Sarva-dravya-paryayesu kevalasya (TAS., 1, 30)

¢ Some hold that sensory perception also in indirect on the ground
that 1t needs the assistance of sense organs See TAS, 1, 11

? Samanya-visesatma tadartho visayah

8 Utpada-vyaya-dhrauvya-yuktam sat (TAS , v, 29)

S Guna-paryayavat dravyam (TAS , v, 37) See Jacobi, Sacred Books
of the East, Vol XLV, pp xxxiv and 153 n There 15, however, a view
that gunas are essential or permanent attributes like touch or taste of
matter, while paryayas are 1ts passing phases. See P{ijyapada’s com on
TAS, v, 41

10 The alternative of “1s” and “1s not” 1s only a combination of the
first two, and 1s not therefore reckoned as a separate koti. Cf Syddvida-
maiijari, p 195 (Bombay Sans Series) Amisameva irayanam mukhyatvat
Sesa-bhanganam ca samyoga-jatvena amisveva aniarbhdavah The first of
these three views would be that of the Sankhya, the second, of nihilistic
Buddhism, and the third, of one aspect of Upanishadic teaching (Cf
Taltfuiya, Up, u, 4 Yato vaco mwartante aprapya manasa saha )

11 Altogether four standpomnts are recogmzed in regard to every
thing 1ts matenal (dravya), the place which 1t occupies (ksciva), the fame
in which 1t exists (kala) and the’state 1n which 1t 15 (bhava) We haye
illustrated the pomt, m the text, by takmg the first of them

12 Pijyapida’s com on TAS, (x, 1) describes 1t as apr Havk,-
vibhati-vadesam, 1€ ‘‘of mconcervable splendour ”

13 Cf Samkara on VS, 11, 11, 33

14 See Jacoby, Sacred Books of the East, Vol XXI1I, pp xxujf
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15 Dhydnanm moksa-hetuh (com on TAS , vn, 57).

16 The account in this section 1s based chiefly on the later writings of
Mrs C A F Rhys Davids, such as Outlines of Buddhism and What was
the Orginal Gospel of Buddhism? (1938)

* 17 Cf
Atmani satv pava-samy7i@ sva-para-vibhagat pavigraha-dvesau
Anayoh sampratibaddhal, sarve bhavak prajayante

18 Thisisthedoctrineof pmt tya-samutpdda or ‘' dependent onigination

1% These five are—night résolve, right speech, nght livelihood, nght
effort and nght mindfulness

20 Tt is usual to consider two schools under Hinayana Buddhism also,
viz the Vaibhasika and the Sautrintika; but we have not thought 1t
necessary to dwell upon this distinction These are termed Sarvasti-vada
and dealt with together, for example, in VS (II, 1, 18 ff)

21 Madhyamika-kavika, xvi, 8

22 Na sat nasat na sadasat na capyanubhaydimakam

Catuskoti-vinrmuktam tattooom Madhyamikd viduh

* Seee g ,NM pp.536-537

24 “We see here the mfluence of the doctrme of bhakt: known to us
from the Bhagavadgiti, and 1t 1s most probable that 1t was the
Bhagavadgitad itself which influenced the development oi the Maha-
yana ”’ Wmternitz, Fastory of Indian Literature, Vol 11, p 229n

CHAPTER FOUR

1 The atoms, 1t 1s believed, can be perceived by yogins

2 Two or more different ‘‘elements’” cannot combme 1n this manner
1f they are found together, as in the human body, they are to be
explamed as only mn mechanical combmation wath a product denved
from some on¢ of them

3 The Indian behef 1s that man alone 1s self-conscious and thus may
strive for self-perfection or spmtual freedom. The other hving beings
are born merely to reap the frmt of past karma. It may appear that,
1n the absence of all scope for moral improvement, there 1s no justification
for the pumishment of such amimals 1n accordance with their past karma.
The explanation lies 1n the ethical view of the unrverse that underhes
the doctrine 1t is retributive justice.

¢ There 15 no contradiction i describing selves as all~pervadmg and
yet as mutually exclusive, for they are not pkysical entities

5 It 1s said “‘generally’’ because the doctrine assumes, 1 accounting
for the lack of expenience in deep sleep, that there is a temporary
discnnnechion between the self and manas.

