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PREFACE

This book has grown out of an upper division Indian philosophy course and a
graduate seminar on Advaita Vedanta that I regularly teach at the University
of Missouri-Columbia. So, one could say that the present work has been in the
making for over three decades.

Indian philosophy represents one of the most ancient traditions of human cul-
ture, yet Western philosophers generally ignore it. This neglect may stem from
a presumption common among them that philosophy, as a systematic inquiry,
properly understood, is exclusively a Western phenomenon—and hence absent
within non-Western cultures. Thus I was not surprised when over a decade or
so ago, I found the philosophy faculty at my university arguing that a course
titled “Introduction to Philosophy” should only include Western philosophy as
its content, thereby implying by the omission of a qualifying adjective that there
1s, or can be, no philosophy other than its Western incarnation. This book is
conceived with the thought that the true understanding of the other requires
respect for the other, not appropriating the other into oneself. Its novelty con-
sists in highlighting—contrary to the dominant Western view—the fact that
Indian philosophy is also truly philosophy, not merely spiritual, religious, and
esoteric, while at the same time having its own distinctively unique approaches
to things. This book clearly demonstrates that there exists an amazing variety
of epistemological, metaphysical, ethical, and religious conceptions in Indian
philosophy. These conceptions developed within a period, roughly, of 1,500
years, and contain very sophisticated arguments and counter-arguments that
were advanced by the defenders of each thesis and its opponents. One of the
goals of this book is to dispel these myths and bring out the theoretical, discur-
sive rigor of Indian philosophy.

“Indian Philosophy” refers to the philosophical concepts, theories, and
schools that developed in the Indian sub-continent. In ancient days, most of
the philosophical works were written in the Sanskrit language, while in modern
times, philosophical works are written, not only in English, but also in many
modern Indian languages. The Sanskrit words for “philosophy” are “anviksikr”
(examination of things by the means of true cognition) and “darsana” (“stand-
point” or “system”). The classical darsanas of Indian philosophy have been the

X
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PREFACE

focus of my attention in this work. Given the space limitations, it was not pos-
sible to include Islamic or Sikh traditions, though these religious and philo-
sophical traditions have thrived in Indian culture for many centuries and have
made important intellectual contributions.

Those who are familiar with Indian philosophy know well that Indian phi-
losophy is rich and variegated; it represents the accumulation of an enormous
body of material reflecting the philosophical activity of 3,000 years. It is a multi-
faceted tapestry and cannot be identified by one of its strands. Thus, the task of
providing an introduction to such a vast topic as Indian philosophy is daunting,
both by virtue of its magnitude and the competence needed to carry it out. Any
author venturing to write such a book needs to be conversant not only with
the general philosophical issues, history of Indian philosophy, the Buddhist
thought, but must also possess necessary linguistic skills, i.e., expertise in the
Sanskrit language, a combination which is not easy to come by.

There are two standard approaches Indian philosophy: the topical and the
historical. The topical approach expounds Indian philosophy under such head-
ings as “Theory of Knowledge,” “Metaphysics,” “Ethics,” “Social and Political
Philosophy,” and brings together the various views held by different philoso-
phers and/or philosophical systems irrespective of the historical order in which
these views appeared, took shape, and developed. J. N. Mohanty’s Classical
Indian Philosophy follows this approach. The historical approach, on the other
hand, arranges the various systems in the order in which they appeared; thus,
an account of the Vedic and the Upanisadic thought precedes the introduction
of the Buddhist philosophy. Hiriyanna’s Outlines of Indian Philosophy follows this
approach. A historian, irrespective of how valuable his/her work may be, is
likely to be bogged down with philosophical questions, and may not be sensi-
tive to the ways the philosophical questions and issues outlive their introduction
and may have a life of their own. In this book on Indian philosophy the issues,
arguments counter-arguments, objections, responses to the objections, and so
on, contribute the main driving force, though an historical order of exposition
prevails.

No philosophy or philosophical system exists in a vacuum; a philosophy
neither originates nor develops bereft of some under-girding context. It is a
product of the contemporaneous and preceding cultures and exerts a decisive
formative influence on the social and cultural achievements of ages that follow.
A system of philosophy must be evaluated in light of its own aim and historical
setting, by comparison with the systems immediately preceding and following
it, by its antecedents as well as the results, and by the developments to which
it leads. Keeping this in view, the systems are introduced in a historical order,
but the exposition of each system focuses on certain key questions and issues.
The approach therefore may be called historical-cum-philosophical. It demon-
strates that there has been through the centuries a remarkable development,
emergence of new interpretations of the ancient texts, new ways of arguing for
the old theses, and sometimes a totally novel point of view.
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The source material of Indian philosophy particularly demands such a
combination. The basic Sanskrit texts are presented in argument-counter-
arguments, objection-reply forms, and I would like the Western students to learn
to appreciate the rhetoric that bears testimony to the vibrant Indian intellectual
life. Such a mode of presentation is also needed to dispel, as stated earlier, from
the minds of the Western readers certain persistent myths about Indian philoso-
phy, and to bring home to them the truth of Indian philosophy, namely that it
has been a genuinely philosophical and intellectual, highly sophisticated, rigor-
ous discipline. The attempt is made to (1) understand a particular philosophi-
cal system in its integrity, to enter into its fundamental doctrines with an open
mind in order to grasp its philosophy as a whole; (2) subject each philosophical
school has been subject to philosophical criticisms, first of an internal sort, in
order to reveal fundamental inconsistencies between the different assumptions
of the philosophy, and secondly, an external sort which discloses the limitations
of a given philosophy when judged by reference to phases of human experience
and knowledge to which it fails to do justice.

The book will serve two additional basic purposes: it will (1) help students
understand the different ways in which basic philosophic issues have been
considered in India, and (2) introduce the students to an understanding of the
Indian mind.

This book, while staying close to Sanskrit sources, (1) expounds various posi-
tions rather freely and in some details which are relevant for the contempo-
rary students’ interests, and (2) for each part, adds some selected texts in lucid
English translation without jeopardizing the integrity of original Sanskrit texts.
Wherever necessary, I have added comments in parentheses to make transla-
tions easier to understand. It is my hope that these translations will give the
student some taste of the literary style and philosophical rhetoric of the source
material, without being too bogged down with the philosophical questions.

Regarding the content of this book, after an introduction that sets the stage
for what is to come in the subsequent chapters, I begin with the Vedas and
the Upanisads, the foundational texts of the tradition, where one finds the first
philosophical questions and some decisive answers. I discuss the three nastika and
the six astika systems. The encounter with the Buddhist critique led to the rise
and the strengthening of the Vedic darsanas, each with its epistemological bases,
logical theory, metaphysics, and ethics. A systematic exposition of the darsanas
gradually takes precedence over the historical and we have the six astika darsanas
expounded in a manner that skips over centuries of development. All this leads
to the section in which four schools of Buddhism and Vedanta become the focus
of my attention, because as we stand today in the twenty first century, it is these
two that have earned a global interest. There have been numerous attempts to
interpret and reinterpret them in novel ways. In my interpretations, I have tried
to be as faithful to the Indian tradition as was possible for me, in order to enable
my readers to have an accurate and authentic understanding of the various phil-
osophical conceptions that are found on the Indian philosophical scene.

xi
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Regarding the audience, it is my hope that this book will introduce under-
graduate students, possibly beginning graduate students, to classical Indian
philosophy. Its primary audience will be philosophy students who have already
been introduced to Western philosophy but not yet to Indian philosophy.
Therefore, it is safe to assume that these students will have familiarity with
such philosophical terminologies as “theory of knowledge,” “metaphysics,”
reality,” and “appearance.” They, however, will have no acquaintance with
such Indian philosophical terms as “atman,” “brahman,” “pramanas,” “dharma,”
“moksa,” etc. Though I have explained these technical terms suitably, I have
used these Sanskrit terms throughout the book in order to make students famil-
iar with basic Indian philosophical vocabulary. I have tried to make use of them
as much as was needed in my view to represent the schools in the manner they

i)

were expounded in Sanskrit works and I have tried my best to avoid making
them difficult. How far I have been successful I will let my readers judge.

Writing this book has been a difficult enterprise. I recognize that some of the
material discussed in this book is very complex. This complexity is confounded
by the problems involved in translating complex philosophical concepts from
Sanskrit to English. I apologize for any difficulty the students may encounter in
following my exegesis and interpretation. If this work challenges the students to
further investigate the issues raised herein, I will have succeeded in my effort.

Itis both a duty and a pleasure to express my sincere thanks to those friends,
scholars, and students who have contributed to this work in various ways. It
is not possible to list them all individually. I extend my heartfelt gratitude to
such scholars as Sibjiban Bhattacharyya, B. K. Matilal, J. N. Mohanty, and
Karl Potter, whose books and papers have played a significant role in shaping
my views on the issues under consideration. I want to thank Mr. Kim Sang,
Director, Asian Affairs Center at the University of Missouri-Columbia, for
providing me all sorts of assistance with my research projects. Finally, I would
like to thank my husband, Madan, and daughter, Swati, for believing in me,
supporting me, and being there for me when I needed them.

Bina Gupta

Columbia, Missouri
December 25, 2010
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INTRODUCTION

I Preliminary Considerations

In my classes on Indian philosophy in American universities, I am often asked:
what is Indian philosophy? How is Indian philosophy different from Western
philosophy? I find it difficult to answer these questions because I am being
asked not only “what is philosophy” but also what makes Indian philosophy
“Indian.” In dealing with such general questions, one must always bear in mind
that the frequently used designation “Indian philosophy” is as much a con-
struction concealing in its fold many internal distinctions as is the designation
“Western philosophy.” One cannot but point out—which would be obvious
to my readers—that the difference between Western analytic philosophy, as
it took shape from Russell and Wittgenstein onwards, is substantially differ-
ent from the Western post-Kantian philosophy which developed from Kant to
Hegel. Thus, the designations “Indian” and “Western” do not bring together
any common essence among systems of thinking coming under them, excepting
features which may indeed be contingently related to philosophical thinking,
namely, geographical points of origin.

It seems to me that history and geography are not of much help in this search
for essential features of a philosophical tradition. It is indeed anachronistic to
give a geographical adjective to a mode of thinking, unless one agrees with
Nietzsche’s statement that Indian philosophy has something to do with the
Indian food and climate, and German Idealism with the German love of beer.
There must be some way of characterizing a philosophical tradition other than
identifying such contingent features as the geographical and historical milieu
in which it was born, some way of identifying it by its concepts and logic, the
problems, the methods, and other issues that are internal to the tradition under
consideration.

Prior to the Colonial period, philosophers of India did not concern them-
selves with the question of the differences between Indian and Western phi-
losophy. Most of these philosophers wrote in Sanskrit, some in their local lan-
guages, and never sought to distinguish what they were doing from what was
being done outside the pan-Indic culture. The task of distinguishing Indian
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thought from the Western modes of thinking became gradually important to
Indian philosophers in the Colonial period. Almost every Indian philosopher
worth the name, writing in English (because that was the only Western lan-
guage in which they wrote), expressed some opinion about it, although these
opinions differed considerably. It is worth noting, however, that no Western
philosopher—unless he/she was also an Indologist, e.g., Paul Deussen (1845—
1919), Halbfass (1940-2000), or had acquired some acquaintance with Indian
thought under the guidance of an Indologist, e.g., Schopenhauer (1788-1860),
and Hegel (1770-1831)—thought it necessary to delimit what is called “West-
ern philosophy” from non-Western philosophies. It is difficult to ascertain the
reason for this asymmetry; perhaps, it is a political rather than a philosophi-
cal question. Likewise, the Indian philosophers of the classical period, e.g.,
Samkara (788-820 CE), Vacaspati (900-980), or Raghunath Siromani (1477—
1557) did not deem it necessary to distinguish their domain of thinking from the
Western or the Chinese thought. However, since the question has been raised,
philosophers like me—trained both in Western thought and traditional Indian
philosophy, writing on Indian philosophy, and hoping to contribute to the
development of Indian thought while maintaining her continuity with the tra-
dition—must provide a satisfactory answer. This predicament is not only mine,
but also characterizes such thinkers as Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan (1888-1975),
Bimal Matilal (1935-1991), and J. N. Mohanty (1928—present). It is incumbent
on my part to concede that, though reared in the Western academia, I carry in
my baggage the entire tradition of Indian thought.

There are two kinds of positions taken by my predecessors on the issue of
how Indian philosophy is different from Western philosophy. One position,
more prevalent in the generations of thinkers ending with Radhakrishnan as its
high priest, may be articulated thus: in spite of superficial similarities, Indian
and Western modes of thinking are fundamentally different, and this differ-
ence may be expressed in such binary oppositions as intellectual-intuition, dis-
cursive/logical-spiritual, and theoretical-practical. This way of looking at the
contrast 1s rejected by such philosophers as Matilal and Mohanty, who tend to
see affinities between the Indian and the Western modes of thinking, and argue
that both traditions have developed their own logic, epistemology, and meta-
physics, and so the binary oppositions listed above fail to capture the exact dif-
ferences between the two traditions. These thinkers, especially Matilal, under
the influence of modern Western philosophy overemphasize the analytic nature
of Indian philosophy; Matilal selects and juxtaposes the Navya-Nyaya (the new
Nyaya school) and the modern Western philosophy of language. Mohanty has
also done a similar juxtaposition by selecting the theories of consciousness in
Indian philosophy and modern Western phenomenological theories of inten-
tionality from Brentano, Husserl, and Sartre. I stand in continuity with the sec-
ond group of Indian thinkers and am greatly influenced by their writings. Mati-
lal and Mohanty make a good case for bridging the distance between Indian
and Western philosophies. My goal in this work however is not to bridge the
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distance between the two, but rather to focus primarily on Indian thought in its
own terms as it presents itself to the participants in its discourse from ancient
times up until the beginning of the Colonial period. The question is: How was
the Indian world of thinking circumscribed? If we can give an adequate repre-
sentation of this world in the broadest outline, it would enable us to compare
and contrast the pictures that emerge. I will attempt a total circumspection of
the structure of Indian thought, in the hope that it would not only make dif-
ferences between Indian and Western philosophies evident, but also recognize
affinities brought out by the thinkers of the last generation.

II Philosophy and Cultural Context

All human activity, philosophical or otherwise, takes its distinctive shape within
a cultural setting and tends to bear the mark of that culture. In reviewing the
concept and the scope of “philosophy” in the Western context, we see that it
has changed considerably over the 2,500 years of its existence. As is well known,
the word “philosophy” etymologically means “love of wisdom” (from the Greek
“philia” meaning “love or desire,” and “sophia” meaning “wisdom”). Philoso-
phy thus originally signified any general practical concern, encompassing in
its scope what today are generally known as the natural and social sciences.
As late as the eighteenth century, physics was still called “natural philosophy.”
Eventually, science broke away from philosophy and became an independent
discipline in its own right. The separation forced philosophers to redefine the
nature, goals, method, and boundaries of their own inquiry.

One tradition within speculative philosophy has always focused its attention
on metaphysics. Philosophy in this context is considered to be an inquiry into
the nature of ultimate reality. The business of metaphysics, it is argued, is to
answer the most fundamental questions possible about the universe: its compo-
sition, the “stuff” of which it is composed, and the role of individuals within the
world. The Platonic theory that over and above the world of particulars there
exists a realm of forms, the theory that God created the universe, and that the
soul is immortal, all furnish examples of metaphysical speculations. Until fairly
recently, a majority of philosophers believed that speculative theorizing was one
of the most important tasks of a philosopher. Most Western philosophers today
no longer believe that the role of philosophy is to “discover” the real nature of
the world; it is rather, first and foremost, to provide a clarification of the basic
concepts and propositions in and through which philosophic inquiry proceeds.
These philosophers are only interested in the linguistic study of logical analysis
of propositions, concepts, and terms. Their contention is that philosophy’s pri-
mary function is to analyze statements, to identify their precise meaning, and
to study the nature of concepts per se to ensure that they are used correctly and
consistently. This conception of philosophy as conceptual analysis is widespread
among philosophers, especially in Great Britain and America, and such a lin-
guistic analysis is considered to be the sine qua non of any proper philosophical
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enterprise. The point that I am trying to make is as follows: the presuppositions
behind Western philosophy, which give it its unique character and flavor, are
the product of a particular history and a set of discrete cultural traditions. Both
the content and forms of inquiry distinctive of Western philosophic inquiry have
been shaped to some indeterminate extent by—for want of a better term—the
“meta-philosophical” assumptions, presuppositions, and values which, histori-
cally, have given philosophy its own unique and distinctive character.

Likewise, the context of Indian philosophy is particular to a specific set of
cultural conditions, and its lineage is likewise different from the complex set of
social, cultural, intellectual, and sociopolitical forces that have formed Western
philosophy. The Indian tradition represents the accumulation of an enormous
body of material reflecting the philosophical activity of 2,500 years. It goes back
to the rich and the large Vedic corpus, the earliest and the most basic texts of
Hinduism.! The earliest extant texts of the Hindus are the Vedas, a title which
does not refer to a particular book, but rather to a literary corpus extending over
two thousand years. The Indian philosophical tradition, in its rudiments, began
in the hymns of the Rg Veda (which we will study in the next chapter), the earliest
of the four Vedas composed most probably around 2000 BCE.? This rooted-
ness has given rise to the widespread belief—not only among educated Western
intelligentsia but also among the Indian scholars—that Indian philosophy is
indistinguishable from the Hindu religion. The reason for this belief is obvious:
it 13 possible that whoever were the first translators/interpreters of the Vedic
literature saw there what they found to be a religious point of view consisting
of beliefs, rituals, and practices, having an eschatological concern, and came to
the unavoidable conclusion that, given that all Indian philosophical thinking
goes back to the Vedic roots, the entire Indian philosophy must be religious in
its motive, inspiration, and conceptualization. But to draw this conclusion from
the literary and the philosophical evidence available is uncalled for. There are
several mistakes in this argument, which will be obvious to my readers as we
proceed in this work; however, I will draw the attention of my students to two
such mistakes: (1) It results from an unthinking application of the Western word
“religion,” or its synonym, that covers up the distinctive character of Vedic
religion. The very word “religion” being Western in origin, when applied to the
Indian context, prejudges the issue. The entire attempt to impose the Western
concept of “religion” over Vedic thought is a mistake. It completely distorts the
significance of the Vedic hymns, the Vedic deities, and the entire worldview
that articulates a certain relationship between human beings, nature, and the
celestial beings in poetic forms. (2) The second mistake consists in not recogniz-
ing that if philosophy is borne out of pre-philosophical literature, then philoso-
phy must also be of the same nature as that out of which it arises. Thus, the
conceptual and logical sophistications of the Indian philosophical “schools” are
totally overlooked out of either prejudice, or ignorance, or both.

Indian philosophy is rich and variegated. It is a multi-faceted tapestry and
cannot be identified with one of its strands. Therefore, any simplification is an
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oversimplification. The problem is further compounded when we realize that
in the Indian tradition there is no term corresponding to the Western term
“philosophy.” The term “darsana” used in the Indian tradition for “philosophy”
is a rough approximation and lends itself to a variety of meanings not connoted
by its Western counterpart. “Darsana,” derived from the Sanskrit root “drs,”
means “to see” or a “way of seeing.” “Seeing” as the end result of darsana is
“seeing within”—the Indian seer sees the truth and makes it a part of his under-
standing. “Seeing within” should not, of course, be understood in a subjectivist
sense; it signifies “seeing” or “insight” using the intellectual means with, the
help of which insight is gained. Indian philosophy is not merely a search for
knowledge of the ultimate reality but also a critical analysis of the data provided
by perception. Leaving aside darsana, another term used to describe Indian phi-
losophy is “@nviksikz,” which has been defined as “a critical examination of the
data provided by perception and scripture.” Inference is called nyaya because
it consists in critically analyzing the data previously received by perception as
well as by the authority derived from the foundational texts (Vedas). In case of
a conflict between two, the testimony of the foundational texts was probed into,
analyzed, in order to determine how far it could be reconciled with the canons
of logical reasoning.

Darsana also means a “standpoint” or “perspective” (Cf. dith, the Pali word
for “a point of view”). And it is in this second sense that Indians allowed the pos-
sibility of more than one darsana. There are nine darsanas or “schools” or “view-
points” of Indian philosophy: Carvaka, Buddhist Philosophy, Jaina, Samhkhya,
Yoga, Nyaya, Vaisesika, Mimarnsa, and Vedanta. Traditionally these schools
are grouped under two headings: nastika, and astika, which in common parlance,
signify “atheist” and “theist” respectively. However, in the Sanskrit philosophi-
cal commentaries and schools of Indian philosophy these terms mean “the one
that denies the authority of the Vedas” and “the one that accepts the authority
of the Vedas” respectively. Accordingly, the first three schools are generally
called “nastika,” and the last six “asttka.” It is customary to couple the six astika
darsanas in pairs: Sarhkhya-Yoga, VaiSesika-Nyaya, and Vedanta-Mimarhsa;
the former in each pair is viewed as providing a theoretical framework and
the latter primarily a method of physical and spiritual training. However, in
viewing the evolution of these schools such a coupling together does not make
much sense: for example, it is misleading to characterize the Nyaya school as
a method of physical and spiritual training. Neither the six astika darsanas nor
their basic framework is found in the Hindu foundational literature (Vedas). As
a matter of fact, each darsana has grown and developed far beyond what was
anticipated by the early scholars.

Philosophy in the Indian tradition was not simply an intellectual luxury, a
merely conceptual hair splitting, a mere attempt to win an argument, or defeat-
ing an opponent, although all these excesses characterized many works of Indian
philosophy. Underlying these excesses, there was an awareness of a thorough
process of thinking towards a distant goal on the horizon for the individual
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person or for humankind as a whole. These darsanas had a certain acceptance
of the relations between the theoretical and the spiritual, and a certain concep-
tion of being from within the bounds of a tradition. In order to comprehend the
philosophies of these darsanas, it is imperative that one understands the context
in which these philosophies are embedded. To this end, I will focus on several
presuppositions of Indian philosophies.

III Presuppositions of Indian Philosophy

I will discuss three presuppositions, which are: (1) karma and rebirth, (2) moksa,
and (3) dharma. In the language of R. G. Collingwood, we may call them
“absolute presuppositions”® and the rest of the philosophy may be regarded
as a rational and critical elaboration of these presuppositions. The resulting
philosophies do not justify these presuppositions; they rather draw out what
follows from them.

Karma/Rebirth: it is almost universally admitted that a common presup-
position of pan-Indic thought is encapsulated in the words “karma/rebirth.”
The word “karma” is derived from the verbal root “Ar,” meaning “act,” “bring
about,” “do,” etc. Originally, “karman” referred to correct performance of ritu-
alistic activity with a view to receiving the desired results. It was believed that
if a ritual is duly performed, nobody, not even divinities, could stop the desired
results. On the other hand, any mistake in the performance of rituals, say, a
word mispronounced, will give rise to undesired results. Thus, a correct action
was a right action and no moral value was attached to such an action. Even-
tually karma acquired larger meaning and came to signify any correct action
having ethical implications. Depending on the context, it could mean (a) any
act, irrespective of its nature; (b) a moral act, especially in the accepted ritu-
alistic sense; and (c) accumulated results, i.e., unfructified fruits of all actions.
Underlying these senses is the idea that a person by doing, by acting, creates
something and shapes his/her destiny.