« 8 There 1s a nmnth specific quality’ of the self also recogmized, viz
bhavana or ‘“‘residual impression > It 1s one of the three vaneties of
Smskic g mncluded 1n the list of qualities,

?* See NM p 201

8 In order that two things may be in conjunction, it 1s necessary

* that one of them at least should be fimte
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* Thesc correspond to the “absiract umversals™ (Liryak-simanya) of
]amlsm There 15 no recognition here of ““Concrete universals” (wrdhvata-
samanya), for the 1dea of evolution or change 1s foreign to the system
We have now all the three views of samanya known to Indian philosophy:
some, hike the Buddhists, take 1t as purely conceptual, others, like the
Jains, as configurations characterizing the particulars, and still others,
hike the followers of the present doctrine,.as objective realities

10 Samavaya thus relates five sets of Schmgs (r) whole and parts,
(2) substance and quality, (3) substance dnd action, (4) particular and
umversal, and (5) ultimate substance and visesa

B See Sapta-padarthi, p 25 (Vizianagaram Sans Series) Sarvam
Jjhanam dhayminy abhyantam, prakare tu viparyayah

12 There 1s another set of circumstances where the Buddhist recog-
nizes the legitimacy of inference, viz genus and species The fact of an
object being a cow (say) 1s mnvarnably connected with the fact of its
bemng an amimal, for'the one 1s a species of the other (tdddtmya).

13 These are strictly to be called lLinga or ‘‘the sign’ and the lzngm
or “the signified,” but they continue to be called hetu or “cause’” and
sadhya or “‘effect ”

W Cif Nyaya-vartitka, p 23

5 Nyaya Satra, IV, 1, 64.

CHAPTER FIVE

! Considerable portions of this chapter are reproduced, with per-
mission, from the author’s article on the Sankhya contnbuted to the
Heritage of Indian Culture, published by the Ramakrishna Mission

2 There 1s an alternative view, ascribing the five organs of action
(Raramendriya) to this source In that wiew, each guna would be re-
sponsible for the production of some entities See Sankhya-pravacana-
bhasya (n), 18.

3 Cf. Dharms-svarapo hr dharmahk (com. on’YS , m, 13)

4 See SK , st. 17. Strictly the statement here refers to the attempts
made by the best minds in this direction

5 SK., st 2r1.

¢ SK, st. 11.

7 YS, 1, 4749+ See also 1, 51

8 SK, st764.

9\SE\YS n, 19 (p 85)

1 Puyysartha eva hetuh (SK , st 31).

1 SK., st. 6.

]mmasya eva pard kastha vagragyam (Y¥S , 1, 16, com') S

13 The view here set forth 1s of some like Bhoja See jus com on Y3,
i, 23. Others do not seem to accept the alternative character of thxs
discipline, Cf Vicaspat: on YS, u, 45.

14 It may, no doubt, be said tha.t there 1s the past karma, or punya
and pidpa, to govern the process; but that also 1s a phase of Prakrti here

16 3, 3 See also1v, 10
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CHAPTER S1X

1 See Jaimmm Siitra, 1,1, 3

2 Indian Logic w the Early Schools, p 48 n. .

3 Pratiti-siddham abadhitam na Sakyam anyathd-kavtum, SV, pp
560-561, 564 (com )

¢ SV, p 651,st 49

5 Na kadaczt anidvsam ]aga Cf SV, pp 650ff

¢ Ritualism, as represented 1n this stage, not only reasserted its old
antagomistic attitude towards the Upamshads, i1t also developed
naturahstic tendencies and had, by Kumarla’s time, come to be looked
upon ‘“‘almost as the Lokayata doctrine ”” See com on SV, st 10 (p 4)

? Svarapa-para-ripabhyam sarvam sadasadatmatham, SV., p 476

8 This question 1s really two-fold—whether knowledge 1s self-vahid
1n respect of its ongin (utpattau), and whether At 1s so in respect of its
ascertainment (77iaptau) For the sake of sumplhaty, the problem 1s
here considered without reference to this distimction

® There 15 a fourth view also, viz that both validity and mnvahdity
are intrinsic to knowledge, hetd in the Sankhya-Yoga, according to
which doctrine whatever mamfests 1tself at any time has already been
there m an mmplicit form