Karma is based on the single principle that no cause goes without produc-
ing its effects, and there is no effect that does not have an appropriate cause.
Freed from any theological understanding, that is, independently of postulating
any God or supreme being as the creator and destroyer of the world including
animals and humans, the idea is to posit a necessary relation between actions
in this life, previous births, and rebirth in the next. Since many of our actions
seem to go unrewarded in the present life, and many evil actions go unpun-
ished, it seems reasonable to suppose that such consequences, if they do not
arise in this life, must arise in the next. Aarma carries the belief that differences
in the fortunes and the misfortunes of individual lives, to the extent they are
not adequately explicable by known circumstances in this life, must be due to
unknown (adrsta) causes which can only be actions done in their former lives.
These two concepts of karma and rebirth are interlinked and together form a
complex structure. Belief in karma is also shared both by the Buddhist and the
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Jaina thinkers despite the differences in their metaphysical and religious beliefs.
It has entered the American vocabulary and is expressed as “what goes around
comes around.”

The doctrine of karma forms the basis of a plethora of ethical, metaphysical,
psychological, and religious Indian doctrines. A commonly stated account of
karma in terms of “as you sow so shall you reap” or “as you act, so you enjoy or
suffer” are attempts to connect the underlying thought to our ordinary ethical
and soteriological thinking and, precisely for this reason, does not capture the
underlying thought in its totality. A necessary sequence of lives, worlds (insofar
as each experiencer has his/her own world), destinies, and redemptions is pos-
ited in order to eliminate all traces of contingency, arbitrariness, or good/bad
luck from the underlying order. It is not a causal order in the ordinary sense,
because the causal order obtains within a world and is not the result of the
moral nature of God as the creator or attributing moral nature to the God
(e.g., when one says “the God is good”), which presupposes that the God’s
will, despite its omnipotence, conforms to this underlying order. As a conse-
quence, though religious thinkers in India formulated their concepts of divinity
to conform to this underlying order, the very fact that the atheistic thinking,
e.g., Buddhism, and non-theistic thinking, e.g., Advaita Vedanta (non-dualistic
Vedanta), recognized this absolute presupposition only shows that theology,
like morality, is only a faint attempt to throw light on this presupposition and
does not completely illuminate it.

Though we understand the ideas of “Aarma” and “rebirth” and in some way
wish to accept it, nevertheless our understanding and acceptance never rise up
to the level of clarity that we expect of our thoughts. In this context, Heidegger’s
insight—Being as distinguished from beings can never be brought to pure pres-
ence or complete illumination, that all unconcealment goes with concealment,
presence with absence, light with darkness—makes me wonder whether it is
possible to achieve clarity in the case of an absolute presupposition. All our
attempts to capture the idea of karma/rebirth by employing the categories of
causality, moral goodness, reward/punishment, and the logical idea of God
as the dispenser of justice, are faint attempts to illuminate karma and rebirth,
because the chosen categories are from the areas of experiences in mundaneity
with which the thinker is familiar, areas karma and rebirth however cover past,
present, and future experiences.

Most Indian thinkers seek to establish karma on logical grounds. The two
familiar arguments are that in the absence of such an order, there would arise
the twin fallacies of phenomena that are not caused and that which do not pro-
duce any effect. This idea of necessary causality requires, better yet, demands,
that every event has a cause and that every event must produce its effects. It
is worth noting in this context that the idea of causal necessity that is applied
is modeled after empirical and natural order best exemplified in scientific
laws and philosophically captured in Kant’s Second Analogy of Experience.’
The resulting understanding of karma/rebirth then becomes a super science, a
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science that not only comprehends the natural order and the human order but
also all possible worlds, each world corresponding to one birth. The order that
1s being posited in the karma/rebirth is not a natural order, and what is called a
“theory,” if it is a theory, is neither a scientific theory nor a super science. Many
Hindu and the Buddhist enthusiasts wish to see it as a scientific theory, though
it does not share any features of a scientific theory. Then, there are those who
regard it a “convenient fiction,”® which would imply that the entire pan-Indian
culture, both the Vedic and the Buddhist, is based upon a fiction. Again, where
must we position ourselves as critics in order to hold such a view of these ulti-
mate presuppositions? As thinkers, we have no ground to stand upon from
which we can pass such a judgment.

A plausible philosophical move would be to say that karma/rebirth encap-
sulates Indic peoples’ understanding of a transcendental ground of the human
life and the world. It is not an empirical or scientific theory, it belongs to a dif-
ferent order, neither natural nor supernatural (the supernatural being under-
stood as another natural). The transcendental, usually construed as the domain
of subjectivity, selectively isolates an area of human experience and grounds
the totality of the empirical in it. Many thinkers have rejected this concep-
tion of ground and prefer that the ultimate ground be ontological, some prin-
ciple of being. Karma and rebirth encapsulate a fundamental understanding
of that ontological ground, of our relationship to the world, which cannot be
adequately accounted by the metaphysic of nature or metaphysic of subjectiv-
ity. Both the Advaitins and the Buddhists postulate beginningless ignorance
(avidya) and argue that this principle accounts for our inescapable experience
of obscurity, darkness, and failure to completely understand this ontological
ground. And yet, both the Hindus and the Buddhist philosophers have sought
to throw light on it in different ways and have assured us that though we do
not quite understand it, wise individuals do, because they have a direct experi-
ence of this ontological ground. It is worth noting that in Advaita Vedanta, this
beginningless avidya is not simply non-knowledge, 1.e., not knowing; it is also
a positive entity, the source of all creativity, indeed, of entire mundaneity. In
Indian thought karma rebirth, no matter how shielded from us, no matter how
mnviolable in its operations (even gods cannot escape it), gives to humans the
possibility of escaping from its clutches, becoming truly free, and realizing one’s
essence, which is moksa.

Moksa: Moksa is the next absolute presupposition, functioning not as a deter-
mining ground but as the felos as it were beckoning humans to escape the
ontological ground of karma and to come home to its transcendental essence.
“Moksa™ is derived from the Sanskrit root “muc,” which means “to release” or
“to free.” Accordingly, it signifies “freedom,” “release,” i.e., freedom from
bondage, freedom from contingency. Moksa—notwithstanding the differences
regarding its nature and the path that leads to it—means spiritual freedom,
freedom from the cycles of bondage, freedom from the mundane existence,
and the realization of the state of bliss. It is the highest value—value in its most
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perfect form—a state of excellence, the highest good, which cannot be tran-
scended and, when attained, leaves nothing else to be desired.

From the Indian standpoint, all human beings, in fact all living beings, are of
dual nature, they are, in the words of Foucault, “empirical-transcendental dou-
blets.”” In one aspect, as being in the world, i.e., mundane, he transcends this-
worldly nature into a series of other lives posited by the karma/rebirth order,
in the other aspect, i.e., as transcendental self, he is a pure, free, non-worldly
spirit as though inserted into the mundane context from which he aspires to
achieve and return home. These two kinds of transcendences are different:
transcendence into other lives and other worlds with which this life and world
are connected by unspent traces conceived as forces is very different from the
transcendence of all mundaneity into the pure spirit to be accomplished in
moksa. The first transcendence we do not quite understand, although we try to
make it intelligible in various ways using such natural categories as necessity, such
moral categories as desert and punishment, and theological categories as divine
goodness. The later, viz., moksa, is a possibility that stands before us on the horizon
as pure light, self-shining, and whose pure light seems to blind us, because we are
accustomed to seeing things in a mingling of light and darkness.

The conceptual problem really concerns how the empirical-transcendental
doublet is made possible. How do I, who in essence is pure freedom, become or
appear as my empirical being? In other words, how the transcendental appears
as empirical? The origin of the empirical, its ontological ground, is not in the
transcendental, but rather in the dark ground of being, viz., in the order of
karma/rebirth. Thus, we have an ultimate dualism between karma/rebirth and
the transcendental, which is both my essence and serves as the felos of my empir-
ical being. The conceptual situation in which the human existence is caught
may be analogous to, but not identical with (and I introduce it for the benefit
of my students familiar with Western philosophers), the dualism with which
Kantian philosophy leaves us, between the unknown and the unknowable thing
in itself and the pure self which reflection uncovers and to which moral thinking
adds content as pure willing.

There is no need to belabor the point that the two dualisms, the Indian and
the Kantian, are not the same but they are somehow analogous. The dualism
between karma/rebirth and moksa is forced upon us as we try to understand
the human situation but it soon dawns upon us that moksa is freedom from the
clutches of karma/rebirth. In moksa, one is awakened to one’s true being.

All schools of Indian philosophy, with the exception of Carvaka, accept
moksa. Saying this does not amount to asserting that all the schools of Indian
philosophy ended with the same conception of moksa. Each school developed
its own conception of moksa and also demonstrated the possibility of moksa so
conceived. “Anirmoksa” (impossibility of moksa) then becomes a material or non-
formal fallacy (hetvabhasas), which, for a philosophical position, is more serious
than a formal logical fallacy, belonging to the domain of logical argumenta-
tions. Thus, we have a general conception of moksa as freedom or as release,
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but the specific understanding of moksa in each system is determined by the
conceptual categories available in that system. The general conception of moksa
as freedom serves as an ultimate presupposition and the specific understanding
becomes a philosophical doctrine.

Dharma: so far we have seen that there are two ultimate orders: the first point-
ing backward to the order of karma and rebirth, and the second pointing forward
to the possibility of freedom as the telos which beckons upon us. Human life is
not truly human if it is not conscious of these two opposite directions. Dharma
promises to mediate between these two and announces itself as grounded in
the tradition handed over from the past and promises to help accomplish the
goal sought after in future. The term “dharma”is derived from the Sanskrit root
dhr, meaning “to sustain,” “to support,” “to uphold,” “to nourish,” etc. It is the
most basic and pervasive concept, and embraces a variety of related meanings.
It signifies the harmonious course of things; at times, it refers to a necessary
attribute (the dharma of water is to flow, of the sun to shine); at other times, to
religion; and, still at other times, it refers to duty in its normative aspect. Dharma
in the last sense—setting aside the many different understandings and interpre-
tations—means the rules and laws which individuals should follow. In short,
dharma is the Hindu counterpart of Western “moral duty.”

Dharma as a system of rules governs every aspect of human life in the human’s
relationship to himself| to his family, to his community, to the state, to the cos-
mos, and so on. Accordingly, we have family-dkarma, royal-dharma, dharma per-
taining to various stages of an individual’s life, caste-dharma, ordinary dharma,
and so on. Besides the social differentiation of dharma, there are also dharmas
that cannot be brought under the social rubric, e.g., an individual has a duty to
himself (e.g., purity), to others irrespective of varna (e.g., charity), to gods (e.g.,
sacrifice), and nature (e.g., protecting the plants). These rules have different
strengths, and hold good with differing binding force, permitting exceptions
at times, and, in their totality, form a world by themselves. But how does one
determine the essence of each domain? Who legislates them, if at all they are
legislated? Alternately, do they flow from the essential nature of each domain
as the dharma of water is to flow and fire to burn? It is here that philosophy can
get down to work instead of simply invoking a dharma sastras (dharma-treatises).
But the work is endless, and dharmas provide an endless field of philosophical
research.

Now, with this enormously complex notion of dharma, it is only inevitable that
there would be situations in one’s life when these dharmas under whose powers
one lives one’s life come into conflict with each other. It is these duties that
generate moral dilemmas and determine the tragedies of the epics, leading to
deeper spiritual vision and to the need for moksa or spiritual freedom to override
what seems to be the inviolable claim of dkarma. The origin of dharma does not
lie in the command of God, but rather in immemorial tradition and custom-
ary usages. Dharma is the embodiment of truth in life, eternal and “uncreated,”
as is life itself. The relation of dharma to God is thus somewhat nebulous and
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constitutes a perennial issue for commentary and disputation in Hindu litera-
ture exemplified, for example, in the great Hindu epic, Mahabharata.

Dharmas also promise consequences and goals to be reached in the future. If
you wish to attain such and such goal, then you should follow such and such line
of actions. This hypothetical imperative, to use Kantian language, always refers
to future goals to be reached. The conceptual world of dharma, therefore, talks
about rules of actions received from time immemorial, and ascending orders of
human existence to be reached by performing these rules. Human existence is
thus caught up in the pursuit of goals in this world or in the next, thereby giving
rise to theories of morality and theological doctrines. The philosophical systems
find here a fertile field for conceptualization.

But dharma in the long run cannot bring to a human being the ultimate free-
dom or moksa which is his constant secret aspiration. Dharma is still caught up in
the order of karma/rebirth and within that order promises to humans better and
happier lives. Dharmas are only stepping stones always pointing beyond them-
selves, never reaching a resting place, because each world, no matter how much
happier and better, is still within the clutches of the dark ontological ground
of karma/rebirth and contains the same distant felos of moksa on the horizon.
It is this human situation which comprehends human’s pursuit of knowledge,
morality, and religion, but aiming at something still higher which includes both
human history as a development of the race and of the individual which all take
place as though a prior: delimited by the ground of karma/rebirth and the goal
of freedom from it. In between lies the space of thinking, of the philosophy of
the darsanas.

IV Important Features of the Darsanas

Before proceeding further, let me briefly review some of the important features
of the eight darsanas (excluding the Carvakas) so that the readers may gain an
overview of their philosophies before diving into a detailed study of some of
these issues.

1 Each darsana has a pramana theory. The technical word “pramana” has been
variously translated as “proofs,” “means of acquiring knowledge,” “means
of true or valid cognition,” or even “ways of knowing.” The Indian material-
ists admit perception to be the only means, the Buddhists accept perception
and inference, the Nyaya admits four by adding upamana (comparison) and
Sabda (verbal testimony) to the Buddhist two, and Advaita Vedanta accepts
six and adds arthapatti (postulation) and anupalabdhi to the Nyaya list.

2 In the Western epistemologies, e.g., in Kant, there is a continuing tension
between the causal question of how cognition comes into being and the
logical question of its validity, a tension not found in Indian epistemologies.
The pramanas are both instruments by which cognitions arise, as well as the
ways of justifying a cognitive claim.

B
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The pramanas are advanced not merely to validate empirical cognitive
claims, such as “it rained yesterday, or it will rain tomorrow,” but also to
validate such philosophical claims as “the world has a creator,” or that
“all substance is permanent.” In most Western philosophies, philosophical
and empirical statements are sharply differentiated, and the grounding of
the empirical epistemic claims follows a pattern that is different from what
the grounding of philosophical claims requires. In Indian epistemologies,
philosophical-epistemic claims are treated on a par with the empirical-
epistemic claims insofar as the methods of validation are concerned. Even
the Advaita Vedanta school uses the pramanas to validate its basic thesis that
reality is One, universal consciousness, although there is a gradation of the
pramanas with regard to their relative strength.

Another feature of the theory of pramanas, irrespective of the system one has in
mind, is the primacy of perception. This feature has two aspects: every other
mode of knowing—inference (anumana) or even verbal testimony (sabda)—
presupposes and is founded on perception. One must see the smoke on the
yonder hill in order to be able to infer that there must be fire. One must
hear the words, in order to grasp their meanings. Perception, however, is not
limited to sensory perception. According to many schools, perhaps with the
exceptions of the Buddhists, one also perceives universals and relations.
Every knowledge is a manifestation of an object to and by consciousness, so
that consciousness—irrespective of the theory of consciousness upheld—
plays the evidencing role. The darsanas disagreed regarding the self-
manifestedness of consciousness, but that it is the only source of manifesta-
tion of an object was beyond dispute. The above thesis led to an epistemo-
logical realism in the darsanas, which will become obvious as we proceed in
our investigation.

Though correspondence and coherence (samavada) were widely used as a
criterion of truth, all darsanas held in common a pragmatist account of
truth. The two concepts when available tended to merge together: Truth
leads to successful practice (arthakripakaritva) pointing to a close relation
between theory and practice. This relation has often been noticed but mis-
construed as implying that Indian philosophy lacks theoretical thinking; it
1s practically motivated by the ultimate goal of freedom from the chain of
rebirth/karma. The truth however lies deeper. Suffice it to note here that in
this respect, Indian thinking is a close ally of the Greeks, especially Socratic
thinking, which assumed that philosophical thinking paves the way for the
cultivation of wisdom.

The ultimate goal, not alone of philosophy but also of ethical life, serves
as a spiritual transformation of existence. This presence of a spiritual goal
for all philosophical thinking has been well recognized but at the same
time misconstrued. Spirituality in this context does not exclude theoretical
thinking, but demands that one searches for the #uth in order to reach this
goal. Saying that Indian philosophy is spiritual calls up the picture of a
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philosopher meditating in the yogic postures. This picture is misleading
insofar as much of philosophical thinking transpired in the form of objec-
tions and replies ad nauseum.

At the same time it must be recognized that the practice of yoga was a per-
vasive component of the Indian culture—the Hindus, the Buddhists and
the Jainas, so that many philosophers while excelling in theoretic thinking
did as a matter of fact practice yoga. A consequence was the development of
the various types of yoga as well as various differing concepts of the spiritual
goal sought after, consistently with a darsana’s theoretical position.

What was common to all the darsanas, then is the acceptances of the follow-
ing soteriological structure:

Avidya = karma/rebirth = (sarmsara) bondage = moksa.

Each term in this chain was differently conceived in light of the darsana’s
theoretical system, and the practical goal and the path to reach the goal
suitably made the system’s own representation of it.

Within the fragments of their work, Indian philosophers did practice what
Western thinkers call “theory.” However, they neither conceptualized the
idea of a “pure theory” nor glorified it by making it autonomous; they
made it a stage in a process, which is motivated by the spiritual goal of
self-knowledge. Basic to the metaphysical theories of the classical schools
of Indian philosophy was the distinction between self and not-self, and the
goal of the removal of suffering by self-knowledge.

At the same time, parallel to the spiritual pursuit, there is a strong natural-
istic component of each darsana. The Samkhya, Nyaya, and Vaisesika had
a strong naturalistic strand which was however joined to a spiritual strand
insofar as it recognized that the true self—even the individual self—is not
a product of nature, and that the pursuit of moksa is the highest goal. Thus,
there are two independent strands of thought: the naturalistic and the
spiritualistic. The two eventually merged, each retaining its own identity
while influencing the other. It may be a more authentic characterization
of Indian philosophical thought to say that a reconciliation of the two seeming
opposites, “nature” and “spirit,” is what it aimed at—analogously to the opposi-
tion between theory and practice.

Ethics in the Hindu context parallels Hegel’s concept of Sittlichkeit, i.e., the
actual order of norms, duties, and virtues that a society cherishes. Whereas
in classical Western moral philosophy the task of ethics is to legitimize
and ground our moral beliefs on the basis of fundamental principles (e.g.,
Kant’s principle of universalizability without contradiction, Mill’s prin-
ciple of utility, etc.), the Hindu ethical philosophies do not give a supreme
principle of morality to legitimize all ethical choices, but rather cover a
large spectrum of issues encompassing within its fold a theory of virtues, a
theory of rules, the ideal of doing one’s duty for duty’s sake, actual norms,
customs, and social practices that an individual in society cherishes.
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I hope the above overview lays down and circumscribes a boundary within
which the philosophies (darsanas) found their fields of work. Once this field was
opened up by the Vedas and circumscribed by karma and rebirth, moksa, and
dharma, philosophy could now reflect upon not merely these mysteries and pre-
suppositions, but also explore the nature of human existence that they helped
to delimit and define reality, truth, and values.

This space, which I have just described as the space for thinking or philoso-
phy, for knowing, was first opened up, disclosed, and given to the people of this
India by what came to be known as the Vedas (srutis). But to exactly under-
stand the nature of this “origin,” one must clearly understand what is meant by
“opened up,” “disclosed,” or “given to the people.” Schleiermacher, a German
interpreter of the sacred texts, held that hermeneutics is the art of avoiding
misinterpretations,” and in the case of the srutis, misinterpretations abound. To
say that srutis “opened up” or “disclosed” means they gave people a new way
of looking at things. The three presuppositions listed above define a new way
of looking at things. How this disclosure took place cannot be made precise by
using the model of Moses receiving the “Ten Commandments” from God. It
surely was not a revelation in the standard Judaic-Christian sense of the term.
One could, using Kant, say that “a light broke upon all students of nature.”’

With this in mind, let us discuss the Vedas, the foundational texts of Indian
tradition.
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THE VEDAS

The Indian philosophical tradition in its rudiments began in the Vedas, the
earliest extant texts of the Hindus. The Vedas are not the name of a particular
book, but of the literature spanning over two thousand years, which record
the religious and speculative thinking of the Hindus, These texts were col-
lected over several centuries by several generations of poets, philosophers, and
brahmins (priests) and were not systematized as a collection until around 800
BCE. Thus it is not surprising that these texts vary significantly not only in form
but also in content.

The Vedas, the foundational texts of the Hindus, are written in old
Sanskrit; their expressions are highly symbolic and not easily translatable. Deriv-
ing from the verbal root Void, meaning “to know.” Accordingly, the Vedas ety-
mologically mean “knowledge” (Wissenschafi) and, by implication, “the sources
of knowledge.” The Vedic corpus may be regarded as a body of texts incorpo-
rating all knowledge, sacred as well as profane that the community at one time
possessed and prized. These texts not only discuss the nature of the deities to
be worshipped, religious hymns to be chanted in praise of gods and goddesses,
the rituals to be performed to please the deities and avoid their wrath, sacrificial
rituals to be performed, but also knowledge on mundane topics like agriculture,
social organization and practices, medicine, astronomy, music, as well as such
philosophical topics as the source of all things, the origin of the world, and the
nature of the relationship between the world and the one principle. When one
takes all these into account, one realizes that it is not only Indian philosophy,
but all subsequent developments of the sciences as well, that is grounded in the
Vedas, making it easier to understand why the Indians look upon the Vedas as
having unquestionable validity.

Given that the Vedas were transmitted orally from teacher to disciple for
a considerable period of time, they are called “srutes” (from sru, “to hear”).
Evidently this designation says what it means: the Vedic texts were recited,
remembered, and orally transmitted from teacher to the student for a long
time. Given that they were not written down until much later, it is difficult to
assess correctly the difference between the original form of the Vedas and what
we find today.
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The tradition distinguishes s7uti from smyti (what is remembered). The Vedas
are taken to be self-authenticating and in case of conflict between sruti and
smyli, Sruti prevails. The Vedas are “apauruseya,” 1.e., “not created by a human
being”; they are eternal, authorless, without any beginning, which should not
be taken to mean that the “srutis” were “revelations,” as many Indian and West-
ern writers claim. Such a translation hides a deep prejudice deriving from the
Judaic-Christian tradition, 1.e., it attempts to understand the Vedic worldview
with concepts appropriate to the Judaic-Christian tradition. The Vedas are not
God’s word; at no time did God interrupt the course of history to reveal the
Vedas. The sacred, even infallible, status of this literature most probably is not
due to its revealed character (as is often misleadingly attributed), but rather to
the fact that it is the source of the Hindu culture and civilization: everything
begins there, including philosophy.

The Vedic literature is usually grouped in two primary phases: the verse
literature (samhitas), and the expository literature in prose (the samhitas, the
aranyakas, and the Upanisads). Samhitas include within its fold the collections gen-
erally known as the four Vedas: the Rg Veda (RV), the Sama Veda, the Yajur Veda,
and the Atharva Veda (AV).