10 The two varietiey¥ of artha-vada, alluded to in the text, are known
respectively as anuvada and guna-vdda. There 1s also a third variety of
it, called bhutartha-vada as, for example, when the Veda says> “Indra
raised the thunderbolt against Vrtra”’—a statement which neither
contradicts nor reiterates common experience

11 Sastra-dipska, p 122 and 131 It should be added that the Veda
directly teaches the immortality of the self, though in 1ts later portions
Cf Avmast vi aveyamaima anucch'bmdha‘rma (Br Up, IV, v, 14)

12 The spliters into whlch the article may be reduced, 1t describes as
“postertor non-existence,” and the bare ground (on which 1t was
expected to be found) as u1ts “‘absolute non-existence."”

3 The Pribhakara school restricts verbal testimony to the Veda,
and explains the secular form of 1t as based upon perception, etc

1 Yagadireva dhavmah see Artha-samgraha (Nirn Sag Ed ), p 6

% Prayojanam anuddi$ya na mandops pravariate, SV, p 653, st 55

16 Nuyoga-mbandhanam anusthanam na phala-nibandhanam (Bhavana-
viveka, p 11I)

17 Ananta Deva's Bhattalamkara, p 488

18 Sastra-dipthd, pp 126-127

CHAPTER SEVEN

Cf~Prasna Up, v, 2
® Na khalu ananytvamate abhedam brivmak kun tu bhedam vyasedhamah
(Bhamartz, 11, 1:14)
# The latter 1> described a~ sopadhika-blirama or an illusion wvolving
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the presence of an wpadhy, which is the name given to ntervening
actors hike the sheet of glass In the former, there 1s no such factor,
and 1t 1s therefore described as nwrupadhika-bhrama

. 4 Cf.com on VS, 11,1, 14-15

5 See, e g, under VS, 1,1, 2.

¢ There are differences in matters of detail, e g the senses are denived
from gham-kara i the Sankhya-Yoga, byt here they are traced to the
elements, viz prthivi, ap, etc. K

7 Cf NM pp 526 fi.

8 VS,II, m, 7 Ya eva b mrakaria tadeva tasya svaripam Samkara’s
doctrine cannot, for the same reason, be identified with the $anya of the
Madhyamika school of Buddhism (granting that it 1s not absolute
nothing), for 1t 1s an objective something, transcendental though 1t be.

i Tyaktavyo mama-karah tyaktum yads Sakyale nasau

Kartavyo mama-karah kim tu sa sarvaiva Raviavyah.

10 See Kalpa-taruXI, 1, 20):

Nurvisesam pavam brahma saksatkartumanisvarah
Ye mandastenukampyante savisesa-mripanarh

1 Cf Avagatireva gatrth, Samkara on'Katha Up, I, 1, 12.

12 See Vedania-paribhasa on uparatr, ch vin

13 The relation of reason to revelation, as set forth here, 1s acceptable
to all schools of Vedanta

18 See Naiskarmya-siddhi, 11, st 5 and 53

18 Cf Br Up, IV, m, 22 This passage, no doubt, refers to deep sleep,
but moksa 1s, 1n this respect, only a replica of deep sleep. See Samkara
onVS. 1V, 1, 3

18 Anubhavavasanatvat brahma-jianasya Samkara on VS. I, 1, 2,

CHAPTER EIGHT

1 We should add that, so far as the higher classes of society were
concerned, this revival also meant the revival of Vedic ntualism

2 See SB p. 53 (com ) No doubt, we may say, ‘“the rose has redness,”
but the pomnt 1s that such optional usage 1s not permitted n the case
of all distinct entities. It may be added, 1n this connection, that Rama-
nuja criticizes thn bhedabheda view as strongly as Samkara does

3 Visistantarbhava eva arkyam See SB p 132 (com ).

4 Br. Up, III, v.

5 The relation between matenal cause and effect, 1n this sense, 1s one
of identity (Ananyatva) see SB , 11, 1, 14 and 17.

8 But we should not forget that it is not physical, and 1s thereiore
different from the rays of a lamp flame (say) which alco can show but
cannot know. The distinction will become clear when we say tl}gt even
these rays require the aid of dkarma-bhuta-yfigna for being pefceived.
To use technical terms, 1t 1s parak and not pratyak hike the latter.

7 This 1s described as sadvaraka-parimama, because ‘it 15 mediated
through dharma-bhita-jiiana
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See SL , p 224 (com.). Strictly according to old texts, this relation,
does not differ from aprthak-siddhi See, e g SB, p 205, where the
latter term 1s defined so as to include the former It 1s, however, clear
that there 1s a distinction as mndicated by the condition that one of the
relata must be a cetana here.

* Bhinnadca bhnna-dhaymasca padartha mkhila am?

10 Svarapa-pramati-pravyite, —laksana-satia-travndhye

pardnapehsam svata'ntmr) tadapeksam paratantram (Tiha on Tattva-
samkhyanam).

W Pyakytyadi-satta-pradatvam ca angi-karyam [évarasya (com on
VS. 11, n, 5).

12 Dravyam karma ca kalasca svabh@vo jiva eva ca
Yadanugrahatah santy na sants yadupeksaya

13 Madhva admuts (1) absolute identity as in the case of A 15 A
(2) savisésdbheda as 1n the case of a comn and 1ts weight (3) 1dentity and
difference as in the case of a flower and 1ts pré)wsmnal colour and
(4) absolute difference as 1n the case of a man and his staff Generally
spealung, he explamns what, according to thinkers hke Kumarula, are
instances of Chedabheda, on the ‘basis of either (2) or (3)

14 Or, alternatively, 1t consists mn taking the exastent for the absolutely
non-existent. .

15 Here knowledge and the known become identical, and it may
appear to contradict what has been stated in describing the Dvaita as
reabistic (p 195). But 1t 1s poimnted out that, even here, there 15 a dis-
tinction, viz that between the sd@ksin as mamfesting (vya#ijaka) and the
same as manfested (vyangya).

18 Moksasca Visnu-prasadena ving na labhyate (Vispu-tativanirpaya).
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SANSKRIT GLOSSARY

.N'B (1) Igures refer to the pages on which the words are explained, or
are used for the first time

(2) The glossary 1s confined to the words occurnng in the body of

the work, and does not include those that appear only within

brackets

Ajtva
Adhayma
Anumana
Aprikak-siddhn
Artha

Atrhan

Avatira
Avidya

Asat
Asat-karya-vada
Aham-kara
Akasa

Atman
Ananda

Ly p/amsad
Upasana

Ria

Karmna
Karma-yoga
Kama
Kevala-jiiana
Guna

Guru

Gauh

Cut

Jwna

Jw
/ﬁonmuktz

Jhana
Jhana-yoga

Tanmdatra
Tamas

non-soul or the mamm‘kte, 61

the opposite of dharma (q v}, o1

inference, 101

1separable relation, 177

wealth, 50

‘““the worthy one" or a perfected saint, 63
an mncarnation of God, especially Visnu, 35
nesclence, 163

ymon-being, 196

“‘doctrine of not-pre-exustent effect,’’ 88
egoism or sense of “I,"" 110

(1) space, 24, or (2) gther or substratum of sound, 86
self or soul, zo

bliss, 22

“secret teaching,” 18
meditation, 26

(1) cosmic order, 12, (2) principle of righteousness, 12,
or (3) sacrificial correctness, 17.

deed—good or bad, religious or secular, 29
devotion to disinterested action, 55
sensual pleasure, 50

all-comprehensive or perfect knowledge, 61

)
a (1) constituent, 108, (2) quality, 180, or (3) product,
191, of Prakrtr, viz saltva, vajas and tamas s
an exemplary preceptor, 125

cow, 101
sentence, 22

‘'spiritual conqueror’’—a title applied to Vardhamana,
the famous Jaina teacher, 6o

individual soul, 60

Liberation while still alive, 28.

knowledge, 56.

devotion to knowledge of (1) ultimate reality, 56, s
(2) the soul, 185

a simple or subtle element, 110
see Guna

211



The Essentials of Indian Philosophy

~Tadaimya

Tri.miirit
Déva

. Dh;rma
~-Dharma-bhata-ghiana
Dhyiana

Purusa

Prakara

Prakrts

Prapati:

Pramana
-~

Prama
ﬁ/ahman

Brdhmana
Bhakir
Bhlakir-vara

Bhagavan
Bhavya
Bheda

Manana
Manas
Mantra
Mahat
Mimamsa
Mokea

i

Py

Yogin
Rajas

Loktiyata

e o

8
/{ warta-vida
Vebesa 4

relation of :dentity-in-drffgrence which subgsts between
substance and quality, the particular and the
umversal, whole and parts, etc , 131

the Hindu Trinity Brahma, sznu and Slva 176

“luminous , 'deity, 14

“what holg s together,” the basis of all order-—religious
or morg ' ment, 37

attributive intellhgence, 180

meditation, 26

individual soul, 113

an inseparable accessory to substance, 181

primal matter, 108.

complete surrender of one’s will to God, 184

(1) proximate means to valid knowledge 42, or \2) test
of 1ts valhdrty, 42

true knowledge or truth, 42

(1) prayer, f4; or (z) primary principle which 1s the
source of the umverse, 20

Iiturgical treatise, 14

loving devotion to God, 33

{1) the way of devotion, 56 or (2) loving and en-
Iightened meditation upon God, 185

‘“the worshipful,” 35

‘‘what 1s to come’ or auspicious, 51

difference, 189

reflection, 26

(1) the mternal organ, go, or (2) one of 1tg phases, 112,
hymn or rehigious song, 9

mtellect, 110

systetuatic mvestigation, 129

final freedom or salvation, 25

meditation as a means of (1) union with ultimate
Reahty, 26; or (2) separation of spirit from matter,
122

an adept 1n meditation— g9 “

see Guna ¢

“restricted to the world of common experience’'—a
name apphed to Ij:he materialist, 57

doctrine of apparent change, 159

(1) particularity, conceived as a property of eternal
entities, which distinguishes things otherwise the
same, 87, or (2) speciality, associated with every-
thing, which explans the distinction made between
things that are really the same, 193
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Fedinta
\Sabda
Swa

l’;nw(ma

-
~Sruts

Samsdra

\,Sa@ua Brahman
_Succrdananda

—Sat

Sht-karya-vida

Sattva
Semnydsa
Sapta-bhangt

>/gdmtwtiya

Samadhe

Saksin

Sattvika

Samanya-laksana

Sira

Soma

~Swmriy
Sva-laksana

Glossary

“end gf the Veda'" orfinal conclusion of Veeaic teaching,
151
* (1) sound or \\rord, 43, or (z) verbal testimony, 43
‘“‘auspicious’’—a designation of the supreme God, 33
learning the ultimate truth through a formal study of
scripture, 26 ¢ tr
Hindu scriptures or revelation, 44

mundane existence or the recurrent round of birth and
death, 28

qualified Brahman (g v), 163

Brahman, the ultimate Reality, conceiwved as Bemg,
Sentience and Bliss, 22

(1) beiwng, 22, or (2) good, 51

(1) “doctrine of pre-existent effect,” 109, or (2) the
doctrine that regards the already existing as an
effect because of a transformation 1n 1ts modes, 180

see Guna

formal renunciation, 27

sevenfold way of expressing the real, 67,

a unique relation that subsists between substance and
quality, particular and umversal, whole and parts,
etc , 89.

trance, representing the ultimdte or penultimate stage
n yoga discipline, 124

(x) the witness self, 165, or (2) the same concerved as
an organ of sense, 197

derived from saffva (qv), 112

general feature of things, 79

aphorism, 42 .

a creeper, from which an intoxicating drink was
extracted in ancient times, 11

tradition, 44

a bare particular or a thmﬁ-m-ltself, 79

]
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Absolute, the, 22, 23, 30, 31, 33, 83,
. 163, see Absolutism
~ Absolutism, 19, 21—4, 68-9, 83, 114,

127, 152—4, See Advaita

Activism, 28, 39, 5I- 30
186—7, 199 T

Advarta ongin, 1512, its world4 new
1 general, 152, 155-8, causation,
158-9, Maya, 16o-1, mrguna
Brahman, 161~3, saguna Brah-
man and God, 163—4, the selt,
164-5, conception of knowledge
165-6, truth and error,”166-9,
View of revelation, 169, goal of
life, 16970, 173~4, means to its
attamnment, 170-2, reason and
revelation, 173, se¢e Monism |

Agamas, 34, 35, 184

Asceticism, 27-8, 51-2, 53, 54, 63,
74, 105, 187

Atheism, 48, 83, 124-5, 134~5

Atomic theory, 61-2, 86—g, 132

Attributes, see Quality .