Of these collections, the Rg Veda is the oldest of the four Vedas. The term
“Rg” 1s derived from the root W/.rc, which means “a hymn,” “to praise,” and “to
shine,” and the term “veda,” a cognate of the English term “wisdom,” gives the
collection its name: “the sacred wisdom consisting of stanzas of praise.” Each
verse of the hymns of the /otars (an ancient order of Aryan priests) was called a
r¢, or a praise, stanza. These hymns were probably recited by the Aotars priests
who invoked Vedic divinities during the detailed and complicated ritualistic
sacrifices performed in those days.

The purpose of Yagjur and Sama Veda, compiled after the Rg Veda, 1s essentially
liturgic. The Ygur may be regarded as the first manual of the Vedic rituals. It
explains the duties of a priest responsible for the performance of a sacrifice,
formulas to be to be used in a sacrifice, preparation for the utensils used, physi-
cal site and the altar where the ritual is performed, and the meaning and the
purpose of the sacrifice, etc. The Sama Veda is a collection of melodies that were
chanted at different sacrifices, the Rg Vedic stanzas set to music. In the Atharva
Veda, we find the beginning of Indian medicine. There are hymns addressed to
different powers for the sake of alleviating diseases, death, etc. Additionally, this
collection also contains many highly speculative hymns, which, at times, are
monotheistic and, at other times, monistic in nature.

The general characterization of the four groups given above should not be
overemphasized because the themes of different natures appear at places where
one would expect them to appear, but they also appear at places one would
not expect them to appear. To each of these Vedas were assigned a number of
texts grouped together as Upanisads, where philosophical questions in a more
pointed sense arose for the first time; accordingly, the entire Vedic corpus may
be divided into two parts: the portion concerned with actions and the portion
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concerned with knowledge. The Upanisads belong to the latter section, which
we will study in the next chapter.

Whereas the four Vedas are in verse, the texts known as the brakmanas (relat-
ing to brahmins or the priests) are in prose. The brahmanas are professional lit-
erature in which one priest speaks to another priest. The braimin professionals
devoted their entire lives to the performance of the rites and traveled from
estate to estate to compete for various positions patronized by kings. Rituals
at times brought together brafmins from different regions for weeks, for a year,
leading to a never-ending discussion about the nature of the sacrifices, guid-
ance regarding the sacrifice to be performed befitting the occasion, and so on.
The underlying idea behind the rituals points to the fact that rites sustain the
universe, that there is a correspondence between the microcosms and the mac-
rocosms. Whereas the brahmanas were primarily concerned with the relation-
ship between the rite and the cosmos, the aranyakas (“forest treatises™) go a step
further and remind the person that the true wisdom consists not in the perfor-
mance of the sacrifice, but rather in grasping the spiritual significance of the
reality that underlies these rituals and sacrifices, thereby pointing to a three-
way parallelism between microcosms, the macrocosms, and the rituals.

In order to make students conversant with the Vedic worldview, I will first
discuss the Rg Vedic religion, and conclude with a discussion of the central philo-
sophical concerns of the Vedas.

I The Vedic Deities (Devas) and the Principles
of Interpretation

Rg Vedic Devas

The Rg Veda contains 1028 hymns organized in ten books. Interpretation and
reconstruction of the Rg Veda, like the other three Vedas, is fraught with peril.
In many places, a difficult idea is expressed in a simple language; at other
places a simple idea is obscured by a very difficult language. It is replete with
half-formed myths, crude allegories, paradoxes, and tropes. These difficulties
notwithstanding, the collection remains the source of the later practices and
philosophies of the Hindus.

In the Rg Vedic hymns a plurality of devas (the shining ones) or deities have
been addressed and invoked. From a functional point of view, these deities may
be grouped under three headings: (1) the deities of the natural world, e.g., Surya
(Sun), Usas (dawn), Vayu (wind), etc., (2) the deities that represent the principals
of human relations, e.g., Indra and Varuna, and (3) the deities of the ritual world,
e.g., Agni and Soma.

(1) The Vedic deities were often personified natural forces. Many hymns are
addressed to the deities of the natural world, e.g., Surya (Sun), Usas (dawn), Vayu
(wind), and so on, though the degree of personification varies significantly. The
Vedic seers were interested in nature, in establishing a correlation between
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human activities and nature. An attempt was made to read natural phenomena
in terms of their own behavior; a flood meant that the river was angry, spring
signified peace and prosperity and the fact that the deities were pleased. They
projected their own emotions upon nature.

(2) Indra is the most addressed deity in the Rg Veda; in fact, a quarter of the Rg
Veda is dedicated to him. His vajra (the thunderbolt), horses, and chariots receive
enough attention in the hymns. He drinks soma (the defied drink of immortal-
ity) and bestows fertility upon women, at times by sleeping with them. He is
addressed at once as the war-deva and the weather-deva. However, his most
famous deed 1s the unloosening of the water with his thunderbolt. He slew the
demon Vrta who prevented the monsoon from breaking. I7a had dammed the
water inside a mountain that resulted in a massive drought that caused much
human death and suffering. Indra is also represented as a benevolent power and
a mediator. At times, he is referred to as an asura (demon), although most of the
hymns emphasize his heroic deeds.

Another deva, Varuna, is most important from an ethical point of view: he over-
sees moral behavior. Varuna is a celestial deva par excellence, a universal monarch.
Guilty human beings confess to Varuna. He is an enemy of falsehood and the
punisher of sin. He resides in a thousand-column golden mansion and surveys
the deeds of human beings. His eye is the Sun who is also his spy. The Sun sees
everything and reports to Varuna. In addition to the Sun, Varuna has a number
of other spies whose sole duty is to report on the evil doings of human beings.
Varuna is a just and inscrutable deva who inspires the sense of guilt and the feeling
of awe. Human beings are destined to sin, and only Varuna can release them.

(3) Rg Vedic hymns allude to numerous complicated and detailed rituals in
which the devas are invoked to attend the sacrifice. Thus it is not surprising
that there is a tremendous interest in Agn: and Soma, the two deities essentially
associated with all sorts of rituals. In fact, Agni is the second most addressed deva
in the Vedic hymns.

Agnz 1s indispensable in the performance of sacrifices. He symbolizes the
renewal and interconnectedness of all things and events. On the one hand,
Agnz 1s greater than the heaven and the earth, on the other hand, he is a house-
holder—he is the household fire, which even today is the center of domestic
rituals. Fire serves as the medium and transforms the material gifts of the sac-
rifice into the spiritual substance from which the deities draw their strength
and of which they can partake. In Agnz, both the divine and the human world
coalesce. Agni acts as the mediator between the deities and human beings. The
meeting point is the sacrificial altar where Agn: as fire consumes the oblation in
the name of the deities, and in so doing transmits his virtues to human beings
he represents. Soma is the divinized plant of immortality. The juice of the soma
plant is ritually extracted in the famous soma sacrifice, a very important feature
of many Vedic rituals. This juice—filtered in a woven sieve—is identified with
the sky and the pouring of the juice, water, and milk is identified with all sorts of
cosmic processes. Thus, both Agni and Soma are very close to human beings.
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Many other deities have been mentioned in the Rg Veda: Mitra (the deva of
compacts and vows and is associated with Vrta), Vispu (known for his three
strides that measured the universe), and Yama (the deva of death), to name only
a few. Surprisingly, the deities that became important in later Hinduism, e.g.,
Vispu and Siva, play an insignificant role in the Rg Vedic hymns.

Principles of Interpretation

The Vedic hymns have given rise to various interpretations. Here I will briefly
recall three influential interpretations as well as the principles that underlie
these interpretations.

In the first place, there is the Sanskrit commentary of Sayana.! This com-
mentary not only captures but has also influenced the way in which the Sanskrit
Vedic scholarship came to understand the Vedas. This interpretation takes
the Vedic deities to be real gods with supernatural powers, and the hymns as
prayers in which these deities are praised so that they may confer material and
other worldly benefits on human beings and communities. This understanding,
which may be called both ritualistic and polytheistic, has exerted tremendous
influence on the writings of both Indian and Western scholars.

Sayana’s interpretation captures neither the original intent nor the spiritual
significance of the hymns. It is indeed true that there are multitudes of divini-
ties in the Vedas. However, a careful reading of the hymns reveals that the
conceptual apparatus that goes with polytheism is not found in the Rg Vedic
hymns. In polytheism, gods are fully personalized entities having a precise
function and power, and there is an organized system of gods with a clear rank-
ing. In Greek polytheism, for example, many gods are hierarchically arranged
in a patriarchal family with Zeus as the head. The gods have a very clearly
defined function and symbolism. Their place in the hierarchy is determined by
their relationship to Zeus. We find goddesses of wisdom and sex, of marriage,
of beauty, of war, etc., and their power is limited insofar as they must answer
to Zeus, who has the power to modify the results of their actions. Gods are
fully personalized entities and are divided into watertight compartments. The
Vedic divinities, on the other hand, are not fully personalized entities; they are
not divided into watertight compartments. In the Vedic pantheon there is no
organized system of the devas with specific power and rank. The Rg Vedic hymns
extol a particular divinity and even exaggerate its importance at the expense
of the other deities. They glorify the devas using the terms or epithets generally
applicable to other devas (power, wisdom, brilliance) and often attribute to her
or him mythical traits and actions that characterize other devas. In these hymns
the interconnections among the deities are glorified, their distinctions implic-
itly rejected. For example, Indra is assisted not only by the storm deva, but also
by Visnu in the breaking of the monsoon. Indra was the recipient of the soma
sacrifice aimed at promoting rain and fertility. It was believed that the soma
juice was highly intoxicating and it was the source of inspiration of the devas to
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inspire them to do good deeds. Indeed, it is the copious imbibing of soma that
gives Indra the power to overcome his enemies. As Indra assumes a position of
greater supremacy in the pantheon, Soma becomes associated with his activities
and is at times praised as a mighty warrior. At other times, Varuna and Indra are
portrayed in opposition to each other, but still at other times, they complement
each other. There is no counterpart of the Greek Zeus in the Vedic hymns.
I am adopting here a perspective that follows the Advaitic hermeneutic per-
spective rather than the literal meaning that the Western Indologists uphold
following the literal translations.

A slightly modified reading of Sayana’s interpretation is found in the chapter
on Rg Veda in Radhakrishnan’s book on Indian Philosophy.* Taking a develop-
mental point of view, Radhakrishnan maintains that (1) in the Vedic hymns
there is a transition from a naturalistic polytheism through a henotheism to
a spiritualistic monism which we find in the Upanisads, and (2) from the reli-
gious attitude of prayer—meant to elicit benefits and avoid calamities—there
emerges a dominantly philosophical enquiry, an inquiry into the one being,
ekam sat, the brahman, subsequently identified with the inner self or the atman.

Radhakrishnan’s reading is attractive insofar as it accommodates the West-
ern ritualistic interpretation and synthesizes it with the traditional interpreta-
tion of Sayana. The Radhakrishnan reading, however, does not accurately
represent the Vedic worldview. Indeed, many devas are worshipped, but the
devas are not gods; deva (cognate with Latin deus), derived from the noun div
(sky), suggests a place of shining radiance. To call “devas” “gods” is not appro-
priate. Isvara (God), a fully personalized concept, is not found in the Vedas,
and the Vedic concern with the cosmos is to be understood not naturalisti-
cally, but in a sense that is prior, not posterior, to the nature—spirit divide.
One must not lose sight of the fact that if it is naturalism, this naturalism is not
materialism, and the spiritualism that is achieved is not a-cosmic, which finds a
vibrant spirit in all natural forces and powers. Thus we need to look upon the
Upanisads not as a movement of thought beyond the Vedic religion, but as
very ancient commentaries, that provide varied interpretations of the hymns.
The best account of the spiritualistic understanding of the Vedic deities is given
in the third interpretation.

SiT Aurobindo provides the third line of interpretation.” On Aurobindo’s
reading, given the Vedic etymologies, the Vedic deities or rather their names,
at the same time, have a set of different meanings, which confer on the stories
of the sacrifices at least three different meanings: the external-ritualistic, the
psychological, and the spiritual. He argues that the Vedic words, especially
the names of the deities such as “Agni,” “Indra,” “Varuna,” “Mitra,” etc., have
a host of interconnected meanings. The Vedic Sanskrit words, derived from
their verbal roots, have the multivalence of meanings. To impose a universal
meaning on them is to lose sight of this important mutivalency. For example,
the word “agni” means both the “natural element fire,” “a supernatural deity”
symbolized by the fire, and an “inner spiritual will” which aspires after the
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highest knowledge. All these meanings stem from the multivocity of the verbal
root from which the word “agnz” is derived.

If we follow this line of interpretation, we can say that the Vedic thinking
had not yet clearly separated thought from poetry and nature for them was still
spiritual; there was no Cartesian split between matter and mind. The Vedic
rituals are social acts, rule-governed and supposed to bring about social good.
They also symbolize deep spiritual action, discipline, yoga, penance, austerity,
intended to bring about transformation of the inner being. These movements
are inevitably blended.

Thus, it would be a serious mistake to think that the Vedic religion at best
was polytheism and at worst nature worship. The worship of devas was not sim-
ple nature worship; it was part of a complicated system of rituals which could
only be performed by priests. Gradually, sacrifices became more and more
detailed and complicated. Initially, the goal was to satisfy and please the devas,
however, eventually sacrifices became an end in themselves. It would perhaps
be better to say that whereas the Vedic hymns express an intuitive experience
and appreciation of the world, from the Upanisads begins a gradual emergence
of intellectual, better yet, of clear philosophical thinking. Again, it would be
equally hasty to ascribe to the Vedic texts a religion, which postulates a distinc-
tion between man and God or gods, or to take the hymns as expressions of deity
worship. It would be more appropriate to find in them a mode of thinking,
a mode of experiencing the world that was prior to religion and philosophy
unprejudiced by the subsequent distinction between nature and spirit.

In the later Rg Vedic hymns there is a tendency away from a series of more or
less separate deities toward the notion of a single principle. What is remarkable
about these texts is that they do not end with a definite answer; they raise many
more questions, and at times end with such agnostic conclusion as “who knows,
perhaps, no one, not even the devas.” They move between a wonderful poetic
response to nature and an inquisitive mind that asks questions without being
committed to any dogmatic answer. We find on the one hand, first-rate poetry
and on the other, the beginnings of human questionings about the truth of the
world around us. If, as Heidegger often remarked, original thinking is poetic
and that “thinking” (Denken) is also “thanking” (Danken),' then the Vedic hymns
show the emergence of that original thinking, not yet frozen into conceptual
abstractions.

The overall point of view points to the sacredness of the manifest nature, the
recognition that behind the manifest nature there is an unmanifest spiritual
principle, and that the ideal life is to be in conformity with the deeper vision of
the unity of all things which, at the same time, preserves a stratified and hierar-
chical, orderly nature of social organization. We also find in these hymns indi-
cations of the belief in the imperishability of a soul, and a belief in the efficacy
of one’s actions across death and rebirth.

Thus, there are central philosophical concerns and questions that the Vedic
seers were trying to come to grips with. I will discuss these questions and
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concerns under two headings: (i) the conception of the true order and the
essence of humanity, and (ii) cosmology.

IT Central Philosophical Concerns

The Conception of the True Order and the Essence of Humanaty

The Vedic seers held that the universe is governed by “order,” or “way” or
“truth,” called “rta,” an abstract principle that ensures justice and order in the
universe.

No term in English really captures what is meant by this concept in the Vedic
context. Etymologically, “rta,” is derived from the verbal root VI, meaning to
“go,” “move,” etc.; it signifies “the course of things,” that which enables the
world to run smoothly. It is at once the ordered universe and the order that
pervades it. It represents the law, unity, and rightness that underlie the orderli-
ness of the universe.

Ria enables natural events to move rhythmically: days follow nights; there
are succession of the seasons, the cycles of birth, growth, decay, and so on. Rta
provides balance, and guides the emergence, dissolution, and reemergence of
cosmic existence. It represents a powerful power that not only regulates the
physical but also the ethical world; it sustains and unites all beings. Not only
natural phenomena but also truth and justice are subject to rta. Varupais the cus-
todian of rta, the Vedic counterpart of the later notion of dharma. It is the moral
law that regulates the conduct of human beings. When human beings observe
rta, there 13 peace and order. In social affairs, r#a is propriety and makes possible
harmonious actions among human beings. Rta is truth in human speech. Satya
as “agreement with reality,” and anrta as “negation of rta,” eventually became
confined to truth and falsity of speech respectively, and appeared in moral con-
texts to represent virtue and vice generally. In human dealings, r¢a is justice, and
in worship ra assures correct performance of ritual, which results in harmony
between human beings and the deities, human beings and nature, and among
human beings in general. In short, r¢a is the right course of things, the right
structure of things. Going against the structure would be anrta. Basically the
idea permeating the Rg Veda is that nature in all its diversity and multiplicity is
not chaos, but rather governed by a basic cosmic law.

There are no hymns addressed to rta, there are many references to it empha-
sizing the natural (the way things are) and the moral (the way they should be).
Even divinities derive their strength from rta, e.g., “from fervor 7tz and truth

39,5 ¢

were born”;” “riais the movement of the Sun,’ and “rfais also the way of Heaven
and Earth;” “rta removes transgressions;® “ria is the right path for humans.”® In
short, the natural course is the proper course. Human beings should follow rta
and avoid unyta.

The Vedic hymns raise numerous philosophically important questions: What

1s the essence of human beings? Who am I? What happens at death? Does
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anything survive after death? Given that when the breath goes out, life ceases to
exist, at many places the essence of human beings is taken to be breath, or such
an airy substance as wind. However, most discussions focus on atman (usually
translated as “soul”) as the essence, a subtle essence, which exists in the human
body. It denotes a dimension of human being that is distinct from the physical
body. In other words, soul denotes the non-physical or immaterial dimension
that survives death. AV X.8.44 and X.2.23 also reiterate the same point when
they explain atman as the essence of human beings.

The Vedic seers believed in three horizontal levels (triloka): the earthly level,
the atmospheric level (where the birds and the gods’ chariots flew), and svarga
(the abode of the gods and the blessed dead ones). On death, the atman leaves
the body and goes to heaven, the level above the atmosphere. During the Vedic
era, human beings prayed for a long earthly life. Praying for a span of one
hundred years was the norm. People generally believed that the correct perfor-
mance of rituals would ensure them a place in the heaven. Satpat/za Brahmana

(SB) also reinforces the idea of the separation of the soul and the body; at
another place declares that those who do not perform sacrifices are born again;
at still another place, assures us that the due performance of sacrifices ensures
material comforts in another world and that doers of bad deeds are punished.
Thus, though the discussions of the destiny of human beings are scattered,
there is no doubt that the principle of rfa and the ideas of reward and punish-
ment later evolved into the notions of dharma and karma respectively, two basic
presuppositions of Indian philosophy discussed in the previous chapter.

Cosmology

The questions regarding the world-breath corresponding to the life-breath of
the human being led to several speculations regarding the source of the world
and the process of creation. Several questions were asked: What is the source
of things? What is the nature of that deeper principle which underlies manifest
nature? What is the relation between that one principle and the diversity of
empirical phenomena?

Regarding the ultimate source of things, one finds various speculations. The
Vedic divinities could not be said to be the source of the world because they
were associated with the natural world; for example, the deities of rain and
wind resided in the atmospheric level, Soma on the earthly level, and Agni on all
three levels. Even the divinities that were not associated with the natural world,
e.g., Indra and Varuna, were taken to reside in some spatial location or the other
and so could not be said to be the source of the world. Thus, in the later hymns
we find a transition from the personal to the impersonal power or principle to
explain the origin of things.

To explain the nature of the one and its relation to the empirical world and
the process of creation, I will focus on three hymns: RV X.90 and 129, and
Atharva Veda XIX.33.
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In X.90, we see the first streak of the monistic thought. The universe is derived
from the various parts of the Purusa, the “Primeval Man.” Purusa is at once
the entire existence and an androgynous being. Purusa is the sacrificial victim
and the deity of the sacrifice. In this hymn the gods perform the sacrifice, the
Purusa becomes the oblation, and from the dismemberment of the Purusa were
created all animals, the four castes, and the cosmic powers, e.g., the moon, the
sun, the wind, breath, etc., The hymn expresses Purusa as both immanent and
transcendent: immanent because it pervades the entire existence, transcendent
because it is not exhausted by the existence of the universe.

The hymn in no uncertain terms declares that the Purusa precedes and goes
beyond the creation, which became very important for later Indian philosophi-
cal speculations. It has given rise to countless speculations and serves as the
paradigm for many sorts of creations, e.g., it is recited in the rites performed
after the birth of a son, in the ceremonies performed when the foundation stone
of a temple is laid, and so on. Purusa typifies Hindu cosmogonic divinities, e.g.,
Pragjapati (the lord of all creatures), which repeatedly appears in AV. There are
various hymns addressed to the Support, on which everything rests. The notion
of Support resembles the Purusa of RV.

It should come as no surprise that the Vedic poet was intent on finding an
answer to the question “what is it that is the warp and woof of everything else?”
The famous “Hymn to Creation” (X.129) articulates the Vedic seer’s attempt
to go beyond “being” and “non-being” to a primordial being, their unifying
ground. The hymn opens in the time before creation, when there was nothing:
neither being (existent) nor non-being (non-existent), no mid-space, no trace of
air or heaven; even the moon and the sun did not exist so that one could dif-
ferentiate between the day and night, days and month. The One, which was
enveloped by emptiness, came into being by its own fervor, desire (the primal
seed of mind) arose giving rise to thought; thus, existence somehow arose out
of non-existence. At this juncture, the poet realizes that he has gone too far;
to claim that existence arises out of non-existence goes against the verdict of
experience. Thus, after presumably describing the origin of things, the last two
verses ask whether anyone truly knows what is really the origin of the existents.
Even the deities cannot answer this question, because they were created along
with the world. Thus, the poet concludes that the origin of the existents is inex-
plicable; it is an enigma, a riddle. It is worth noting that creation in the Indian
context is never creation ex nihilo; it signifies the ordering of already existing
matter into intelligible form. In other words, the cosmos is evolved out of its
own substance.