Bhiagavata religion, 35, 53, 56
Bodhisattva, 83

Bondage., 70, 76, 102~3, see Goal of life
Brahman (masc ), 15, 32, —as supreme

God, 32
Buddtusm, 41, 46
primitive general character, 72,

relation to Brahmanism, 72-3,
conception of self, 73, goal of
life 73—4, means to 1ts realisa-
tion, 74

canonical general character, 74~5,
the Four Noble Truths evil, its
cause, 1ts removal and the means
thereto, 75-7

systematized its divisions, 77-8,
doctrine of momentariness, 78,
(1) Hinayina conception of self
and of external reality, 78-9;
goal of hife, 83; (2) Mahdyana
as subjectivism, 801, asmihulism,
81—2, as absolutism, 83, goal of
life, 83, 1deal of Bodhisattva, 83

Gauszuon, 76, 81—2, 88-90, 107, 100,
¢ 114, 132, 158-9, 173, 193
Comparison (upamana) 141
Conjunction (saryoga), 88, 93,179,182
Creation, 24, 8g~go, 110, 153

Devotion bhakk) 13, 33, 36, 56,
125-6, 19
Difference (bheda) 187, 188-00, 196—7

Dissolution, 24, 110

Dreams, 196

Dualism, 84, see Dvaita

Duty, 37-9, 53-6, 147-8, 170-1

Dvaita ongm and history, 151-2,
187-8; principal features,
188—go, categories, 190-1, sub-
stance God, 191-2, the self,
192, Prakrt:, 192-3, wéesa
(“‘specrality’), 193-5, relation
between substance and attribute,
191, view of knowledge, 195,
conception of reality, 195, truth
and error, 195-6, pramdinas,
197, goal of hife, 108; means to
its a.(ctamment, 1989

Eightfold path, the, 77

Elements, the, 24, 58, 86, 87, r1o~11,
131

Empiricism, 44

Error, see Knowledge

Ether (akisa), 86—7

Evolution, 16, 109-10, 153, primary
and secondary, 112

Fatalism, 47, 49=50
Freedom, 47-50

Goal of bfe, 13, 25-6, 28-9, 37, 39,
50-2, 58-9, 69, 73-4, 75, 76-7,
83, 102-3, 116, 122, I148-50,
153, 169-70, 173—4, 184-5, 197-8,
means to 1ts attainment, 13,
25-8, 6970, 74, 103—5, 116~17,
122~4, 126, 149, 153, 170-2,
184—7, 198-9, see Value

God, the supreme, 29-30, 32-3, 59,
61, 8900, 04, 127, 134~5, 146,
163—4, 176, 1812, 1912 ; seeundey
Brahma (m.), $iva and Visnu

Gods, Vedic conception of, 11, 12-I3

Grace, divine (prusada), 13, 33, 36,
56, 186, 198

“1 am Brahman” (dham Brahma
asmi), 21

Idealism, 109, 80, 85
Identity-in-difference ((zdatmya), 65.
“ 109, 13X, 132, 134, 1367, 152,158
Ignorance, 25, 51, 75, 127, 160-2
Indra, chief god of Vedic hymns, 11,
later, ruler of heaven, 12
Inference, 43, 57-8, 63, 64, 96-7,
99101, 1I2I, 132, 137, I4I,
142-3, 183, 197
Internal organ, 112, 157, 165
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Jnturtion, 44, 43, 61, 63, 99, 124, 132, | Nyaya-Vaisestka ongin @nd history,

. 172,173
14a, I$vara, see God «

Jamism history, 41, 64, 5960,
categories, 6o-1, jiva, 61, ajiva
matter, time and space, 62, view
of knowledge, 61, 63—4, kinds
of knowledge 1mmediate, 634,
mediate, 64, conception of
reality, 65, 66—9, universals, 66,
goal of life, 61, 69~70, means to
its attainment, 70