The hymn from the Atharva Veda included in this text articulates time as
the one ontological reality; it is the creator, preserver, and the destroyer of
the universe. The Sanskrit term “kala,” derived from the root \/kal, means “to
collect,” “to count.” Time, in these hymns, collects or gathers past, present, and
future. Time is compared to a perfectly trained horse upon which a jar filled
with water to the brim is placed; time runs like a horse without spilling even a
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single drop. Everything—earth, heaven, Sun, wind, breath, etc.— originates
in time. It is not an exaggeration to say that time is both the Prgjapati and the
brahman of the AV.1°

To sum up: The Vedas—devoted to devas, natural phenomena, sacrifices,
the ultimate source of things—remain important sources of the Hindu prac-
tices and philosophies even today. A scattered discussion of such concepts as
“reward and punishment,” “birth and rebirth,” “identity and difference,” and
“spirit and nature,” is found throughout the Vedic texts. In the later Rg-Vedic
hymns, there is a tendency to move away from a series of more or less separate
deities or powers of nature, toward the notion of a single principle. All these
idea finds a fuller exposition, development, and conceptualization in the final
part of the Vedic corpus known as “Upanisads,” which I will discuss next.
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Anyone acquainted with the story of the unfolding of Indian philosophy is aware
of the fact that the Upanisads, the foundational texts, are multifaceted, versa-
tile, and address a plethora of logical, epistemological, grammatical, linguistic,
hermeneutical, psychological, physiological, and phenomenological theories.
The Upanisads, formally part of the Vedas, set forth the nature of ultimate
reality, self, foundation of the world, rebirth, immortality, to name only a few.
They are generally taken to signify the esoteric teachings imparted orally by the
Gurus (spiritual teachers) to their disciples. Such teachings were not meant for
common persons. The Upanisads clearly command “no one who has not taken
a vow think on this.”! Eventually, such expressions as “paramam guhyam” (the
greatest secret)? came to be used for the Upanisads. Thus the Upanisads gradu-
ally came to signify the highest knowledge which was received from the teacher,
a sort of secret instruction, which could only be imparted to those students who
were qualified to receive it. The prefix “upa,” denotes “nearness”; nz, means
to attain,” or “to loosen.” Etymologi-

9«

“down,” or “totality”; and sad, “to sit,
cally, a disciple humbly approaches the teacher, to gain esoteric knowledge of
the totality to break away from the bondage of the world. In this oral erudition,
the guru and the pupils engaged in discussions and debates that added to the
erudition and eventually became incorporated as part of the textual tradition.
First a few remarks about the texts themselves. The principal Upanisads
were composed sometime between 600 and 300 BCE. There is no agreement
regarding the number of the Upanisads composed. It is generally believed
that there are over two hundred Upanisads; the tradition maintains that one
hundred and eight are extant. Of these, eleven are said to be the major Upa-
nisads; they are: Brhadaranyaka (BU), Chandogya (CU), Taittiiya (TU), Isa, Kena,
Katha, Prasna, Mundaka (MU), Mandukya (MAU), Svetasvatara (S veta), and Maitrt.
Of these eleven, CU and BU are the longest. The order of their composition
and antiquity is difficult to ascertain; philological scholars have been trying dif-
ferent hypotheses and applying different methods to determine their antiquity.
These texts were not compiled in the same period. Given that they were com-
posed by different individuals, living at different times and in different parts of
North India, their methods of presentation, and the larger cultural contexts in
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which these teachings were inserted, were different. Additionally, the individu-
als who put the Upanisads into their final written form may have incorporated
their own teachings in the Upanisads.

Under the patronage of Dara Shikoh, the son of Saha Jahan, the Emperor
of Delhi, in 1656, the Upanisads were first put into written form; fifty
Upanisads were translated into Persian. In 1801-1802, Anquetil Duperron
translated these texts from Persian into Latin. Schopenhauer, after studying
the Upanisads in Latin, stated: “With the exception of the original text, it is the
most profitable and sublime reading that is possible in this world; it has been the
consolation of my life and will be that of my death.”® Since then, the Upanisads
have been translated into all the major languages of the world.

It is not easy to summarize the teachings of the Upanisads. These are open-
ended texts and lend themselves to a variety of interpretations. Additionally,
these texts use symbols, narratives, metaphors, and concrete images to con-
vey their thoughts further compounding the interpretive problems. However,
there is a broad theme that runs through these texts and this theme has been
reiterated in many different ways using different paradigms. Each Upanisadic
teaching stresses the coherence and final unity of all things. To that end, the
Upanisads identify a single fundamental principle which underlies everything
and explicates everything. Behind the spatial and temporal flux, there is a sub-
tle partless, timeless, unchanging reality, called “brahman.” This fundamental
principle is also the core of each individual and this core has been designated as
the “atman,” the “self,” the life-force independent of physical body.

Etymologically the word “brahman” 1s derived from the verbal root brf,
meaning, “to grow,” or “the great”; thus, the word “brakman” came to mean
“the greatest” and “the root of all things”; “atman” meant “breath,” and came
to signify the essence of the individual person. The central teaching of the
Upanisads revolves around the thesis that the brafman and atman are identical.
To the Upanisadic seers the atman and the brahman signify the same reality, one
within, and the other without. I will begin with the discussion of the brafman in
the Upanisads

I Brahman

We saw in the previous chapter that towards the end of the RV many questions
about the origin and the nature of being were being asked. It was asked: Does
being emerge from non-being or from prior being? The former alternative was
set aside as absurd and the latter was not quite rejected but was seen as leading
to further questions about the origin of being. If one being lies at the beginning,
then we need to know who or what that being is. For sure, this being is not the
god of religion, and it is given a new designation as “brakman,” the most perfect
being, the greatest, from which all things arise and into which they all return.
In the Vedic hymns the term “brafman,” refers to the power contained in the
words recited as well as the mysterious power present in the utterances of the
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Vedic hymns. The primary goal in the Vedas is to search for the power con-
necting the microcosm with the macrocosm, though the idea of brahman as the
ground of all things is not entirely absent.

The word “brahman,” though found in the Vedas, comes to prominence in
the Upanisads. Who is this brakman? This fundamental question is formulated
in many different ways in the Upanisads, which are replete with such ques-
tions as: What is the one being that underlies many beings? What is that by
knowing which all else becomes known? What is that by knowing which one
overcomes suffering? What is that from which everything arises? There is also
the standard metaphysical enquiry: What was there at the beginning? What is
that from which all things arise and into which they all enter after dissolution?
The answer in all cases is brakman.

The Vedic sense of power continues in the Upanisads: Katha Upanisad, for
example, points out that the various devas carry out their respective jobs because
of the fear of the brahman;* Kena Upanisad informs us that the various devas have
no power outside the power of brahman, and so on.” The brahman of the Upanis
ads, however, is much more than a power; it is the cause of the origination,
sustenance, and destruction of the world.® In the BU, when Yajnavalkya is ques-
tioned about the number of gods, he initially says that 3306 gods were simply
manifestations of thirty-three gods, and then successively reduces the number
to six, three, two and a half, and then one. This god is none other than the
brakman, and all other gods of the Vedas, the senses, and the mind are said to
be the various powers of the brahman.” This brahman is not only the source of
everything, but also the core of each individual being called “atman.”

In MU, Saunaka (a householder), with a great deal of respect and humil-
ity, asks Angira (a wise man): what is that by knowing which all else becomes
known?® The text that immediately follows does not answer this question but
rather seems to move on to other matters including the classification of knowl-
edge into higher and lower and the order of creation (or emanation) of the world
by (or from) brahman. MU concludes with the statement: “all this is brakman,”
that “brakman is this one world.” It appears as if with the affirmation that the
brakman is everything, it follows that to know brahman is to know everything.

But what is the nature of the braiman apart from its being everywhere and
everything? Bhrgu puts this question to his wise father Varuna.® Varuna informs
his son that the braiman is that from which things are born, in which they live
after being born, and into which they return upon departing. Bhrgu leaves in
his quest for the real. He initially thinks that the brafiman 1s food. All beings arise
from food, after being born live in it, and return to it at the end. This is the first
answer. If this is so, then one should increase food. Further reflections reveal to
him that the brahman is neither food, nor the vital breath, nor manas, nor intel-
lectual awareness; it is bliss (@nanda), that all beings arise out of bliss, continue to
live in bliss, and return at the end into bliss.

The entire Isa Upanisad uses paradoxes and antinomies to explain the nature
of the brahman. For example, whereas V.4 describes the One as “unmoving, yet

32



THE UPANISADS

swifter than the mind,” V.5 articulates the brakman as that “moving and not
moving,” “far and near”; it is inside this world; it is also outside. Katha reiterates
that the brahman is subtler than the subtle, greater than the great; seated at one
place, it travels far; although sleeping it wanders around; it is present as bodiless
in all bodies, present as eternal in all non-eternal things.! The Sve@ makes the
same point when it asserts that the brafiman is smaller than the smallest; greater
than the greatest."

One cannot but ask how to interpret these patently self-contradictory
statements? Clearly, if they are literally true, then our logic fails. It is more
plausible to suggest that our ordinary categories (space, time, motion, rest, one
and many, etc.) do not apply to the brakman; application of these categories
generates contradictions. The brahman is all-encompassing, nothing is excluded
from it. It is unmoving insofar as it is eternal; it is swifter than the mind because
it is inconceivable. The braiman signifies the totality of things; it is both the
unmanifested beyond and the manifest phenomena, implying it is both one
and many.

In another dialogue, which occurs in the BU, there is a clear break from
the ritualistic tradition of identifying the brahman with the self residing in vari-
ous deities. The text occurs in the course of a conversation between Balaki (a
brahmin) and the king of Kasi, Ajatasatru.'? In this dialogue, Balaki, a brakmin,
successively argues that the brakman is the person in the sun, in the moon, in
the lightning in the sky, in the air, and in the fire. The king rejects all these
accounts. I presume that these answers prevailed among brahmins in the ritual-
istic tradition. The king then took Balaki by his hands to a person who was fast
asleep, and asks: “Where does the person inside this man go when he is asleep,
when he wakes up wherefrom does he return? Where is he, what is he doing,
when the person is asleep but dreaming?” The king finally informs Balaki that
during sleep when the senses are restrained, the empirical person rests in the
space within the heart. In dreams, the mind and the senses are not restrained
and a person is able to move as he pleases, he becomes a king or a brahmin
as it were. In deep sleep, however, a person knows nothing; in this state, one
rests like a youth or a king or a brakmin who has reached the maximum of
bliss.'”® The different centers of life are there, but their truth is afman, the truth
of truth."

It is quite clear from the above conversations that the Upanisadic seers reject
attempts to identify the highest being with any one natural or naturalistically
identifiable entity as not satisfying the description, and in so doing set aside
all objective and cosmological thinking about the brafman. The answers gener-
ally end up with the affirmation that the brakman is none other than the inner
self of all beings, especially of humans, called “@tman.” Thus, a turn from the
cosmological to the psychological mode is affected. However, one is still not
clear what is the precise nature of the innermost essence of human beings,
the atman. Let us discuss what the Upanisadic seers have to say about this
essence.
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I Atman

Many Upanisads analyze the states of consciousness (waking, dreaming, and
dreamless sleep) to arrive at the knowledge of atman. Among the paradigms
used, the paradigm of hierarchy, in which one moves from the grossest to the
subtlest, explains the nature of the atman very clearly. The most succinct, sys-
tematic, and formal analysis of the states of consciousness occurs in the MAU;
however, the two earliest and significant precursors to the MAU’s analysis are
found in the BU and CU.

In the BU, the analysis of the states of consciousness occurs twice; apart
from the Ajatasatru and Balaki dialogue discussed above, there is a conver-
sation between the Sage Yajiiavalkya'® and King Janaka, in which the King
desires to know the source of illumination that makes it possible for human
beings to function in this world. Yajhavalkya successively informs the king that
it 1s the light of the Sun, the light of the moon, the fire, and the speech. The
King is not satisfied with these answers and rejects them. Yajhavalkya then goes
on to describe three states of consciousness: waking, dreaming, and dreamless
sleep. In the waking state a person moves and functions on account of external
physical light, but in the dream state a person passes from the dream
consciousness to waking consciousness and then returns to dream conscious-
ness as a fish swims from one bank of the river to another. In deep sleep,
however, there are no dreams, no desires, and no pleasure; the self in this
state 1s free from pain, does not lack anything, does not know anything; there
are no desires, no dreams.'® The self sees by its own light, it is the ultimate seer;
there is no other for the self to see. There is a perfect quietude (samprasanna),
there is nothing wanting or lacking; it is bliss. The self is its own light; it is self-
effulgent, it is self-luminous. In this state, though the self does not see with the
eyes, it is still the seer. The character of seeing is intrinsic to the self; the self
can never lose this characteristic just as fire cannot lose the characteristic of
burning.

Indra, Virocana, and Pragjapati dialogue in the CU reiterates that “pleasures
and pain do not touch the bodiless self.”'” Indra representing the gods and
Virocana representing the demons, after undergoing the necessary preparations
with austerity and penance, go to Prgjapati and ask him to instruct them about
the knowledge of the immortal self,'® which is free from sin, old age, death, hun-
ger, thirst, etc., and knowing which, one is not afraid of anything. Prajapati asks
them to wear their best clothes and jewelry and look into a pool of water, which
reflects his adorned image. Prajapati tells them that the true self is nothing but
the self seen in a reflection: that the self'is the same as the body. Virocana leaves
with the mistaken notion that the atman is the same as the body and informs the
demons accordingly. Indra, however is not satisfied and returns to Prajapati for
further instructions, but Indra rejects Prajapati’s subsequent answers that the
atman is the self seen in the dream and the dreamless states. Finally, Prajapati
reveals to Indra the true nature of the self| that as the support of the body, it is
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unchangeable essence of the empirical self. It is the highest light (parama jyotif),
the light of lights.

The above analyses of the states of consciousness found in BU and CU point
to the self that is at once beyond the three stages (waking, dreaming, and dream-
less sleep) and also endures identically through them. This self is experienced
not in deep sleep but in the fourth, the transcendental stage. MAU calls this
state “turzya.” At the outset, MAU declares that the self has four feet (or quar-
ters). The waking state is said to be outward-directed; it is conscious of external
objects, consciousness is tied to external objects or in a modern jargon, its inten-
tionality is outward-directed. In the dreaming state, the self is inward-directed.
There are no outer objects, but inner objects produced by inner desires and
impressions are there. Intentionality is still there, but the intentional objects
are inner. In the deep sleep state, however, the experiences that character-
ize waking and dreaming experiences disappear. In this state the self is called
“pragiiah,” pure consciousness. Since there is no individuated, object-directed
consciousness, the pure consciousness in this state, is called “prajnah-ghana,” or
“consciousness enmassed or densely packed” into which all objects and object-
consciousness are dissolved. Finally, the fourth state, is described as “the lord
of all” (not in the sense of God), but as the truth of all, as that which underlies
all the others and comprehends them within it. It is called luminous, because it
has for its object only consciousness that is the light itself. It enjoys conscious-
ness in itself unrelated to any objects whatsoever. It is also called the source of
all, the inner controller, the beginning and the end of all objects—the real self
or atman.

Note that there are two ways of construing the doctrine of the four states
of consciousness. The first three may be regarded as empirical pointers to the
transcendent, the fourth. Alternately, the fourth may be regarded as what com-
prehends and makes possible the other three. The first is suggested in the BU
and CU, and the second in the MAU. Irrespective of whether one explicitly
admits the fourth state, the point that is being made is as follows: in what lies
beyond the three states, the self becomes non-dual; it becomes one with the
brahman. Thus, it is not surprising that at many places in the Upanisads, the
two terms the “brakman” and the “atman” are used synonymously. The CU asks:
“What is atman? What is brahman?”'® When the inquiry pertains to the source
of the universe, the word “atman” is used, and in other cases when the inquiry
is regarding the true self of a human being the word “brakman” is used. For
example, in the dialogue between Balaki and Ajatasatru discussed above, the
conversation begins with the brahiman ends with the atman as the world-soul from
which gods, divinities, and all beings are derived.

III Brahman and Atman

Four Upanisadic sayings, known as the “Four Great Sayings,” have gener-
ally been regarded as expressing the quintessence of the Upanisads. These
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sentences in different ways reiterate that the brahman, the first principle, is dis-
covered within the atman, or conversely, the atman, the essence of the individual
self, lies in the first principle, the brahman, the root of all existence.

For my present purposes, I will elaborate on only one of these four, viz.,
“lat tvam asi,” which contains one of the clearest discussions of the identity thesis.
The dialogue occurs in the CU2 between Svetaketu and Uddalaka. In this con-
versation, Uddalaka identifies the being (saf), the ground of all existence, and
the source of all human beings, with the self of Svetaketu. This identity thesis
has been repeated nine times in this conversation. To give students a flavor of
the style and content, I have translated a portion of the conversation at the end
of this chapter.

The context is as follows: Uddalaka sends his son Svetaketu to study with
a teacher. Svetaketu studies with the teacher for twelve years and returns
home very proud of his knowledge and learning. Noticing his son’s arrogance,
Uddalaka asks his son: “Do you understand the implications of that teaching
by which the unheard becomes heard, the unperceived becomes perceived,
the unknown becomes known?” Svetaketu informs his father that he does not
know the answer. Using the example of things made of clay and gold, Uddalaka
explains to his son that knowing a lump of clay amounts to knowing all things
made of clay and knowing a nugget of gold amounts to knowing all things
made of gold, because things made of clay differ only in form but the essence
is the clay and things made of gold differ only in form, the essence is gold;
likewise, the self of Svetaketu is not different from the being or the essence, the
ground of entire existence. Svetaketu does not quite understand what his father
was trying to tell him, and so asks his father for further instructions. Uddalaka
points out that in the beginning, there was only being, and that being had a
desire to become many. Thus, he, out of himself, projected the universe, and
after projecting the universe entered into every being. That being alone is the
essence of all things; all beings have this essence as their support.?! Svetaketu
is still not sure about what his father is trying to convey to him, so he requests
further instruction. Uddalaka asks Svetaketu to bring a fruit from the nyagrodha
tree and instructs him to cut it open. Svetaketu does so and finds seeds in the
fruit; but he does not find anything in the seeds. The father explains to the son
that the entire tree comes from the invisible essence that exists within the seeds:
“Believe me, my child, that which is the subtle essence, this whole world has
that for its self. That is the true self. That thou art, Svetaketu.”” This being, the
source of everything, is the self of Svetaketu, which is not different from atman
or consciousness. This pure consciousness, the being that is the ground of all
existence, also underlies empirical consciousness.

The thesis of the identity of the atman and brakman has been an influential
landmark in the history of Indian thought. Two different concepts, two differ-
ent goals, two objects of inquiry are pursued, and in the final analysis, are found
to be the same. The inquiry regarding the brafiman is perhaps more connected
with the Vedic discourses: What is that one being which is called by different
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names? What is that ultimate stuff or power which is at the root of all things?
and so on. The Upanisads pursue the Vedic question, and reject such answers
as that the brahman is the primal fire, water, the sun in the heaven. Regarding
the atman, such answers as that it is body, or the life-principle, or the manas, or
the buddhi were rejected. Finally, atman is understood as the indwelling spirit in
all things which is brahman.

The different texts and teachers emphasize different aspects of this identity.
Many texts in the Upanisads proceed step-by-step ascending from co-relation
to a final identity. Thus, to the idea of atman as body there corresponds the
concept of “brakman” as material nature. To the concept of atman as the life-
principle within there corresponds the concept of the brakman as indwelling
life-principle within all beings. While there is such a correlation between how
one understands the nature of the individual self and the nature of cosmic real-
ity, the gap between them is eventually closed, and one passes from co-relation
to identity when both the terms are understood in their true nature. Thus,
with regard to both, atman and brahman, there are many kinds of discourses,
some affirming the final truth with regard to each while others exhibit a graded
movement as in the doctrine of five sheaths (kosas), which like onion skins have
to be peeled off until the inner most core comes to light. MAU’s analysis takes us
through the four states of the self: the waking, the dreaming, the dreamless, and
the fourth that transcends all three, in which the inner nature of the self is mani-
fested. Again, one can notice a difference in the teachings of Ajatagatru in BU
and Uddalaka in CU. There are differences in emphases from which different
philosophical positions might be derived. Ajatagatru identifies the self of deep
sleep with maximum bliss, Yajiiavalkya argues that the true self, though not an
object of thought, is experienced in the state of deep sleep, because in this state
consciousness alone is present without any object.?® Self by nature is free, pure,
and eternal. It remains unaffected by pleasure and pain. It is perfect serenity
and bliss. Uddalaka begins with sat or being, Yajhavalkya and Prajapati, on the
other hand, begin with an analysis of the states of experience.

One way to understand identity is to read it as the identity of the objective
and subjective reality. The distinction between the subjective and the objec-
tive, the inner world of the spirit and the outer world that one perceives, seems
to have been there even in antiquity, and one could argue that the distinction
determines the two different directions in which search was going on, and per-
haps we could suggest that the identity thesis overcomes this distinction. In this
context, it is worth noting that the distinction between subject and object was
not clearly formulated in the Upanisadic texts. Sat or being underlies both sub-
ject and object; thus, the two concepts “brahman” and “atman” may be construed
as laying down two paths both leading to the same goal which may be said to
be either atman or brahman or identification of the two, better yet, atman-brahman,
which is neither subjective nor objective, but both rolled in one. This identity
thesis (we now know particularly from IFrege) between two terms is significant,
and not a mere tautology; the two terms have different meanings but an identical
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referent. Affirmation of such an identity, I imagine, must have shaken the intel-
lectual world of that time resulting in various systematizations in the Vedantic
systems. I might add that this metaphysical achievement predates by almost
2000 years the philosophy of Hegel, in which reality was taken to be the spirit,
beyond the subject/object distinction.

Leaving aside “tat fvam asi,” there are three additional sentences which are
said to express the quintessence of the Upanisads: prajaanam brakma, “brahma is
intelligence”;** aham brahmasmi, “1 am brahma”;* and “ayam atma brahma,” “this
atma is brahma.”*® These sentences in different ways reiterate that the brafman
and the atman are identical. The point that is being made is that the reality
encompasses everything; it signifies the totality of things. It is both the unmani-
fested beyond and the manifest phenomena, implying it is both one and manys;
it is also the self, the seer, and the thinker. Thus, it is not an exaggeration to
say that each Upanisadic teaching stresses the coherence and final unity of all

things; everything is brahman.

IV The Brahman and the World

The Upanisads conceive this brakman both positively and negatively. The “Four
Great Sayings” given above describe brafiman in positive terms. Additional posi-
tive sentences are found in most of the Upanisads; for example, the brahman is
that which consists of mind, whose body is life, whose form is light, whose con-
ception is truth, whose soul is space, containing all works, desires, odors, and
tastes, and encompassing the whole world, the speechless and the calm.?” I am
brahman,?® all this is the brahman,?® and so on. Again, one also finds such negative
statements, such as the brafiman is neither gross, nor subtle, nor short, nor long,
nor red, nor adhesive, without shadow, darkness, air, space, attachment, taste,
smell, eyes, ears, speech, mind, light, breath, mouth, and measure, and without
inside and outside.*® The negative sentences are best typified by “neti, net,” “not
this, not this.”*" Accordingly, the brakman in the Upanisads is said to be both
saguna (with qualities) and nurguna (without qualities). The positive sentences
assert that everything, this object in front of me, the object at a distance, all are
brakman; the negative sentences in effect deny that any of these things is the brak-
man. Thus, the question arose regarding how to reconcile these contradictory
statements if the Upanisads are not to be guilty of self-contradiction.

One group of thinkers privilege the affirmative over the negative, the oth-
ers follow the reverse route. The former group argues that the negative sen-
tences say that none of this by itself is the brahman, that negation presupposes a
prior affirmation which is then to be denied, and this is exactly what happens.
The second group holds that the affirmative sentences affirm the final truth,
Le., all that we see, the totality of all things, has its being within the brakman,
but none separately. The first group accords priority to the negative sentences
by maintaining that the negation, the braiman is “not this,” “not this,” is the
final truth, while the affirmations are provisional affirmations that everything
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is the brahman. There is no need to choose between the two; it is enough for our
purposes to underscore the fact that the great commentators of Vedanta,
which we will study later in the chapter on Vedanta, follow different interpre-
tations of the same Upanisadic sentences. Ultimately one has to choose which
line of interpretation is logically stronger before deciding which interpretation
is more plausible.

Corresponding to the two views of the brahman as saguna and nirguna, there
are two answers regarding the question of the cause of the world. According
to the former, the world is a real emanation of the brahman; according to the
latter, the world is simply an appearance of the brahman. Svetd at the outset asks
such questions as: Is brahman the cause of the world?* Wherefrom have we all
come, who has kept us alive, and at the end where do we go? Time, the nature
of things, destiny, chance, the elements of being, or the atman of the nature
of knowledge (the all-knowing, thinking self) have been rejected as being the
cause of the world. No reason is given for rejecting these possibilities. The Sveta
proceeds to develop a rather theistic conception of the brahman, with maya as its
creative power that creates the world in accordance with the karmas (dharma and
adharma) of the finite souls.

The major trend of thought in the Upanisads, however, remains a theory of
emanation, not of creation. The two metaphors that dominate are: (1) a spider
producing its web, and (2) a lump of salt dissolved in a bucket of water. Let me
claborate. Just as a spider creates its web, without requiring any other cause,
from within, and also swallows it up, so does the world emanate out of the
brahman, and goes back into it. Uddalaka, the father, asked his son Svetaketu
to place a lump of salt in the water and return to him in the morning. When
Svetaketu came in the morning, the father asked Svetaketu to go and get the
lump of salt from the bucket of water. The son could not do so, because the salt
had dissolved. The father then informed the son that as we are able to perceive
salt by other means, touch and sight, similarly, we can perceive the brahman, the
immanent being of everything in the world, by other means. Most Upanisadic
seers agree that the brahman is the cause of the world and that the world is not
manifested out of any external matter; it rather is a manifestation of an aspect of
the brahman. Several Upanisads articulate the brahiman as the creator, sustainer,
and destroyer of the world and articulate the brahman both as the material and
the efficient cause of the world.

From the standpoint of the nirguna brahman, the world is an appearance of
the brakman, and the principle of maya accounts for this appearance. The teach-
ings of Yajnavalkya in BU, for example, imply that duality is not real; he notes
“duality as it were,”*® meaning that duality is illusory. The world as an appear-
ance, the sensually perceived world, is due to mapa, which in the Upanisads
denotes the empirical world, i.e., the world characterized by space, time, cause-
effect, and so on.

Irrespective of whether the Upanisadic seers construe the brakman as cosmic
or acosmic, they generally agreed that empirical knowledge cannot be trusted
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to give us the higher knowledge, the knowledge of the brahman. Accordingly,
the Upanisads make a distinction between the higher knowledge and lower
knowledge. In MU, the wise man Angira told Saunaka that those who know the
brakman say that there are two kinds of knowledge, the lower and the higher.**
The lower consists of the four Vedas, grammar, rituals, astrology, etc. Knowl-
edge of anything that changes, and eventually perishes, is lower knowledge.
The higher knowledge (than which there is nothing higher) is knowledge of
the unchanging immutable, immortal, atman/brahman. The highest knowledge
is the knowledge of omnipresent self. Each of the lower objects could be wor-
shipped as if it were brakman, but only the atman is brahman. The true object of the
higher knowledge is the unseen, unperceivable, omnipresent subtle brahman,
inapprehensible to the senses, imperishable, omnipresent, subtle braiman who
is the cause of all things.” From this brahman arises hiranyagarbha, name, form,
and food.* Scattered throughout the Upanisads is the idea that this brahman-
atman is the highest knowledge, the knowledge of which leaves nothing else to
be known. It brings about the highest good, puts an end to all suffering, and
brings about immortality.

The Upanisads repeatedly reiterate that the knowledge of the brakman is the
highest knowledge. However, can we literally speak of the knowledge of the
brahman? There are texts that strongly emphasize the ineffability and unknow-
ability of the brahman, e.g., “the self cannot be reached by the spiritual learn-
ing, nor by intellect”;*” “one who knows does not know (it), one who does not
know, knows,”*® “Words return from it without reaching it.”* One could argue
that the brahman is like the Kantian thing-in-itself, unknown and unknowable.
Nothing could be further from the truth. The above quoted texts only suggest
that our ordinary epistemic means do not yield the knowledge of the brahman,
the only means to moksa. “One who knows brahman becomes brahman.”*°

Kena Upanisad raises what may be called a more strictly philosophical ques-
tion, namely, what makes knowledge possible? Or, literally, who is spurred by
whom? Because of whom? The eyes see it; the ears hear it, etc. The idea is
that the senses including manas and buddh: by themselves cannot perform other
appropriate functions unless they are guided by the atman. So, in the long
run, it is the atman, which makes it possible for them to discharge their proper
functions.

The sense organs and other cognitive faculties perform their appointed jobs
owing to the inspiration, intention, or command of something other than them.
And yet, this something else, the atman, is not seen by the eyes, expressed by
words, or reached by the mind. How is it then that though in itself incapable of
being known, it makes knowledge possible? Verse 1.5 improves upon the last
formulation: this atman is other than what is known and also other than what
is unknown. An object is either known, or unknown, or in part known, while
remaining unknown in other aspects. But the subject, the knower, is neither
known nor unknown. It is not seen by the eyes, and yet because of it the eyes
see; it is not comprehended by the manas (mind) while the manas is manifested
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by it, the speech organ cannot articulate it but the speech organ and the sounds
produced by it are manifested by it. This precisely is the atman or the brahman.

The point that is being made is well established philosophically: the subject,
the self, the atman, is the ground of the possibility of knowledge of objects, but
in itself is not a possible object.

It is not the case then that I know atman-brakman; it is not the case that I do
not know atman-brakman. A paradox no doubt but the paradox has to be con-
fronted in its full implications. “One for whom brafman is said to be unknown,
truly knows it: one who knows it does not indeed know it.”*! This is the para-
dox of transcendental philosophy. The atman manifests all objects because it is
self-manifesting.

The brahman-atman is not accessible through empirical modes of know-
ing. Hence, the question: how is it known? This particular question has been
answered in many different ways in different Upanisads. MU states that when
the “buddhi is purified of all faults, one becomes fit for acquiring that knowl-
edge.”* Being self-manifesting, brahman shows itself to one whose heart is pure,
who has practiced austerity, and has “burnt away” all his faults.

The Katha introduces the metaphor of a chariot: the body is like a chariot on
which the atman rides, the buddhi or intellect is the driver of the chariot, the manas
or the mind is the rein, the sense organs are the horses and the sensory objects
are what the horses travel over. The complex of self] i.e., the sense-organs and
mind, is what the wise call the “enjoyer.” When the buddhi, under the influence
of an unsettled mind becomes non-discriminating, the horses become uncon-
trollable. On the contrary, a settled mind knows the path, and the charioteer
buddhi is discriminating, the mind is controlled, making it possible to reach the
sacred goal.*?

But all these faculties, as functioning within the body, have their efficacy only
with regard to empirical knowledge, i.e., the lower knowledge. Thus we find
in the Ratha a clear affirmation: “The self is not reached by Vedic hymns, nor
by intellect, nor by hearing the scriptures. He whom the self chooses, reaches
him, the self manifests his own nature for him.”* This last sentence as formu-
lated here suggests a theistic conception of god. But on the Samkara’s reading,
true being, self-manifesting consciousness is revealed only to those who are true
aspirants, those who seek to know the true self whole-heartedly.

One of the texts, the ISa Upanisad, in which knowledge (vidya) and its oppo-
site ignorance (avidya) are discussed, says that the avidya leads to darkness, but
vidyd leads to still greater darkness. It is by knowing vidya as vidya and avidya
as avidya that one overcomes death and attains immortality. These two verses
have given rise to various interpretations. It is not necessary to examine these
interpretations. Suffice it to note that many commentators understand by avidya
knowledge of the plurality of things and take zidya in this context simply to be
textual knowledge of the Vedas.

Though most schools of Indian philosophy accept moksa as the highest
knowledge, they differ regarding the process that leads to it and what in fact
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happens upon attaining moksa. Some schools regard knowledge, others devo-
tion, and still others a combination of the two, to be indispensable for reaching
this knowledge. Some schools believe that upon attaining the highest knowl-
edge, the empirical individual (j7va) becomes identical with the supreme self,
others believe that it becomes a part of the supreme self. On one account,
moksa is reached all at once; on another, it is reached step-by-step. The latter
account makes moral life and religious practices preliminary and preparatory
steps towards the final goal. These differences are a function of the ontological
and epistemological presuppositions of the school, and we will study some of
these issues in the chapters to follow.

Before closing this chapter, let me note the following: inquiry into the nature
of knowing precedes that into the nature of being in the order of knowledge,
although in the order of the way things are, being precedes knowing. The Upa-
nisadic affirmation that the knower of brahman becomes brahman formulates the
paradox, leaving it open for at least two interpretations. In a straightforward
sense, it simply means that knowing results in a realization of being. But it
lends itself to being understood the other way around as well; that is, one who
becomes brahman, alone is the knower of brahman. Knowledge is identity with
the brahman.
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APPENDIX I

TRANSLATIONS OF THE
SELECTED TEXTS!

The Rg and Atharva Vedas

I Rg Veda (RV)

X.90 Hymn to Purusa

1 The Purusa has a thousand heads, a thousand eyes, and a thousand feet.
He pervades the universe everywhere, and remains beyond the breadth of ten
fingers.

2 Whatever has happened, in addition, whatever will be: all is this Purusa.
He acquired the right to be immortal; he becomes greater by his (sacrificial)
food.

3 Such is his glory, but he is greater than all this. All creatures are one-fourth
of him; three-fourths are (the world of) the immortal in heaven.

4 The Purusa went up with three-fourths of his nature, one-fourth remained
here. From this (one-fourth), he then spread himself over all that is animate as
well as all that 1s inanimate.

5 Virat (the brilliant or the shining one) was born out of him; from Virat was
born Purusa again. As soon as he was born, he spread eastward and westward
over the carth.

6 When gods prepared the sacrifice . . . the spring became the ghee
(clarified butter) for it, the autumn the sacred gift, and the summer the
fire-wood.

12 [When they divided the Purusa] . . . the brahman was his mouth, out of his
two arms were the king (rganya) made, his thighs became the vaisya, from his
feet was the Sudra born.

13 The moon was born from his mind, from his eyes the sun, from his mouth
Indra and Agni, and from his breath Vayu (wind) was born.

14 From his navel came mid-air, from his head, the sky, from his feet, the
earth, the regions from his ear, thus the worlds were formed.

16 With the sacrifice, the deities sacrificed the sacrifice. The mighty
ones attained the heights of heaven, the place where the ancient gods
dwell.
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X.129 Hymn to Creation

1 The non-being there was not, nor was there being at that time; there existed
neither the air nor the sky beyond. What covered them? From where and in
whose protection? And was there unfathomable water?

2 Death did not exist nor deathlessness then. There was no sign of night or
of day.

Breathless that One breathed through its self-nature. There was nothing else
beyond that.

3 There was darkness, hidden in darkness, in the beginning. All this was an
unillumined ocean. That Creative Force (thing) covered by the emptiness. That
One was born by the power of heat.

4 From thought there developed desire in the beginning, which existed as the
primal offspring. Searching in their hearts through wisdom, the poets found the
connection of the being in the non-being.

5 Their cord was stretched across: What was there below (it) and what was
there above? There were begetters— powerful beings! (There was) fertile power
below and potency above.

6 Who really knows? Who can here proclaim it? From where was it born,
whence this creation? The gods are later than the creation of this (world). So
then who does know from what it came to be (into being)?

7 This creation, from where it came into being, whether it was created or
whether it was not created—he who is its overseer in the highest heaven, he
only knows—or, may be, he does not know.

I Atharva Veda (AV)

X.7.7-8 and X.8.13 Hymmns to Support (Purusa and Prajapati
of the Rg Veda)

X.7.7
Oh, wise man, tell me who of all is the all-pervading God, supported by whom
all the worlds were firmly established by Prajapati?

X.7.8
How far did God enter within the whole universe, created by the all-pervading
God, having all the forms? What part did he leave unpenetrated?

X.8.13

The God Prajapati resides within the soul. Himself unseen, he manifests himself
in various shapes. With one half of his being, he produced the entire universe.
How can we know of the other half?
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X.8.43-44 Hymns to Atman or Soul as the Supreme One

X.8.43
Men having knowledge of the brakman know God, the Lord of the soul, within
the nine-door! lotus flower and enclosed within three bonds.?

X.8.44

Desireless, powerful, immortal, self-existent, who is satisfied with the delight
that is his nature, lacking nothing—he is free from fear of death who knows this
atman, which 1s powerful, undecaying (remains young).

XIX 3 Hymn to Time

1 Just as a horse with seven-roped reins carries a chariot, similarly an unage-
ing, omnipresent, all-potent deity who has thousand-fold powers of vigilance—
indestructible and the Almighty— has as his wheels the entire world. . . .

2 Time carries along seven wheels: seven are its centerpieces and immortal-
ity is its axle. The same time, revealing all these worlds, moves as the primeval
deity.

3 Afilled jar has been placed upon Time. The entire universe is there in the
omnipotent and the omnipresent god. We on the earth see him in different
ways. He illuminates all these worlds. They call him Time; he pervades the
entire vast sky.

4 He alone brought together worlds (beings); it alone encompassed them.
Though their father, he became their son. There is therefore no other higher
majesty.

5 Time created these heavenly spheres, also these terrestrial spheres. All that
was created before is stationed in Time in various forms. All that will be created
in future and all that moves on, will be created in Time.

6 Time produced the very existence of creation and its wealth. The sun
shines in Time. All creation finds its existence in Time alone. The eyes can see
only due to Time.

7 The mind, the vital breath and the named—all are well placed in Time. All
subjects enjoy themselves at the very approach of Time.

8 Time is the Lord of all. He is the protection of the king or the Sun. In
Time are fully established the austerity, the grandeur, the vast universe, and
the Vedic lore.

9 The universe is firmly established in him, stirred by him and created by
him. The same Time, being brahman, the mighty one, sustains the universe, his
greatest sacrifice.

1 The nine doors are: two eyes, two ears, two nostrils, mouth, anus, and penis. The lotus is the
body. Throughout this work, apart from translating the original texts, if necessary in the interest
of clarity, I have included the comments in the parentheses. I have followed this format in all the
appendices included in this book.

2 The three bonds are sattva, rgjas, and tamas.
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10 Time created all creatures. He created Hiranpagarbha (the Lord of all
beings) at first, the source of all creation. The self-existent, the self-effulgent,
and the heating energy, all were simply Time’s own self, revealed to us.

The Upanisads

Investigations about the Brahman

I The Taittriya Upanisad

III.1.1-6

1 Bhrgu, the son of Varuna, came to his father, and said, “Sir, teach me about
the brahman.” He replied, “It is food, life, sight, hearing, mind, and speech.”
He said further, “It is that from which all these beings arise, that by which,
after being born, they are sustained, that in which, when departing, they enter.
Know him, that is the brahman.”

He (Varuna) performed austerity. Having performed it [he (Varuna) received
the wisdom.]

2 He learnt that food is the brafman. It is from food that all these beings are
born, it is from food that after being born they live, and when departing they
return into it.

After having learnt this, he again approached his father, Varuna, and said to
him “Teach me the brakman.”

Varuna said to him, “Seek to know the brahman through austerity, the
brahman is austerity.”

He (Bhrgu) performed austerity. Having performed austerity [he, Varuna,
received the wisdom].

3 He learnt that life is the brafman, that it is from life that all beings are born,
that from life after being born they live, and when departing they return into it.

After having learnt this, he again approached his father, Varuna, and said to
him “Teach me the brakman.”

Varuna said to him, “Seek to know the brakman through austerity, the brah-
man 1s austerity.”

He (Bhrgu) performed austerity. Having performed austerity [he, Bhrgu,
received the wisdom)].

4 He learnt that mind is the brafman. From mind indeed arise all these beings,
being born they live by the mind, and, when departing, they enter into the mind.

Having known this, he (Bhrgu) again approached his father Varuna, and
said “Teach me the brahman.”

To him (Bhrgu), he (Varuna) said, “Seek to know the brakman through auster-
ity, the brakman is austerity.”

He (Bhrgu) performed austerity. Having performed austerity [he, Bhrgu,
received the wisdom)].
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5 He learnt that intellect is the brahman, from intellect indeed all these beings
arise, being born they live by the intellect, and when departing they enter into
the intellect.

Having known this, he (Bhrgu) again approached his father Varuna, and
said “Teach me the brahman.”

To him (Bhrgu), he (Varuna) said “Seek to know the brafiman through auster-
ity, the brafiman is austerity.”

He (Bhrgu) performed austerity. Having performed austerity [he,
Bhrgu, received the wisdom)].

6 He learnt that bliss is the brahman, from bliss indeed all these beings arise,
being born they live by bliss, and when departing they enter into bliss.

This wisdom taught by Bhrgu and Varuna is established in the highest
heaven. One who knows this, becomes well-established. He becomes the pos-
sessor of food, and eats food. He becomes great with his offspring and cattle, his
fame becomes great with the wisdom-of-the brakman.

II Brhadaranyaka Upanisad

I1.1.1-20

1 There lived one (conceited) Balaki of the Gargya clan, who was merely an
expositor. He went to Ajatasatru of Kasi, and told him “T will tell you about the
brahman.” Ajatasatru said, “I will give you one thousand cows for this favor.” . ..

2 The Gargya (i.e., Balaki) said, “The person in the yonder sun, I wor-
ship him as the brahiman.” Ajatasatru said, “Do not speak to me about him. I
worship him as surpassing all beings, as their head and their king. One who wor-
ships him surpasses all beings, becomes the head and the king of all beings.”

[In 3—-13, Balaki and Ajatasatru exchange the same pattern of conversation
with regard to the person in the moon, in the lightning, in the air, in the fire, in
the water, in a mirror, in the heavens, the person in a shadow, and the person
in the self]

14 (Finally) Ajatasatru said, “Is that all?” Gargya said, “Thatis all.” Ajatasatru
said, “With all this, it (the brahman) is not known.” Gargya said, “Allow me to
be your pupil.”

15 Ajatasatru said “This is indeed contrary to practice that a brakmin should
come to a ksatriya expecting the latter to teach him about the braiman. However,
I'will impart this knowledge to you clearly.” He took him (Balaki) by hand, rose
and together approached a person who was asleep. They call him with the
names “Great, white-robed, shining, Soma.” The person did not wake up. He
(Ajatasatru) woke him up by pressing him with his hands. He then woke up.

16 Ajatasatru said, “When this person fell asleep—this person who is full of
intellect—where was it, and from where did it come back.” This Gargya did
not know.

17 Ajatasatru said, “When this one (being) fell asleep, this person who is full
of intelligence restrains by his intelligence the intelligence of the sense-organs,
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rests in the space within the heart. He is said to be asleep when he takes in those
senses. When the breath, the speech, the eye, the ear, and all these sense organs
are restrained, then the mind is restrained.”

18 As in dream he wanders, these are his worlds. He becomes, it seems, a
great king or a great brahmana. He assumes states, high and low. Just as a great
king, along with his people, moves about in his country according to his desire,
so in a dream, along with his sense organs, he wanders about in his own body
according to his desire.

19 When he falls soundly asleep, and knows nothing, he—after coming
through the seventy two thousand channels which extend from the heart to
the pericardium, he rests in the pericardium. Just as a young man or a great
king or a great brahmana rests after having reached the height of bliss, so he now
rests.

20 From this self all breaths, worlds, divinities, and all beings emerge, just as
a spider moves along the thread and as particles of fire come from the fire. The
secret meaning of self is that it is the truth of truth. The life breaths are truth;
the self'is their truth.

IIT Chandogya Upanisad

The Nature of the Atman (Indra Prajapati Dialogue)
VIIL.7.1-4

1 The self which is free from all sin, free from old age, death, grief, hunger and
thirst, who desires the truth, wills the truth, he should be known. One who knows
that self reaches all the worlds and all desire. Prajapati said this.

2 Both the gods and the demons heard it. They said, “We seek that self, by
seeking which one reaches all the worlds, and also all desires.” From the gods,
Indra went to him, Virocana from the demons. The two approached Prajapati,
with fuel in hand.

3 The two lived there (with Prajapati) for thirty-two years the life of discipline
of “aspirant of Brahma.” Then, he (Prajapati) said to them, “Desiring what, have
you been living (this life of austerity)?” This the two (Indra and Virocana) said.
“The self which is free from evil, old age, death, sorry, hunger, and thirst, who
desires the truth, who thinks of the truth, he (that self) should be sought, he
should be understood. He who knows that self, reaches all the worlds and all his
desires. That is said to be your word, Sir, we are living [this life of discipline]
desiring (to know) him (that self).”

4 Prajapati said to them (Indra and Virocana): “The self is the person that
1s seen in the eye. That is the immortal, the fearless (self), that is the
brakman.” They asked, “But, Sir, who is the person that is seen in water and
in a mirror?” He (Prajapati) replied, “He is the same that is seen in all
these.”
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VIIL.8.1-3

1 (The two looked at themselves in a bowl of water, and told Prajapati) “Oh,
divine Sir, we see the self, (we see) a picture (of ourselves) up to the hair and
nails.”

2 (As requested by Prajapati, the two put on their best attire, and looked into
the bowl of water.) “What do you see?”” asked Prajapati.

3 The two said: “Oh, divine Sir, we see ourselves dressed up in the best
clothes . . . .” Prajapati said: “That is the self, the immortal, the fearless, the
brahman.” The two of them left with a heart full of tranquility.

VIIL.9.1-3

1 (Prajapati saw them go back, and said) “They return without knowing the
self. Whoever follows this teaching (i.e., that the body is the self) will perish,
whether he is a god or a demon. The self is blind when the body is blind,
lame when the body is lame, perishes as soon as the body perishes. I see no
good in it.”

2 Indra returned, fuel in hand . . . he said, “If the body is well-adorned, the
self 1s, well-dressed if the body is, blind if the body is blind, lame if the body 1s
so, lame when the body is lame. This self perishes as soon as the body does. 1
do not like it.”

3 Prajapati agreed, and said “I will explain this further, after you live with me
for thirty-two years.” So did Indra. To him, then, he (Prajapati) said.

VIIL.10.1-2, 4

1 He (Prajapati) said, “He who wanders about freely in a dream, is the self,
the immortal, the fearless, the brahman.” Indra returned with a quiet heart. But
not yet reaching the gods, he saw the problem (in it). When the body is blind,
the self is not blind, if the body is lame, the self is not so, it does not suffer from
the defects of the body.

2 “This self is not killed when the body is killed, not one-eyed if the body is
so, yet it is as though he 1s killed, as though he 1s undressed. He experiences, as
it were, something is unpleasant; he even weeps as it were. So I do not see any
merit in this.”

4 (Prajapati agreed) and said “Live with me for an additional thirty-two years,
then I will explain it further.” He (Indra) lived with him (Prajapati) for another
thirty-two years. To him, then, he (Prajapati) said.

VIIL.11.1-3

1 “When a person is asleep, whole and tranquil, and does not know
any dream, that is the self, the immortal, the fearless, the braiman.” Indra went
away with a peaceful heart. But even before reaching the gods, he saw this
problem. This self does not know himself as “I am he,” nor does he know the
things (around him). He appears to have been annihilated. I do not find any
merit In it.
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2-3 Again, he (Indra) returned, fuel in hand. Then he lived with Prajapati
for five more years which amounted to one hundred and one years in all . . .
so do people say, Indra lived with Prajapati for one hundred and one years,
the disciplined life of a seeker after sacred knowledge. T'o him (Indra), then he
(Prajapati) said.