Karma, doctrine of, 13, 29, 46-50,
61, 70, 90, 104, I35

Knowledge, 61-5, 77, 9r1-2, 96—7,
117-18, 133—4, 152, 165-0, 180,
182, 195, representative theory
of, g7, 120, 166, Rest of valdity

of, 989, 137-9, truth and
error, 51, 97-8, 118-9, 143-6,
166—9, 183, 196

Logic, 42, 43, 58, 101

Magic, 17

Materialism relation to naturalism,
57, perception, the only pra-
mana, 57, view of self, 58, goal
of life, 59, general review of, 59

Matter, 61—z, 86—7, see Prakrts

Maya, 25, 160-1

Memory, 64, 143, 196

Momnism, 15~16, 19—-29, 31~2, 86, 108,
its  varieties, 23, 32, 152-4,
155-8, see Chap. VII

Monotheism, 14-16, 30, 32-7, 56,
152; goal of life and the means
to 1ts attainment, 36, se¢ Brahma
{(m ), Siva, Visnu and Chap VIIL

* Morality, 12-13, 17, 35, 37-8, 39,
41-50, 53~6, 58, 69, 72, 74, 77,
83, 104—5, 123, 146-9, 153, 170-1I,
185, 186~7, 199

Motion (karma), 93w4, 179

Nardyana, 34-5,184, 187, world of, 184

Naturahsm, 41, 128, 135, See Ma-
tenalism

Nature-worship, see Religion

Nilhsm, 40, 81-2

Nirvana, see Goal of life

Non-apprehension (enupalabiki), 142

Non-existence, 95-6, 102, 179, Ssee
Non-apprehension

Non-Vedic doctrmes, 31, 84, origin
and early history of, 30~41, see
Chap III

on-violence, 69

84~5, 1ts realism and pluralism,
85-6, view of physical nature,
86, atomic theory, 86—7, causa-
tion, 88—9, God, 89~go, soul and.
manas, 9o—2, proofs of the
existence of soul, 92, positive
categories, 92—3, substance, 86,
0, 92-3, quality, 92-3, motion,
3—4, umiversals, 94—5, non-
xistence, 95-6, view of know-
ledge, 91—2, conditions of know-
mng, 96, perception, 96~7, 99,
truth and error, 97-8, test of
vahdity of knowledge, 98-9,
inference, 99—I101; verbal testi-
mony and 1ts import, 101-2,
goal of life, 102—3, means to 1ts
attamnment, 103-5

Optimism, 351, 75, 103
Organs, motor, IIo-II,
o 1I0-1I, 197

sensory,

Pantheism, 16
Perception, 42, 43, 44, 57-8, 63—4;
96-7, gf-100, 121, 137, 183, 197
Pessimism, 51, 69, 75, 103
Phuosophy, am of, 25-6,
religion, 26, and values, 50
Pluralism, 19, 63, 86, 130, 187-90
Polytheism, 1011, 14, 30
Potency ($aktr), 1356, 182
Pragmatism, 145 ¢
Prajapati, 15, 16, 27, 30, 32, Ssee
Brahma (m )
Prakrti, 108-14, 115,116, 122,X53, 160,
161, 179-80, 181, 182, 188, 192-3
Presumption (arthapatts), 141-2 o
Purusa, see Self .
Parva-mimamsa ongm and history,
129~30, 1ts realism and plurag
lism, 130, categories, 131, iden-
tity-in-difference (t@datmya), 131,
number of substance, 131, atoic
theory, 132, whole and parts,
132, the self, 132—4, wview of
knowledge, 133—4, denial of God,
134~5, quality, 135-6; umver-
sals, 136, conceptiog of reality,
1367, perception ginferencg,
verbal testimony, 137, test
vahdity of knowgledge, 338—9; its
bearmng on Vedic authority, 139;
Veda and 1ts interp®tation,
130—40; companson {upamana),
141, presumption (arthapatir),
141-2, non-apprebension (anu-
palabdh), 142; Prabhikara's
view of non-existence, 143, tryth