VIIL.12.1

1 (Finally, Prajapati said to Indra) “Oh, Indra, this body is truly mortal.
It is bound by death. Yet, it is the seat of the self which is deathless and bodi-
less. The embodied self is subject to pleasure and pain. There is no escape

from pleasure and pain for the embodied. But they do not touch the one who
1s bodiless.”

The Brahman-—Atman Identity Thests
(Svetaketu—Uddalaka Dialogue)

VI.1.3-5 and 7-8

(Uddalaka asked his son, do you know that) “by which the unheard becomes
heard, the unperceivable becomes perceived, and the unknowable becomes
known?” Respected sir, how can there be such a teaching? “Just as by knowing
one lump of clay all that is made of clay is known, the differences being only
a name arising from speech, reality being only clay. Just as by knowing a nug-
get of gold all that is made of gold is known, the differences being only a name
arising from speech, reality being only gold . . .” (Svetaketu replies) “Respected
sir, I did not know this, for if they (my teachers) had known it, why would not

bR}

they tell me so? Please tell me. . .

VIL.8.7

(The Uddalaka said:) That which is the essence of all things, the world has it
for its self. That is the truth, the self, that art thou (Svetaketu). Please teach me
further. Uddalaka said, “So be it, Oh! dear.”

VI.10. 1-3

Just as the rivers from the eastern flow east, from the western towards the west.
They move from sea to sea, and merge into the sea and become the sea itself
“I am that river,” In the same manner, “all

”

and do not know “I am this river,
human beings, though they come from one being, do not know that they have
come from one being . . . That which is the essence of all things, the world has
it for its self. That is the truth, the self, that art thou” (Svetaketu). Please teach
me further. Uddalaka said, “So be it, Oh! dear.”
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VI.13.1-3

“Put this lump of salt in water, and come to me next morning,” (the teacher
said). Then the student did so. The teacher said: “Please bring here the salt you
put in water last evening.” The student looked for it, and did not find it, since
it was dissolved. He (the teacher) said, “take a sip of this water from this end.
(Tell me) how does it taste.” “Salty,” (said the student). “Take a sip from the
other end (and tell me) how 1s it.” “Salty,” (said the student). “Throw it away,
and then come to me,” (said the teacher). He (the student) did so. Then he said,
“My dear, you do not see pure being, (but) it is indeed here.” “That which the
entire world has as its subtle essence is its self. That is the truth. That is the self.
That art thou, Svetaketu.” (the teacher said).

51






Part I11
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4

THE CARVAKA DARSANA AND
THE SRAMANAS

Many scholars, for example, Radhakrishnan, hold that in the Indian context
“the materialistic school of thought was as vigorous and comprehensive as
materialistic philosophy in the modern world.”! There is no need to enter into
a discussion of this claim in this chapter. For our purposes it is sufficient to note
that originally there were two trends in Indian thought: the materialistic and
the spiritualistic. Of these two trends, the latter, which came to fruition in the
Vedas and the Upanisads, we shall have ample reasons to get acquainted with
in the chapters to follow; the former, however, is generally a neglected story,
though the germs of the materialistic philosophy are found in the Upanisadic
literature, e.g., in the Uddalaka conception that mind is created out of the
finest essence of food,? in the Indra Prajapati dialogue that the self is identical
with the body,? in the early Buddhist literature,* and in the repudiation of the
afterlife in the Ratha Upanisad® and Maitri Upanisad.® The materialism, more
truly the naturalistic tendencies, left a permanent mark on Indian thought. It
influenced and greatly shaped such powerful systems as Nyaya, Vaisesika, and
Sarkhya—although these systems sought to combine both the naturalistic and
the spiritualistic tendencies.

In this chapter, I will discuss the Carvakas (the lkayatas) and the sramanas.
These are ancient systems that antedate or were contemporaneous with the
rise of Buddhism and provided a formidable challenge to the Vedic ritualism
and the brahmanic hierarchy. The Buddhist texts, especially the Pali Nikayas, are
excellent sources of our knowledge of the sramanas.

I The Carvakas (Lokayatas)

In the history of Indian philosophy materialism is generally associated with
the Carvaka school. The original meaning of the word “Carvaka” is shrouded
in mystery. On one view, Brhaspati was the founder of this school. Brhaspati
is equated with the teacher of gods who propounded materialism among the
demons in order to ruin them.” On another view, there was a sage named
“Carvaka,” the disciple of Brhaspati, who promulgated materialism. On still
another view, “Carvaka” is not a proper name. The term “Carvaka” describes
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a materialist who taught the doctrine of “eat (“carv” meaning “eat” or “chew”),
drink, and be merry.” Alternately, the name “Carvaka” may also mean the
words that are pleasant to hear (caru = nice and vak = word). Irrespective of the
meaning of the word “Carvaka,” there is no denying that the Carvaka school
in Indian thought has been taken to be synonymous with the Lokayata school®
and its followers have been known as “lokayatikas.”

The word “lokayata” has been variously translated as that which is “preva-
lent in the common world,” “the basis of the foolish and the profane world,” a
“commoner” or “a person of low and unrefined taste,” etc.’ In the second act of
the allegorical play Prabodahcandrodayam, teachings of materialism are summed
up as follows:

Lokayata is the only Sastra; perception is the only source of knowledge;
earth, water, fire, and air are the only elements; artha and kama are
the only two goals of human life; consciousness (in the body) is pro-
duced by earth, water, fire, and air. Mind is only a product of matter.
There is no other world. Only death is moksa. On our view, Vacaspati
(Brhaspati), after composing this important Sastra, in accordance with
our likings (inclinations), dedicated it to the Carvakas, who spread it
through his students and students of the students.!’

The Lokayatas seem to have been around during the time of the rise of Buddhism
and were known and condemned as being the “abusers of the Vedas,” “negativ-
ists,” “deniers of the after-world.” Their teachings seem to have two aspects: on
the one hand, they indulged in destructive arguments, and, on the other hand,
were clearly connected with the practice of statecraft and politics. It seems their
original interest was practical: denial of the authority of the Vedas, of “another
world,” i.e., of life after death, denial of morality (“no good or bad”), rejection
of the idea of God, of reward and punishment and so on. The art of sophistry
and negative disputation gradually came to be a system of philosophy with its
own metaphysics and epistemology. This transformation is said to be the work
of one Carvaka, which, in the Indian tradition, has been taken to stand for a
“materialist.”

As materialism developed from being a general denial of all morality to being
a well-argued philosophy with its logic, epistemology, and ethics, the Carvakas,
or at least the new brand of them known as the “well-educated Carvakas,”
came to be recognized as philosophies and continued through the ages to be
included among the classical darsanas. Their negativist rhetoric of deriding
the Vedic beliefs changed into a philosophical style. It is quite possible that the
negative portrayal of the Carvaka school has been exaggerated, because no
lokayata texts with the exception of the Tattvopaplavasuiha (“the lion that throws
overboard all categories”) have survived.!! Tucci, however, argues that, from
the fact that no lokayata text is extant, one cannot conclude that no lokayata text
ever existed.!” S. N. Dasgupta echoes similar sentiments when he notes that a
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commentary on Lokayala sastra by Bhaguri existed in ancient times," though
it is difficult to say anything about the author of Lokayata sastra. Regarding the
Tattvopaplavasimha (TPS), its editors hold that this text more precisely belongs
to a “particular division”!* of the Carvaka school and that this work carries the
skeptical tendencies of the Carvaka school “to its logical end.”!® In reviewing
the philosophical doctrines of the Carvaka school, we must keep in mind that
the primary sources of our information are the writings of those opponents of
Carvakas who have sought to refute or ridicule it. It is unfortunate that we have
no choice but to rely on such accounts.

My exposition in the following will primarily be based upon such doxo-
graphic writings as Madhva’s Sarvadarsanasamgraha (SDS),'® which portrays the
Carvakas as hedonists, and materialists, and calls this school “the crest-gem of
the atheistic school.”!” In the opening paragraph, Madhva states:

The efforts of the Charvaka are indeed hard to be eradicated, for the
majority of living beings hold by the current refrain—

While life is yours, live joyously;
None can escape Death’s searching eye;
When once this frame of ours they burn;
How shall it e’er again return?'®

It is worth noting that Madhva at the outset of his work presents Carvaka in a
very unfavorable light and sets up an adversarial tone vis-a-vis the brahmanical
tradition. The passage highlights and brings to the forefront the opposition
between Carvaka and other schools of Indian philosophy. For example, the
brahmanical schools accept the four goals of life, after-life, the soul that survives
the body, and the eradication of pain by moksa. The Carvakas, on the other
hand, propound a crude or unrefined form of hedonism, reject after-life, soul,
and moksa. With this in mind, let us discuss what Madhva has to say about
Carvaka epistemology and metaphysics. His account may be summed up in the
following words:

Perception is the only valid source of knowledge;

Neither inference nor scriptures is a valid source of knowledge;

The selfis the body;

Consciousness arises from the combination of the natural elements which
constitute the body; and

5 No dormant consciousness in the fetus; consciousness does not continue
after death.

= 00 N —

The Carvakas argue that perception is the only means of knowing the truth:
whatever is available to sense-perception is true; whatever is not, is doubt-
ful. They reject inference (anumana) because there is no sufficient ground for
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ascertaining the truth of invariable, universal relation called “vpapti.” Inference
proceeds from the known to the unknown and there is no guarantee that what
is true of the perceived cases will also hold good of the unperceived ones. Let
me give an illustrative example: “on perceiving smoke on a hill, one infers that
there is fire.” This inference is based on the yyapti: “wherever there is smoke,
there is fire.” The Carvakas ask: how does one determine the validity of univer-
sal major premise, i.e., the universal relation of co-existence between the major
term (e.g., “fire”) and the middle term (e.g., “smoke”)? In response, they point
out that such a universal relation can never be ascertained with certainty.!* One
cannot know it by perception because the possible future concomitance is not
something with which the senses can come into contact. Moreover, the contact
between the senses and the object gives us knowledge of the particular object
that is in contact with our senses, and this contact cannot produce the universal
connection between the fire and the smoke. Thus, perception can determine
what is here and now, but it cannot provide us with the necessary connection
required for a valid inference.

Nor can vyapti be determined by inference because anumana itself is depen-
dent upon a yyapti. To say that we can determine vyapti by anumana is to open
the doors to infinite regress. Madhva notes: Inference cannot “be the means of
the knowledge of the universal proposition, since in the case of this inference
we should also require another inference to establish it, and so on, and hence
would arise the fallacy of an ad infinitum retrogression.”?

Sabda (verbal testimony) and upamana (comparison) also cannot help us in
determining the universal relation because knowledge generated by sabda and
upamana presupposes inference. Accordingly, Madhava concludes: “Hence
by the impossibility of knowing the universality of a proposition it becomes
impossible to establish inference, . . . .”*! We can only determine with a higher
degree of probability, never with certainty, what is to be true in all cases. Thus,
depending as it does on the apprehension of a wapti, anumana is not a pramana
(means of true cognition).

The Carvaka critique extends to include sabda as a pramana, because its validity
is ascertained by inference. Additionally, the Vedic testimony has no cognitive
value; they are regarded by the Carvakas as nothing more than idle utterances of
the brakmins who sought to serve their own interests. All their words about “merit”
and “demerit,” life after death, and sacrifices, are completely useless from the
cognitive point of view. In short, sabda also fails to deliver certain knowledge.

By rejecting anumana, Carvakas place themselves in a precarious situation,
because any proof they give to prove the validity of their own position would
require some sort of inference. How can Carvakas prove that perception is the
only pramana? at this juncture, Carvakas realize that there are only two alterna-
tives open to them: either accept the validity of inference as a means of true
cognition or refuse to recognize even perception as a source of true cognition.
both these positions have in fact been taken, the first by Purandara and the
second by Jayarasi Bhatta.
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Purandara, a seventh-century Carvaka, concedes that although inference
may be used to strengthen perceptual beliefs, it has absolutely no power to
yield any knowledge of what lies beyond the limits of sensory perception, for
example, existence of life after death.?? Perhaps the rationale behind maintain-
ing the distinction between the usefulness of inference in our everyday experi-
ence and in ascertaining truths beyond perceptual experience lies in the fact
that an inductive generalization is made by observing a large number of cases
of agreement in presence and agreement in absence, and since agreement in
presence cannot be observed in the transcendental world even if such a world
existed, no inductive generalization relating to such a world can be made.

Jayarasi Bhatta argues that there is no valid ground for accepting percep-
tion as the only source of true cognition, because perception itself cannot be
regarded as the means for ascertaining the validity of perception. Accordingly,
Jayarasi demonstrates the invalidity of all the pramanas accepted by Indian
philosophical schools. He employs dialectical arguments and challenges
the validity of the theories of knowledge put forward by Nyaya, Mimamsa,
Sarikhya, and Buddhism. Jayarasi starts with his opponent’s concepts, suggests
various alternative definitions, and shows that while some of these definitions
are inapplicable, others lead to contradictions. Let us briefly review his argu-
ments to examine the status of perception as a pramana. Jayarasi begins with the
Nyaya definition of perception: “perception is a cognition which arises from
a contact between sense and object, cannot be designated [by words], is non-
erroneous, [and] has the nature of non-determination.”® Jayarasi attacks the
term “non-erroneous” thatoccursin the Nyaya definition of perception. Thenon-
erroneousness 1is, of course, not known by perception, because perception
always involves perception of an object and the non-erroneousness of percep-
tion is not an object. Neither can it be known through anumana because such
an anumana in itself would have to be based on perception, which will make it
a case of petitio. Thus, as the non-erroneousness of perception cannot be estab-
lished, either by perception or by anumana, perception cannot be regarded as
a pramana. He further argues that there is no valid ground for accepting the
existence of material elements, because if perception is the only valid source
of knowledge, how can one be certain that perception reveals the true nature
of objects? Accordingly, he not only argues for the invalidity of all the pramanas
but also the consequent invalidity of all metaphysical principles and categories.
Thus, the title Tattvopaplavsimha is appropriate as the main thesis of the book
demonstrates the impossibility of establishing the truth of any view of reality.

Leaving Jayarasi aside, the Carvakas accept perception as the only pramana and
use this logical epistemological theory to support their materialism. Everything
arises out of a combination of the four elements and dissolution consists in their
separation. Their core metaphysical doctrines may be stated as follows:

1 Earth, water, fire, and air are the only realities;
2 Consciousness arises from these elements in the same way as the intoxicating
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nature of a drink arises from the combination of elements each of which
separately does not have that power to intoxicate; and

3 The so-called self or purusa is nothing but the body possessed of conscious-
ness.

Regarding #1, note that the Carvakas do not include @kasa or “ether” in their
list of the elements, since it is not cognizable by sense-perception. Accordingly,
they argue that the entire material world is composed of the four perceptible
elements. In other words, all living organisms, including plants and animals, are
composed of these four elements.

With regard to #2, the Garvakas point out consciousness is perceived to exist
in the body, therefore, it must be a property of the body. In response to the
question, how can four non-conscious elements when combined produce con-
sciousness, the Carvakas point out that just as when betal leaf, lime, and nut
are combined red color originates which is not there originally, similarly, four
material elements combined in a special way give rise to a conscious body,
though none of the constituents possess consciousness. In short, consciousness is
a by-product or epiphenomenon of matter. A familiar objection regarding the
impossibility of accounting for memory is addressed by Carvakas thus: memory
1s due to the persistence of traces (samskaras) of this life’s previous experiences in
the present body.

The Carvakas use #3 to reject both the Hindu belief in an eternal self and
the Buddhist thesis that self is nothing but a series of impermanent states in
rapid succession. When a person dies, nothing survives. What people gener-
ally mean by soul is body with consciousness. Whereas we do not perceive any
disembodied soul, we do directly perceive self as identical with the body in our
daily experiences. Such judgments as “I am lame,” “I am fat,” “I am thin,”
bear testimony to the fact that the self is not different from the body.

It is worth noting that the Carvaka position with regard to the self under-
went some changes. Other schools of philosophy, especially the Naiyayikas,
severely criticized the Carvaka position that consciousness is generated by the
four elements, and that the self is not different from the conscious body. The
Naiyayikas argue that if none of the elements have the property of conscious-
ness, their being together cannot produce consciousness. Moreover in the state
of swoon or coma there is no consciousness, but the self continues to exist.
There is no evidence that with the death of the body, the self also ceases to be.
The Carvaka, in its epistemology, depends upon perception, but no perceptual
evidence establishes that with death, the self also becomes extinct. Nor can the
Carvaka use inference or any other form of reasoning to substantiate his posi-
tion for he has already rejected inference as a pramana. Indeed the Carvaka cri-
tique of inference itself makes use of inference, and in so doing becomes guilty
of self-contradiction. Additionally, how can Carvakas reject Sabda as a pramana,
when they depend upon the words of his predecessors, materialist teachers,
and so on.**
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In the face of such criticisms, the Carvakas modify #3, 1.e., that self is nothing
but the body possessed of consciousness, into 3' 3% and 3% as follows:

3! Itis the functioning sense organs that constitute the self. But realizing that
since there are many sense organs, some of which may be deficient (for
example, eyes being blind), it would amount to saying that the self of a
person must be many, and at times in conflict with each other.

They again modify their position as follows:

3?  The self is the body with the prapa (life-force) in it, which is due to the
intersection of the body with the environment outside. This allows them to
speak of one self in each body as well as of many instruments of experienc-
ing, e.g., the visual, tactual, auditory, and taste sense organs. The life-force,
the prana, when inside a body, becomes “conscious,” but when it leaves the
body, like the air outside, it becomes unconscious. But, then, this would
amount to saying that there are different kinds of life-breath, and that each
of these constitutes a distinct self. Additionally the breath, being exhaled
out every moment, could not be called the self.

The Carvakas again change their position as follows:

3*  The self is the manas, that is to say that consciousness is located in the manas
(which experiences pleasure and pain, and whose properties are desire,
jealousy, etc.), which is one in each body. But manas being subtle, 1.e., lack-
ing as it does gross dimension, cannot be perceived, which would make
pleasure, pain, etc.—that belong to it—imperceptible. Additionally, if the
self is the manas, it could not have the sense of “I.”

All these criticisms lead the philosophers to posit a self as distinct from the
body, the sense organs, life force, and the manas. Thus, it is not surprising
that Sadananda in his Vedantasara points out that there were four schools of
Carvaka: one school takes self to be identical with the body; another takes
self to be the vital breath; still another takes self to be identical with the sense-
faculties, and the fourth takes the self to be identical with the mind.?®> The
distinction is based on the different conceptions of the self where each
succeeding view is more refined than the preceding one. However, all schools
agree that self is a by-product or function of the matter. There is no tran-
scendental being or god. There is no heaven or hell; the life ends in death.
Consciousness originates with a specific concatenation of the four physical
elements known as the living body and disappears when these four elements
disassociate.
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II The S"ramanas

The voice of the Carvakas was the voice of protest against excessive Vedic
ritualism, superstitions, and exploitation by the brahmins. It is worth noting that
the Carvakas were not the only group of people to voice their protest against
brakmanism. By the sixth century BCE, another class of philosophers exercised a
tremendous influence on the Indian tradition. As the Vedic culture originating
in the Eastern valley began to spread eastward along the Gangetic plains, there
arose a reaction against many of its excesses. This reaction was as much reli-
gious as it was social and political. It was a time of great upheaval and turmoil
in India. The old structures of tribunal republics had begun to break down,
and new kingdoms had begun to take shape. There was a great deal of uncer-
tainty: old ways were being replaced by the new. Many wandering ascetics and
mendicants, with different philosophical and religious ideas, were establishing
their authority and superiority. These people did not belong to a specific class,
though they provided a formidable challenge to the authority of the brahmans.
In general, they rejected the Vedic proliferation of deities and ritualism, the
Upanisadic conception of the atman and the brakman, the doctrine of rebirth
and karma, the efficacy of action, the domination of the priestly class, and the
distinction between good and bad. They lived the life of wandering mendicants
and argued that heaven and hell were invented by deceitful brahmins to exploit
people in order to earn their livelihood.

And, of no lesser importance, there was the reaction of the local self-
governing republican communities against the monarchical systems which
the brakmanism of the Vedas and the Upanisads had glorified. Regarding the
nature of the universe, their views varied considerably, however; they
believed that the universe is not created by any supernatural power or god.
They subscribed to a sort of naturalistic conception of the universe insofar as
they believed that within nature there are different reals: matter, life, mind,
etc.; there is nothing beyond nature. These wanderers were known as the
“Sramanas” (recluses).

Much controversy surrounds the sramanas of Indian tradition. We do not
know their social origin. We however, know that they abandoned their family
lives and offered alternative ways of knowing the truth. In general they appealed
to experience as the source of knowledge and in so doing aligned themselves
with the empiricists. This group of wanderers rejected Brahmanism, but other-
wise differed a great deal among themselves.

The reference the sramana (from “Sram” meaning “to exert”) or “who prac-
tices religious exertions” is found as early as the BU, where it occurs alongside
tapasa (from “tapa” meaning “to warm”) or who practices religious austerities
implying that the sramanas, like the tapasas, belonged to a class of religious ascet-
ics.” Numerous references to Sramanas are found throughout the Buddhist texts,
both earlier and the later. It is difficult to ascertain with certainty whether the
“Sramanas” of the BU refer to the sramanas found in the Buddhist literature.
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The oldest Buddhist records, i.e., the Pali Nikayas, mention that the Buddha
met some of them to discuss their views. Each of these sramanas had many lay
followers and ascetics. A Buddhist text Samanfiaphala Sutta (“Fruits of the life of
a Sramana”) provides a description of the six sramanas of the pre-Buddhist India
in the course of a dialogue between Ajatasatru, the king of Magadha, and the
Buddha.?” In this text, six sramanas are listed in the following order: Purana

Kassapa, Makkhali Gosala, Ajita Ke$a-Kambala, Pakudha Kaccayana,
Nigantha Nataputta, and Safijay Belatthiputta.

Purana Kassapa was an antinomian who denied all moral distinctions
between good and bad. He held that theft, murder, and robbery are not bad
and the acts of charity and sacrifice are not good. He argues: “In generosity, in
self mastery, in control of the senses, in speaking the truth, there is neither merit
nor increase of merit.”? It is known as no-action theory (akriyavada). The soul
does not act; thus, no merit accrues to a person from sacrifices, just as no demerit
arises from the so-called bad actions. There is no cause and condition for knowl-
edge and insight. Barua brings his views under adhicca-samuppada, i.c., the theory
of “fortuitous origin.” He also points out that some Jaina writers identify Purana
Kassapa’s doctrine regarding the passivity of the soul with the Samkhya view.?
The Pali epithet “purana” means “complete” or “perfect”; accordingly, his
followers believed that Kassapa had attained perfect knowledge or wisdom.

Makkhali Gosala, the leader of the Ajivika sect, was a contemporary of
Mahavira, the twenty-fourth perfect soul of Jainism. Panini* holds that Makkhali
or maskarin wandered here and there carrying a maskara (bamboo staff) about him.
Makkhali taught that neither purity nor sufferings of men has any cause, and that
one’s actions have no eflicacy, power, or energy. There are no moral obligations.
He denied karma and agreed with Pirana that good deeds have no bearing on
transmigration which is governed by “niyatt” (fate), a rigid cosmic principle. “The
attainment of any given condition, of any character does not depend either on
one’s own acts, or on the acts of another, or on human effort. All beings are with-
out force and power and energy of their own. They are bent this way and that by
their fate . . . that they experience ease or pain”!

One often hears that Ajiwikas followed severe ascetic practices. They gave up
household life, covered their bodies with a kind of mat, and carried a bunch of
peacock feathers. They abstained from taking ghee and sweets, and practiced
begging. It is difficult to determine why Ajivikas prescribed moral observances,
but at the same time also denied their value. Makkhali himself observed religious
practices not as a means to attaining moksa, but rather to gain a livelihood.

Ajita Kesa-kambala is taken to be the earliest representative of materialism
in India. He was called “Aesa-kambala,” because he wore a blanket of hair on his
body. He, in addition to denying moral distinctions and “merit” and “demerit,”
taught that there is neither the world nor the other world. He says:

There are in the world no recluses or brahmana who have reached the
highest point, who walk perfectly, and who having understood and
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realized, by themselves alone, both this world and the next, makes
their wisdom known to others. A human being is built up of four ele-
ments. When he dies the earth in him returns to and relapses to the
earth, the fluid to the water, the heart to the fire, the windy to the air,
and his faculties (the five senses and the mind) pass into space.*

In short, a human being consists of four elements, viz., earth, water, fire, and
air, so that life after death these elements return to the original elements.

As a corollary to his metaphysics of radical materialism, in terms of ethical
teachings, Ajit held that there is no merit in offering sacrifices, there is no life
after death, and no one passes from this life to the next. Good deeds do not
give rise to any result (phala). No ascetic has reached perfection by purifying the
mind, following the right path, and has experienced this world and the next
world.

Pakudha Kaccayana, argued that there are seven things which are neither
made nor “caused to be made.” The four elements, i.e., earth, water, fire,
and air, are the root of all things. These elements do not change qualitatively,
meaning thereby that they are permanent. In addition to these unchangeable
entities, there are three more elements, viz., pleasure, pain, and soul. The
four elements unite as well as separate without human intervention, i.e., with-
out any volitional activity. Pleasure and pain, on the other hand, are the two
elements of change and bring the four elements together along the lines of
Vaidesika adrsta. Barua points that out that Pakudha Kaccayana is the
Empedocles of India insofar as both argue for the four elements as the root
of all things with two principles of change: love or pleasure and hatred or
pain.* Finally, the soul is the living principle, prana (vital breath) or what we
understand by “jwatma”; there is nothing transcendent. He is taken to be the
forerunner of the Hindu Vaisesika school.

Nigantha Nataputta is another sramapa discussed in this text. “Nigantha”
means “a man free from bonds”; he is self-restrained and has washed away
all evils. A nigantha “lives restrained as regards all evils, all evil he has washed
away; and he lives suffused with the sense of evil held at bay. Such is his fourfold
restraint.”**

Safjjay Belatthiputta, denies the possibility of certain knowledge: “If you ask
me whether there is another world—well, if I thought there were, I would say
so. But I don’t think, it is thus or thus. And I don’t think it is otherwise. And
I don’t deny it. And I don’t say there neither is, nor is not, another world.”*
It is quite possible that Safijjay was the first to formulate the four-fold logic of
existence, non-existence, both, and neither.

These sramanas with the exception of Nigantha Nataputta directly or indi-
rectly deny the moral basis of karma and moksa. Ajita Kesa-kambali (kesa = hair,
kambala = blanket) propounded materialism, and may very well have been
the forerunner of Carvaka in India. Gosala is taken to be the founder of the
school known as Ajivikas.*® Saijay, agnostic, may be the teacher of Sariputta,
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one of the famous disciples of the Buddha. Nigantha Nataputta or Mahavira is
associated with Jainism. Basham, in his work entitled History and the Doctrine of
the Ajivikas discusses the six sSramanas and argues that (1) Ajita Kesakambali,
Nigantha Nataputta, and Safijay Belatthiputta “have little relevance to the study
of Ajivikas™; (2) Nigantha with Vardhamana Mahavira are the same person,”
and (3) of the remaining three, viz., Purana Kassapa, Makkhali Gosala, and
Pakudha Kaccayana, Makkhali and Piirana are associated with later 4jivikas
and Pakudha with the Dravidian Ajvikas®” Jayatilleke, on the other hand notes,
that in order to do justice to the doctrine of the skeptics, he will use djvikas to
denote those sramanas “who were neither Jainas, Materialists, or Sceptics.”?

The Jaina tradition portrays Gosala, an ascetic, as a person of low family
born in a cow-shed (go-sala). Apparently, Gosala once approached Mahavira
and expressed his desire to become Mahavira’s disciple; Mahavira, however,
refused to accept him. Imitating Mahavira, Gosala became a naked man and
declared himself to be a “jina,” “a victor,” a tirthankara (a person who has mas-
tered all passions and attained omniscience). Mahavira exposed Gosala’s true
nature for who he was, that he was a fake and declared that he, Mahavira, was
the only true jina, not Gosala. He is said to have codified the Ajivika six factors
of life: gain/loss, joy/sorrow, and life/death. It is difficult to say with abso-
lute certainty whether the Jaina account of Gosala is correct, but there is no
doubt that the Buddhists took the Ajivikas to be their main rival, because they
practiced extreme self-mortification and rejected the Buddha’s Middle Way. In
Pali Nikayas, one frequently comes across such compounds as sramana-brahmana
which refer to two different groups of holy ascetics, the former denoting ascetics
of all affiliations and the latter denoting only the upholders of the Vedic tradi-
tion. It is worth noting that the brahmanas were never referred to as sramanas and
the Buddha was referred to as maha (great) sramana.

The rise of the sramanas marks the end of the Vedic period, the beginning
of the Upanisadic era, and a conflict between the sramanas and the brahmanic
philosophies. They became a powerful force in then India; it was a voice to
get rid of the oppression of the past and welcome different perspectives. The
emergence of the rise of Buddhism and Jainism provides an eloquent testimony
to their influence, and I will discuss these schools next.
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THE JAINA DARSANA

As I have noted on earlier occasions, there are two very ancient streams of
Indian thought: spiritualistic and naturalistic. The naturalistic stream finds sys-
temization in two major systems, namely, the VaiSesika and the Jaina. Both
developed naturalistic theories of the external world, but combined it with a
non-naturalistic theory of the human soul, which may be called “spiritualistic
eschatology.” This combination of naturalism and non-naturalism is a uniquely
interesting feature of Indian thought. The two additional systems in which nat-
uralism survives in some form are Buddhism and the Samkhya. In this chapter,
we will turn our attention to Jainism.

The extensive Jaina literature is believed to have been based on the teachings
of Mahavira (literally the “great hero”), a senior contemporary of Gautama
Buddha. The term “Jainism” is derived from the Sanskrit root jz, “to conquer,”
meaning the one who has conquered his desires and passions and has become
a perfect soul. Not much is known about Mahavira’s life. His given name
was Vardhamana. He was the son of Siddhartha, a Asatriya chieftain of the
Licchavis, born at a place near modern Patna in Bihar, married a woman
named Yasoda at an early age, had a daughter, and at the age of twenty-eight
left home to become a mendicant. He led a very austere life for twelve years and
wandered naked in the Gangetic plains. He met Buddha during his wander-
ing days and discussed his philosophical ideas with him. Makkhali Gosala, the
leader of the Ajivikas, met Mahavira during his wandering years, and witnessed
many miracles that Mahavira had performed. The tradition maintains that
during his thirteenth year, after fasting for several weeks, Mahavira became
the jina, the conqueror. He became a &rthankara (literally “one who makes a
ford”), the omniscient one. Traditions reckons twenty-three prophets preced-
ing Mahavira, who proclaimed that he was the last, the twenty-fourth, the first
being Rsabhadeva. Mahavira taught for thirty years as a firthankara, and entered
nirvana at the age of seventy-two. He left behind a well-organized Jaina com-
munity, and thousands of monks, laymen, and laywomen.

The doctrinal content of the religion founded by Mahavira was already
established by him, and—unlike Buddhism that traveled far and wide outside
of India and underwent radical transformations over the centuries—Jainism
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remained, and remains, confined to India. Its doctrines have remained
unchanged, with the exception of minor details. Contrasted with the Buddha’s
compassionate nature, Mahavira’s doctrines and practices seem to have been
marked by a severe austerity, and in the words of a modern scholar: a “peculiar

]

stiffness”! characterizes these doctrines.

The philosophical outlook of Jainism is a metaphysical realism and pluralism
as it holds that the objects exist independently of our knowledge and perception
of them, and that these objects are many. Every living being has a soul as well
as a body. The respect for life, i.e., non-injury to life, plays a very important
role in its teachings. Additionally, the importance it places on the respect for the
opinions of others finds expression in its theory of reality as multiple viewpoints
(anekantavada), which gives rise to their logical doctrine that every judgment is
conditional. Thus various judgments about the same reality may be true when

each 1s subjected to its own conditions. I will begin with Jaina metaphysics.

I Jaina Metaphysics

At the outset it must be noted that Jaina metaphysics is a complete realism,
which is best articulated in the position that whatever is manifested in the form
of a cognition is the nature of the object of that knowledge. If in a cognition,
the form “blue pitcher” is given, then there must be a blue pitcher that is being
manifested. It is a complete realism, much like that of the Naiyayikas, which
I will discuss a little later. The Jainas take great pains to avoid absolutism and
point out that everything is relational. Their decisive statement is: a thing has
infinite aspects.

Every philosophical position has its truth and the Jainas sought to combine
them all. These led to anekantavada, 1.e. non-absolutism, which, in a way, synthe-
sizes the various philosophical positions, not by putting them together as “p and
gandr...” butas alternates (p or q orr. . .), each valid from a point of view
known as a naya. This notion of a “point of view,” to be sure, is not subjective. It
1s an objective point of view. Hence the perspectives are all objective and yield
truths that are true, but only within that perspective, not absolutely. The Jainas
argue that emphasis on one aspect to the exclusion of others is analogous to the
story of seven blind men who upon seeing an elephant describe the elephant
on the basis of the part (the trunk, the ears, the tail) of the elephant they had
touched. Each judgment is partially true (raya), nonetheless each naya yields a
true, but partial knowledge. These partial cognitions need to be synthesized
into a total knowledge of the object.

Thus, the Jainas argue that given that the objects are complex in structure,
they must be examined from various perspectives in order for us to compre-
hend their complete nature. The objects that we come to know have innumer-
able characteristics, positive as well as negative. For example, an object, say,
a chair, has such positive qualities as shape, weight, color, etc., and negative
characters, which distinguish it from other objects, say, a table, a stool, etc.
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Additionally, when time is taken into account we see that an object may lose
some of its characteristics, assume different characteristics, making us realize
that an object really possesses innumerable characteristics. It is not possible
for an individual to know an object in all its characters; only omniscient beings
possess knowledge of an object in all its aspects.

The thesis of the infinite characters of an object leads the Jainas to make
a distinction between that which possesses the characteristics and the char-
acteristics themselves. The former is called the substance and the latter the
attributes. Each substance has two kinds of attributes: essential and accidental.
The essential characteristics (guna) of a substance are permanent; they belong to
the substance as long as the substance exists. For example, consciousness is an
essential attribute of the soul. Accidental characteristics, on the other hand, are
transitory; they come and go. Desires, pleasure, pain, etc. are such accidental
characteristics of the soul. It is through these accidental characteristics that
a substance undergoes changes and modifications, which are called “modes”
(paryayas).?> A substance is real; it consists of three factors: (1) permanence,
(2) origination, and (3) decay of changing modes.

The Jainas classify substances as extended and non-extended. Extended
substances are divided into jivas (souls, conscious beings) and gjivas (insentient
or non-living objects). There are four gjivas: (a) pudgala or matter (matter that
has taken on the form of a body), (b) @asa or space, (c) dharma, the medium
of motion, and (4) adharma, the medium of rest. Kala or time is the only non-
extended substance, because extended substances are collection of space-points,
which time is not.

Let us quickly review the Jaina conception of substance.

Jiva (Soul)

The soul, though not perceivable by the outer senses, is perceived in such expe-
riences of self-awareness as “I am happy,” “I know,” “I believe.”® The body
1s not the soul. The dead body does not possess such properties as knowledge,
desires, and feelings. The non-conscious body, the Jainas argue, cannot be the
locus of these properties. The body is composed of physical elements. The sense
organs are located in the body. The soul uses them as instruments to see colors,
hear sounds, etc. But the soul in itself is identical neither with the body nor
with the sense organs. It is the soul that remembers the past experiences, thus
remembering is not the function of any one of the sense organs. Were it so,
it would not have been possible for a person who has now become blind to
remember his past experience of seeing something (or, if he is now deaf, of past
hearing).

One of the unique features of the Jaina conception of the jiva is the belief that
a jiva in its empirical state is capable of expansion and contraction according to
the size of the empirical body.* The Jaina thinkers argue that just as a lamp illu-
minates the area, small or large, in which it is placed, similarly the soul expands
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and contracts contingent upon the size of the physical body. Most Indian think-
ers on the other hand believe that the soul is not capable of expansion and
contraction. This feature of the Jaina conception also explains their unique
conception of knowledge. Knowledge is not a characteristic; it is an essence of
the jiva. The jivas therefore can know everything directly; sense organs, light,
etc. are indirect aids giving rise to jfiana when the impediments are removed.

Past actions yield fruits now or will yield them in the future, because the
actions, themselves, now gone, leave their impressions in the soul. Here the
Jaina metaphysics comes to its peculiar position where it seems to contradict
itself. The impressions left behind by actions are what they call “karmas.” These
karmas are material, but they are construed as clinging to the immaterial soul.
Karmas in Jainism are construed on the analogy of atoms; they are tiny material
entities, the impressions of past actions that cling to the souls. The souls are
omniscient and every soul is capable of reaching omniscience only when the
veil that conceals the nature of the soul is removed.’

There are infinite number of souls distinct from other bodies and the sense
organs as is proven by the inner perception “I am happy,” etc. Souls are classified
into those that transmigrate and those that are liberated. The former are tied to
their bodies owing to their karma. These transmigratory souls are either moving
or unmoving, depending on the nature of their bodies. The immobile souls are
one-sensed, the mobile ones are two-, three-, four-, five-sensed. Animals, plants,
any particle of matter of earth, water, fire, and wind also possess souls.

Ajivas (Non-Souls)

Pudgala or matter is capable of integration and disintegration. It possesses four
qualities: taste, touch, smell, and color. Sound is not a quality but a mode of
it. One may combine material substances to form larger wholes or break them
into smaller and smaller units. The smallest part of matter is anu or an atom.
Atoms may combine to form aggregates called “skandha.” In the Jaina meta-
physics these aggregates range from the smallest aggregate of two atoms to the
largest aggregates which the entire physical world represents. The objects that
we perceive in our everyday lives are compound objects, e.g., animal, senses,
the mind, and so on.

Akdasa or space is infinite and its function is to accommodate other substances.
The Jainas distinguish between two kinds of space: lokakasa, 1.e., lived or mun-
dane space, and alokakasa, the space beyond this world. Space provides room
for all extended substances. All extended substances exist in space. In other
words, substances occupy the space, and the space is occupied. Thus, in con-
trast to the teaching of Descartes, substance is not the same as extension, but
rather the locus of extension, along the lines of what John Locke talks about.
Space is inferred, though not perceived.

Dharma and adharma are not taken in their usual senses as virtue and vice
respectively, but rather as the conditions of movement and rest respectively;
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they are eternal and passive extended substances. These two pervade the entire
mundane space. Though these two substances are not perceived, they are pos-
tulated to explain the possibility of motion and rest that we perceive in our daily
lives. It seemed to Jaina thinkers that since the world is constituted of atoms,
these material elements would get scattered and distributed in the entire space,
unless there is a principle to provide stability to material elements—adharma is
such a principle. They further believe that an opposite principle was needed to
explain movements—dharma is that principle. In the absence of these principles,
there would be no worldly structure, no distinction between loka and aloka, no
constancy; there would be utter chaos.

Time is infinite, though there are cycles of it. A thing changes, continues to
exist, assumes new forms, discards the old ones, and all these presuppose time.
Time, like space, is inferred, not perceived. Time is real. Time is constituted of
the atomic moments of time. It does not extend in space, because it is indivis-
ible and present everywhere in the world. Time does not possess extension in
space.

II Jaina Syddvdada and Theory of Knowledge (Pramanas)

Syadvada

The Jaina attitude to the nature of things, i.e., their anekantavada, yields a logic
which is perhaps one of India’s most important contributions to world phi-
losophy. For the first time in the history of logic, the Jaina philosophers came
to speak of a seven-truth-valued logic, known as “syadvada,” which has two
components, “spad” and “vada.” “Syad’ means “in some respect,” or “from a
particular standpoint,” while “vada” means “statement.” The statement “this
1s a pitcher” is made, and is true, from a certain point of view. From another
point of view, at the same time, this is not a pitcher. “Syadvada” then says that
a judgment is always made from a certain point of view from which it is true;
however, from another point of view, the same judgment may be false. “Syad”
should not be taken to mean “may be,” “possibly,” etc. It would be a mistake to
regard “syadvada” as a method of doubt, uncertainty, and skepticism. Syadvada is
certainty, not skepticism, but a doctrine of conditional certainty.

This leads the Jaina logicians to distinguish between seven perspectives from
which the same statement or judgment can be evaluated.® Of the seven-fold
judgments or predictions, there are only three primary modes: (1) existent, (2)
non-existent, and (3) inexpressible. The seven are developed out of these three
basic modes.

Given a judgment p, the Jainas hold that

1 there is a perspective from which p is true;
2 there is a perspective from which p is false;
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3 there is a perspective from which p is both true and false; and
4 there is a perspective from which p is “inexpressible.”

These four, the basic truth-values, were then combined into three more:

5  there is a perspective from which p is true and is also inexpressible;
6  there is a perspective from which p is both false and is inexpressible; and
7 there is a perspective from which p is true, also is false, and is also
inexpressible.
Let me quickly explain these.

If p 1s “this is a pitcher,” then from the perspective of a certain place, time,
and quality (e.g., “brown”), p is true; the pitcher exists. But from the standpoint
of another region of space, time, and quality (e.g., “red”), this statement is false,
1.e., the pitcher does not exist. The two standpoints may then be combined and
it may be asserted that as being in a certain region of space and time and as
having a certain quality, this pitcher exists, but also from another perspective it
does not, p is both true and false.

Being both true and false, and failing to combine the two values, p becomes
inexpressible. The set of positive and negative properties of a thing cannot be
exhaustively enumerated. Everything whatsoever has therefore an aspect of
inexpressibility. From a purely logical perspective, “p” becomes undecidable.

Given these three possibilities, one generates the remaining four from them
as the primary modes. The Jaina holds that such moral propositions as “truth-
fulness 1s a virtue,” or “killing is a sin,” can be regarded as having the seven
truth-values.

Let us apply these forms to a common moral judgment, “you should speak
the truth.”

1 There is a perspective from which to speak the truth is a virtue (is);

2 There is a perspective from which to speak the truth is not a virtue (e.g., to
speak the truth before a hunter who is searching for a deer, or to speak the
truth to a wicked man who is after a woman) (is not);

3 There is a perspective from which to speak the truth is wholesome and is
a virtue, but from another perspective to speak the truth is unwholesome
and is not a virtue (is and is not);

4 There is a perspective from which without taking into account the situa-
tion or circumstance, we can never say whether truth-speaking is or is not
a virtue (is inexpressible);

5  There is a perspective from which to speak the truth is a virtue, but without
taking into account circumstances, we cannot say whether it is or is not a
virtue (is and is inexpressible);

6  There is a perspective from which to speak the truth is not a virtue, but
without taking into account circumstances, we cannot say whether it is or
is not a virtue (is not and is inexpressible);’
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7 There is a perspective from which to speak the truth is a virtue, but from
another perspective to speak the truth is not a virtue; so, we cannot say
whether it is or is not a virtue (is, is not, and is inexpressible).?

To sum up: syadvada is a method of viewing a thing from different stand-
points. The method is also called anekantavada. It is a method that synthesizes
apparently incompatible attributes in a thing from different standpoints. As
we will see shortly, different systems of Indian philosophy hold different views
regarding the nature of reality. The Vedanta regards the brakman as absolutely
permanent. Buddhism holds that reality is momentary and discrete, while per-
manence is illusory. The Samkhya regards prakrti as permanent-cum-imperma-
nent, while the purusa as totally impermanent. For the Nyaya-Vaisesika some
of the real entities like atoms, time, soul, are permanent while others, e.g., a jar
and a cloth, are impermanent.

The Jainas as distinguished from these maintain that everything is both
permanent and impermanent. Every thing has origination, destruction, and
persistence. A thing is permanent from the standpoint of substance, but is also
impermanent from the standpoint of modes.

The Jaina Theory of Pramanas

Whereas a naya, as explained above, is the knowledge of a thing from a certain
standpoint, a pramana gives knowledge of a thing in its totality. In a pramana,
knowledge cognizes a thing with all its aspects. Such a knowledge combines all
the different aspects of a thing. Jaina commentators state: “a manifold thing
1s the object of pramana, while only an aspect of that very thing is the object of
naya.” Insofar as different strands of nayas spring forth from pramana, naya is a
part of pramana. A pramana lays bare the whole truth; a naya is a partial truth.

Initially the Jaina commentators make a distinction between two types of
nayas: dravyarthika naya or substantial standpoint and paryayarthika naya (or modal
standpoints). The former focuses on a substance, the generic and permanent
aspect. The paryaya naya focuses on modes, changes, or transformation. Thus a
pitcher as a substance, i.e., as a pitcher, is permanent. But as its form or quality,
the pitcher is impermanent. Thus in dravya-naya grasps the generic aspect, while
the paryaya naya grasps the specific aspect.

A pramana, argues the Jaina, is self-illuminating, manifests its object, and is
not subject to cancellation. A pramana is free from three kinds of badha or cancel-
lations: doubt, error, and not knowing the specific features of the object. Right
determination of the object is the main function of a pramana.

The Jainas regard knowledge as evolution of the self, and deny any posi-
tive and direct determination by the object in the occurrence of knowledge.
The knowledge in the long run must lie within self. The absence of object-
determination in knowledge and the innate self-luminous character of knowl-
edge give rise to the Jaina doctrine of omniscience. The self’s original essence is
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pure luminosity. The self in the absolute state is a pure transcendental principle
of self-luminosity.

The “object” according to the Jaina, is an independent real entity. It is not
one, but many, and it is opposite to the self in nature. It is jada or unconscious.
It is constantly subject to parinama, has different qualities (gunas) and modifica-
tions (paryaya). The self also changes constantly. The self evolves into the form of
knowledge of the non-self. The non-self evolves into the form of the knowable
for the self. However, the object does not literally enter into the self. Thus
the Jaina rejects not only the epistemological monism of Vijfianavada, but also
the Advaita theory of identity.