and
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and erfror, 1434, conceptior of
dharma and 1ts ethical sigmfi-
cance, 146-9, goal of life, 149,
means to its attainment, 149-50
‘Qhality, 92-3, 1356, 179, 183
Realism, 19, 63, 789, 84, 85-6, 117,
130, 188, 195-0 .
Reality, view of, 44, 456, 65, 7180,
136-7, 195 J
Reason, 26, 107, 132, 172, analogical
reasonmng, r1zI, and revelation,
129, 173
Recognition, 64-5, 66
Relation, 65, 88-9, 93, 94, 95, 10g,
131, 132, 134, 136—7, 153, 158-60,
177-8, 179, 180, 181, 182, 191
Relativism, 68-¢, 82, 83
Rehgion as nature-worship, 1o-14,
and philosophy, 25-6, Upanisha-
dic, 26-30, see Monotheism and
. Polytheism
Revelation, 44~5, 101, 108, 129, 142,
139, 169, 173, 184, reason and,
129, 173
Ritual, classification, 389, place of,
in Upamshadic teaching, 18-19,
and Vaigpavism, 36, i Vedintic
disciphne 170-1, 186, 199
Ritualism, m early Mantras, 16
in later Mantras and Brahmanas,
14, 16-18; and magic, 17-18
m the early post-Vedic perod,
v 36~7; and morahty, 37, classi-
fication of rites, 38-9, goal of Life
and means to 1ts attainment, 39
and Piirva-mimamsa, 129-30
Rudra, 334

Savism ongin and early h;;tory, 33,
g-nezal features, 33—4, of the
South, 175; Kashmir, 175

- Sinkhya-Yoga® ongin and early
history, 106-7; conception of
Prakrt1, 107-8, 113, 115, 119,
the three gunas, 108, causation,
109, evolution and dissolution,
109-10, the evolutes, 110-12,
primary and secondary evolu-
tion, 112, “‘psychical” and physi-
cal evouates, 112-13, conception
sf Purusd, 113-15; proofs of 1ts
existence, 114; empirical and
tranfcendencal self, 115~17, view
of knowledge, 117-18, meamng
of truth, 118-19, representative
theory, 120, pramanas, 121,
analogical v:asommng, 121, goal
of hife, 116, 122; means to its

attamment, I22, 1256, yoga,

discipline, 122-4, atheism ., of

Sankhya, 124-5; conception of

God mm Yoga, 125-6; general

review of, 126-8 .

Scepticism, 69, 129

Seli, the, 13, 23, 58, 60, 61-2, 73—4,
756, 78-9, 9o-2, Ioy, 110, III,
113-16, 122, 132—4, 152, 156-8,
159, 163, 1645, 177-9, 181, 192

Slva, 11, as supreme God, 32, 33, 34,
90, 175, see Saivism

Solipsism, 81

Space (akdsa}, 58, 02, 86, 111, 112

Substance, 66—7, 86—7, 90, 92, 13I,
17982, 191-3

Subjectivism, 8o-1, 117-18

Systems of thought, ongin of, 31,
41—2, clasgification of, 45-6

Theism, see Ménotheism

“That Thou art” (Taf fvam asi), 21,
164, 184, 192

Time, 62, 66—7, 86 .

Transmigration, see Karma doctrine

Truth, see Knowledge

TUniversals, 66, 945, 136, 179

Vaisnavism origin and history, 34-5,
chieffeatures, 35-6, seeChap VIII

Values, 44, 50, 51-2, 38, 114, 120,
133, 135, phiosophy and, 50,
ultimate value, 50-1, see Goal
of hie

Varunpa, a chief deity of early Man-
tras, 11, 12, 33, 35, later, a god
of the sea, 12

Verbal testimony, 43—4, 64, Io1-2,
121, 137, Veda as, 44, 58,
13940, 1834

Vidigtddvaita ongin and history,
151—2, 175-6, its world-view 1m
general, 177-9, substance and
attribute, the only categories,
179, substances Prakrti, 179-80,
the self, 181, God, 181-2,
attributes, 182, view of know-
ledge, 180, 182-3, truth and
error, 183; pramdnas, 1834,
view of revelation, 184, goal of
hfe, 184, means to its attan-
nent, 184~7

“ignu, 11, as supreme God, 33, 34,
187, see Vaignavism

Whole and parts, 88—9, 132

Words, significance of, 95, 184, 192

World, the physical, 23-4, 58, 62,
85-6, 107-8, 135, 152-3, 156-8,
159-60, 161—2, 177-9, 188, 192—3

A

THE END
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