The senses, according to Jainism, have a double character. They partake of
the nature of the dravya, but their being is psychical. The Jaina accepts only five
senses, not ten as the Samkhya does. There are no sense organs of action, and
the senses are not instruments of action. Manas, according to the Jainas, is the
instrumental cause of the sense-functions, but in itself it is not a sense. However,
the manas 1s an instrument, though the self is always the agent.

For the Jaina, valid knowledge is either direct or indirect. Direct knowledge
or perception is either sense perception that occurs through sense organs, or
such mental perceptions as perception of pleasure and pain within. Perceptual
knowledge is defined as the knowledge that is detailed (v25ada). In addition to
empirical perceptions (external and internal), the Jainas speak of a more inti-
mate perception, not dependent on the sense organs and the mind, a kind of
immediate perception, which, again is of three kinds: avadhi is perception of
things in remote space and time, and roughly corresponds to what modern psy-
chology calls “clairvoyance”; manahparyaya is the direct cognition of the thoughts
and ideas of other persons along the lines of Western telepathy; and kevalajnana,
knowledge par excellence, 1.e., total comprehension of reality. It is omniscience,
L.e., there is no distinction of time such as the past, the present, and the future.

There are certain interesting features of the Jaina theory of perception,
which must be emphasized. Unlike the Nyaya and Mimarhsa, the Jainas do not
define perception in terms of its causes (e.g., by the contact of the sense organs
with their objects), but rather by the nature of the knowledge, namely, by its
character of being a detailed and clear knowledge of its object. Thus in the
Jaina tradition, “pratyaksa”is not primarily a sense organ-generated knowledge,
but also the self-knowledge that is obtained without any intervention from the
sense organs. Again, the Jainas, unlike most other Indian schools, especially
the Buddhists, do not admit any indeterminate or nzrvikalpaka perception. What
we perceive are objects in the world. The Jainas in this regard are realists. The
Jainas respect the Buddhist thesis that perception in the strict sense must be
free from all conceptual construction (kalpana). Finally, it is worth noting that
the Jaina conception of “indriya” or sense organs is very different from the other
Hindu systems, which regard sense organs to be material objects of some sort
or the other. The Jainas, on the other hand, regard them primarily as powers of
consciousness of the self, although the external perceptible organs are treated
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only as their outer supports; in reality, they are powers of the self. “Manas,”
from a functional point of view, is also a power of the self, though it has body as
its material support. The manas is extended all over the body and it is not atomic
as the Naiyayikas take it to be.

Among the paroksa pramanas, the Jaina recognizes memory, recognition, farka,
anumana or inference, and dgama or knowledge from authoritative scriptures.
The Jainas are the only philosophers among Indian schools who recognized
memory as a pramana. In memory, an object which was already grasped by a
previous pramana, now referred to as “fat,” is revived. Recognition is a complex
mental act consisting of both elements of presentation and representation, both
perception and memory, lacking in the sort of clarity which belongs to per-
ception alone. As a pramana, tarka is the means of knowing vyapti or universal
pervasion between the sadhya and the hetu to arrive at anumiti, the knowledge
gained from an inferential process. Neither perception alone nor inference can
yield the knowledge of vpapti, argues the Jaina. Tarka is a unique source of such
knowledge.

The Jainas, of all Indian philosophers, regard agama or sabda as paroksa knowl-
edge. By fabda they do not mean either the Vedic texts or the words of the Vedic
seers as the Hindus do, but the words of the perfected souls. The Jaina identifies
agama with aptavacana, i.e., words of the apta. But he does distinguish between
two kinds of apta: the ordinary and the extraordinary. The extraordinary apta is
one who has attained omniscience. With regard to the meaning of a sentence
or vakyartha, the Jaina argues that words have meanings, both expressed and
mmplied, by virtue of which they get connected to form a unified vakyartha or
sentential meaning.

While the Buddhists wavered a great deal on the issue of omniscience (some
accepted while others did not) or even on the specific question whether the
Buddha is omniscient, the Jainas had no doubt that the perfected souls, the jinas
or the &irthankaras, attain omniscience. Once the covering karmas are removed
by the long process of self-purification, any human can attain omniscience.

III The Jaina Ethics: Bondage and Liberation

The most important part of the Jaina ethics is the path to moksa (salvation).
The Jainas argue that the contact between jiva and giva brings about birth
and death. Bondage is the state in which the soul and matter interpenetrate.
Freedom is their separation; it means attaining godhood. Matter particles are
the obstacles that infect the soul. The soul can attain omniscience if the obsta-
cles are removed.

It is important to keep in mind that karma in Jaina philosophy means both
an action and the impression left by an act on the soul. Karma in the latter
sense 1s karmic matter and is attached to the soul. Collectively the karmas are
the sum total of tendencies generated in the past lives, and determine our pres-
ent birth, i.e., the family in which we are born, our shape, color, longevity,
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etc., however, each is due to a specific kind of karma. The karmic matter is of
eight kinds: knowledge-covering, vision-covering, feeling-producing, delusion-
causing, longevity-determining, body-making, status-determining, and obstruc-
tive ones. These determine one’s life until karmas are dissociated from one’s soul.
The jiva, on account of passions, desires, etc., attracts karma-matter, so there is
an influx (asrava) of the karma-matter in the soul. How much karma-matter one
attracts depends upon the kinds of actions one has performed. Dissociation
consists of two special kinds of entities, entities in a very peculiar sense, more
appropriately process or steps: the stoppage of the karma-matter (samvara) and
the exhaustion (nirjara) of already attracted karmas. (The soul is not devoid of
extension; it is coextensive with the living body. The soul is the jizg; it is matter
as well as consciousness).

The Jaina prescribes a path of self-purification, the path by following which
the karmic matter that shrouds the self'is gradually destroyed, and the self recov-
ers its original omniscience. The path of self-purification is known as “yoga,”
which consists of the knowledge of the nature of the soul.

Right faith, right knowledge, and right conduct are the three jewels that
together constitute the path to moksa.” Jaina commentators use the analogy of
medicine as a cure to explain it. Just as the faith in the efficacy, knowledge of
how to use it, and actually taking the medicine is mandatory for the cure to be
effected; similarly, to get rid of suffering, the three principles of right faith, right
knowledge, and right conduct are necessary.

Right faith is the basis and the starting point of the discipline. It is the attitude
of respect towards truth. Such an attitude may be inborn or acquired. When one
begins the study of the Jaina writings with partial faith, rationally examines what
is taught by the (irthankaras, one’s faith increases. The Jaina teachers believed
that the more one studies the texts, the greater would be the faith. In other
words, increase of the knowledge would increase the faith. Five signs of right
faith are: tranquility, spiritual craving, disgust, compassion, and conviction.

Right knowledge is free from doubt, error, and uncertainty. It is the knowl-
edge of the real nature of the ego. The Jaina writers outline different kinds of
wrong views:

1 uncritical and obstinate acceptance of views. The wise person does not
accept any view without critical examination;

2 indiscriminate acceptance of all views. Such as acceptance leads to a
dull-witted acceptance of all views as true;

3 intentional clinging to a wrong view due to attachment—obstinate attach-
ment to a wrong view in spite of knowing that it is wrong;

4 the attitude of uncertainty and doubt about the spiritual truths; and

5  sticking to the false beliefs and views owing to a lack of growth.

The Jaina prophets preach the essential equality of all living beings. Equality
is natural to all living beings, while differences among them are adventitious,
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primarily owing to differences of auspicious and inconspicuous karmas. Besides,
according to Jainism, any human can attain liberation. No particular status, or
state, is a necessary condition for the attainment of liberation.

The soul in the body is God. God, according to Jainism, is not eternal, but
has worked out his own freedom or liberation. The three categories (lativas),
God, spiritual teacher, and religion, in their true nature, are called samyaktva.
Recognizing all living being as one’s self is the root of right attitude. The oppo-
site of samyaktva is mithyatva (wrong attitude). There are various types of wrong or
false attitudes: about things, about the highest good, about the spiritual teacher,
about God, and so on. One should cultivate the attitude of seeing all beings as
equal to oneself. There are four such feelings: of friendliness, of gladness, of
compassion, and of neutrality.

Right conduct is doing what is beneficial and avoiding what is harmful. The
goal here is to get rid of the karmas that lead to bondage and liberation.

Right conduct has two levels: right conduct for the householder and that for
the mendicants. The householder’s rules are less stringent. These are: honesty
in earning wealth, fearlessness and self-control, non-violence, not-lying, non-
taking anything that is not given, refraining from illicit sexual relations, limit-
ing one’s possessions, limiting the scope of one’s immoral activities, limiting
the things one will use, not indulging in senseless harmful acts such as giving
harmful advice, giving to others the means of destroying life, not indulging in
harmful thoughts, not indulging in harmful behavior; the vow to remain equa-
nimous for a certain period of time, the vow of fasting and living like a monk for
a certain length of time, and the vow to share with guests.

For the mendicants, the rules of right conduct consist of observing five
vows and gradual curbing of the activities of the body, speech, and mind. For
the stoppage of the karmas, one takes the five great vows: Ahimsa, i.c., the vow
of non-injury (non-violence), satya (the vow of truthfulness), asteyam (the vow of
not taking what is not given), brahmacaryam (celibacy), and aparigraha (the vow of
abstinence from all attachment). Overall, there is the lifelong vow of universal
brotherhood.

Ahimsa or non-violence is the most important Jaina virtue, just as “compas-
sion” is in Buddhism. It is one of the cardinal virtues; it signifies non-violence
in thought, deed, and action. Ahimsa leads to pure love. Pure love or non-
violence may be negative or positive. In the negative sense, pure love abstains
from causing injury of any sort to any living being. In the positive sense, it is
performing positive virtuous activities like serving or helping others and doing
good to them.

To sum up: right faith, knowledge, and conduct are necessary for liberation.
If one of the three is missing, there would be no moksa.

The perfected soul, according to Jainism, becomes a god. God, in Jainism,
is not creator of the world. There are thus many perfected souls and so one
could say that there are many gods (not in the sense of polytheism) but in the
sense of a community of spirits. The perfected souls, as a matter of fact, are all
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alike, and so the Jainas speak of one god, although there are many perfected
souls. God is to be worshipped, not to please him, but in order to pursue the
ideal of complete freedom from karmas. One does not seek God’s mercy and
help; one pursues the ideal that is actualized in him.

Concluding Remarks

In reviewing the ancient Indian philosophies, we see that there existed many
nayas. Of all the nayas, the most fundamental are two: the substance perspective
(dravya-naya) and the process perspective (paryaya-naya). The Vedantins adopt
the former, the Buddhists the latter. The Jaina naya theory yields a guideline for
synthesizing both of these. The Jainas sought to avoid the extremes and try to
preserve the elements of truth in all these. Reality is both permanent and chang-
ing, both universal and particular, both positive and negative. There is really no
opposition, the Jainas held, between these; each is valid from a certain perspec-
tive. The complete nature of reality consists both of identity and differences, of
permanence and change, universal and particular. This synthetic approach of
the Jainas is their most important contribution to Indian thought.'

The above discussion makes it obvious that the Jainas are not only realists
and non-absolutists, they are also “relativists.” A “perspective,” on the Jaina
thesis, us not to be construed as a subjective way of looking at things, but an objectively partial
view which singles out one aspect out of the infinite, objective aspects of reality.
Thus Jaina “relativism” is not subjectivism. Perhaps, it is more accurate to say
that it is “relational-ism.”

A comparison with A. N. Whitehead’s metaphysical system worked out in
his Process and Reality may throw some light on the nature of objective relational-
1sm. In Whitehead’s system, every actual entity is related to every other actual
entity. Thus, a thing’s having a certain color is always from a certain perspec-
tive. On Whitehead’s account, an infinite number of perspectives constitute
each and every entity. His system is much more complex than the Jaina system,
but it is not an exaggeration to say that the Jaina syadvada anticipates such an
objective relativism. It is one of the great achievements of ancient Indian mind.
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By the middle of the sixth century BCE, most probably about the time the
major Upanisads had been composed, a new mode of thinking revolutionized
the philosophico-religious scene of India, and, in course of time, almost all of
Asia. This event—if any event could be said to have the decisive impact on
the destiny of the people not only in Asia but the world over—was the birth of
Gautama Buddha.

The Buddha was born in the foothills of the Himalayas around 560 BCE.!
His early life is well known, but still inseparable from many legends that sur-
round it. The name given to the Buddha at birth was Siddhartha, and his family
name was Gautama, so in his early years, the Buddha was known as Siddhartha
Gautama. The Buddha lived on the border of India in what is today known
as Nepal. His mother’s name was Maya and father’s name Suddhodana, who
was the chief of the S@kya clan; this explains why the Buddha is often referred
to as “Sakyamuni,” i.c., sage of the “Sakyas.” Siddhartha grew up in luxurious
surroundings. When Siddhartha turned sixteen, his father had him married to
a beautiful princess named Yasodhara, and a year later Yasodhara gave birth
to their son, Rahula.

The father, Suddhodana, fearing a prophecy, shielded Siddhartha from any
kind of suffering and unpleasant experiences that might take him towards reli-
gious life; however, upon seeing an old man, a dead body, a sick person, and,
finally, a recluse, Siddhartha became restless. The sight of the recluse inspired
him and one day, when his wife and son were asleep, he left home in search
of truth.

We have already learned that there were two dominant trends of
thought in those days: of the brakmanas, the followers of the Vedic precepts
and of the sramanas, the recluses. The brakmanas followed the path of the
Vedic rituals, recommended various sacrifices, and promised a life of enjoy-
ment hereafter. The sramanas followed the path of austerity, inflicting pain on
themselves by depriving themselves of all the pleasures of life, and offered a
life of meditation as the road to the most sought after wisdom. The brahmanas
lived in society, the sramanas retired into the forest shunning all social
responsibilities.
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Siddhartha initially followed the path of self-mortification. He met five ascet-
ics who believed that practising austere self-mortification would lead the way
to great vigor of the mind and to extraordinary insight and enlightenment.
Hoping to attain insight, Siddhartha began living on a smaller and smaller
quantity of food, and by controlling his breathing, sought to fall into a state
of trance in the hope of attaining illumination. Siddhartha did not attain illu-
mination; on the contrary, he fainted because of starvation. This experience
convinced him that the path of self-mortification was of no use. He rejected
the austere practices of self-mortification, and began his search for the truth v
the path of meditation. He left the company of these five ascetics and took to
wandering in search of the truth.

During his quest for the truth, the Siddhartha, the future “Buddha,” report-
edly wandered far and wide in the Gangetic plains, meeting and talking to
numerous ascetics, philosophers, and spiritual leaders. Chief among these,
especially mentioned in the Buddhist records, were the skeptics, the Ajivikas,
and, above all Mahavira, the twenty-fourth &rthankara of Jainism. These ascet-
ics shared a spirit of revolt against many key ideas of brakmanism. Siddhartha
wandered to many places, followed various paths, and, after intense meditation
under the bodhi tree, attained enlightenment (nirvana), and became the “Bud-
dha.” “Buddha” literally means “the awakened one.” The title “Buddha,” “the
Enlightened One,” was given to him after he attained n#rvana. His disciples
mostly referred to the Buddha as 7athdgata, which means “he-who-has-thus-
arrived there,” and in his conversations with his disciples, the Buddha referred
to himself as 7Tathagata. After attaining nirvana, the Buddha set out on a path
to teach to the common folks (not particularly to the scholars), in a manner
intelligible to them, in the language of the common people, the truth he had
experienced.

When we do an in-depth study of the Buddha’s teachings we begin to realize
that his views were profoundly shaped by his conversations with the sramanas.
Perhaps a major influence was Mahavira who was older to him by ten years.
Mahavira denied the existence of God, gave a naturalistic account of the world,
but believed in many souls, rebirth, karma, and the possibility of attaining per-
fection by one’s own moral practices. The Buddha also rejected the teachings of
the brahmanas, their caste distinctions, and sacrificial rituals. However, it would
be wrong to say that he rejected the entire Vedic tradition. He had sympathies
with many of the Upanisadic beliefs and practices, for example, the conceptions
of self-knowledge, the pursuit of the yogic practices, moksa, rebirth, and karma. He
clearly rejected the belief in an eternal soul of each individual human being, as
well as the thesis that the brafiman 1s the only reality. It is also well known that the
Buddha refused to answer questions about the existence of God, after-life, the
status of the world etc., but strongly believed in the efficacy of ethical practices
and the possibility of reaching perfection in this life.

I am not trying to suggest here that the Buddha’s teachings were a mere
hybrid of various ideas already around. Though influenced by many of the
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Upanisadic ideas, he added his own touch and personal wisdom to them,
and integrated them into a fabulous system. Nevertheless, it is always good
to remember that no thinker, however original, is untouched by the cultural
context that shapes his thinking, and the Buddha was no exception. Rejecting
what he took to be unverifiable metaphysical dogmas, he held an empiricistic
and pragmatic mode of thinking measured by whether it is verifiable in one’s
experience and whether it brings about good life and freedom from dukkha in
the long run. He also rejected dry logical sophistry, but not the use of reason
within the bounds of experience.

His teachings were neither metaphysical nor intellectual; they were primar-
ily ethical and concerned with how to change one’s life, not with the nature of
reality. The Buddha’s original teachings were understood and interpreted dif-
ferently, and gradually evolved into a large and complicated system with many
branches and doctrines.

After attaining nirvana, the Buddha walked from his place of meditation
called “Bodhgaya,” a few miles along the river Varanasi at the outskirt of this city
called “Sarnath,” and delivered his First Sermon to a group of admiring and
curious villagers who had assembled there. There was something unique about
his speech as well as his audience. His audience did not consist of the members
of the priestly class, of those who were adept in scriptures. It rather consisted
of the common village folks, who neither spoke nor understood Sanskrit. The
Buddha spoke in the Pali language, and continued to preach in that language
to make his teachings accessible to the common folks.

In his first sermon, the Buddha lays down two themes: the doctrine of the
Middle Way and the Four Noble Truths. In the doctrine of the Middle Way,
he rejects the two extreme paths of self-mortification and self-indulgence,
and recommends to his audience a Middle Way between these two extremes.
He says:

There are two extremes, O recluses, which he who has gone forth
ought not to follow. The habitual practice, on the one hand, of those
things whose attraction depends upon the pleasures of sense, and espe-
cially of sensuality (a practice low and pagan, fit only for the worldly-
minded, unworthy, of no abiding profit); and the habitual practice, on
the other hand, of self-mortification (a practice painful, unworthy, and
equally of no abiding profit).

There is a Middle Way, O recluses, avoiding these two extremes,
discovered by the Tathagata [7athagata]—a path which opens the
eyes and bestows understanding, which leads to peace of mind, to the
higher wisdom, to full enlightenment, to Nirvana® [Mroanal.

He prefaced this sermon with some general remarks that proved to be very

influential in the self-understanding of Buddhism, viz., the need to avoid the
two extremes of self-mortification and of self-indulgence, of which the former
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is useless and the latter is demeaning. He informed his audience that he had
found the “Middle Way” that leads to peace, insight, and enlightenment.
The Buddha exhorted people to follow the Middle Path, asking them to steer
clear of the two paths recommended by the brahmanas and the Sramanas. The
brahmanas encouraged elaborate performance of various kinds of rituals and
the Sramanas practiced different kinds of self-mortification; the Buddha rejected
both.

It is important to bear in mind that the doctrine of the Middle Way, so much
reminiscent of Aristotle’s Golden Mean, gradually becomes a major theme of
Buddhist philosophy, so much so that an entire school of Mahayana Buddhism
came to be known as “madhyama” or the Middle Path.

The second important theme of the first lecture focuses on the Four Noble
Truths, which state the fact of suffering. These two, i.e., the doctrines of the
Middle Way and the Four Noble Truths, form the foundation of Buddhist
philosophy; they have been, and still continue to be interpreted, through the
centuries.

“All 1s suffering (dukkha)” states the Buddha, which must be understood
against the background of “all is impermanent (anitya)”® and “the aggregates of
being are no-self (anatta).” I will begin with the truth of suffering.

I Allis Suffering (Dukkha)

The truth of suffering as articulated as the Four Noble Truths is formulated in a
manner and style that follow a pattern of Indian medical literature anticipated
in Caraka Samfata. The first Noble Truth identifies the disease, the second the
cause, the third informs us that it is curable, and the fourth outlines the path,
the procedure by which the disease is cured. The Four Noble Truths are:

there is dukkha;
there is origin of dukkha;
there is cessation of dukkha; and

there is a path leading to the cessation of dukkha, known as the Noble Eight-
fold Path.

= 00 N —

There is Dukkha

In the First Noble Truth, the Buddha states the fact of dukkha. It concerns the
basic fact of human existence, viz., that human existence is characterized by
dukkha. The Buddha informed his disciples that the entire human existence is
characterized by dukkha: Birth is painful, death is painful, disease is painful, and
separation from the pleasant is painful. To drive home the omnipresence of
dukkha, the Buddha told the story of a very distraught mother who came to the
Buddha with her dead baby in her arms and asked him to restore him to life.
The Buddha listened to her request and asked her to fetch a grain of mustard
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seed from a house where none had died. She searched for a long time in vain,
and finally, returned to the Buddha and informed him of her failure.

“My sister; thou hast found”, the Master said,
“Searching for what none finds—that bitter balm

I had to give thee. He thou lovedst slept

Dead on thy bosom yesterday; to-day

Thou know’st the whole wide world weeps with thy woe;
The grief which all hearts share grows less for one”.*

One’s understanding of the Buddha’s teachings depends upon how clearly one
comprehends the concept of “dukkha,” and one of the roots of the development
of Buddhism consists in precisely unfolding its meaning. The word “dukkha” has
been variously translated as “pain,” “sorrow,” or “suffering.” These translations,
however, do not really capture the essence of what Buddha was trying to convey
to his audience by this concept. The connotation of “dukkha” is much wider and
comprehensive. First of all, it is good to remember that one’s suffering (that is
how we will translate dukkha) includes both pleasure and pain. Enjoyment and
pleasures are also dukkha, inasmuch as the pleasures that one enjoys pass away;
they do not last forever. The Buddha was aware that there are moments of plea-
sure, there are moments of satisfaction of one’s desires, but he also realized that
such moments are transitory; they are followed by experience of unhappiness
and longing for what is no more. Even when one gets what one wants, either one
cannot hold on to it or, alternately, one gets it and then wishes to have more than
what he does have, and feels pain on account of the deprivation of what could
have been. It is the very nature of desire to breed new desires. It stands not only for
the well-known phenomena of illness, disease, old age, death, which the Buddha
had witnessed early in his life, but also the deeper metaphysical truth that every-
thing is impermanent. Thus, when rightly understood, the truth that existence is
dukkha implies a rejection of all metaphysics of permanence and replaces it by the
metaphysics of impermanence. It suggests that all metaphysical thinking, concep-
tual as it 13, needs to be avoided. To sum up: dukkha 1s dissatisfaction, discontent,
disharmony, incompleteness, imperfection, inefficiency, physical and mental suf-
fering, conflict between our desires and our accomplishments, suffering produced
on account of change, old age, disease, and death. It is the opposite of perfection,
harmony, bliss, happiness, and well-being. In the final analysis,as we shall see
shortly, impermanence, relativity of pleasure and pain, passivity (i.e., subjection
to the causal chain), the lack of freedom and spontaneity, all point to the fact that
existence is dukkha. Is there an end to it? If there is an end, how to reach it?

The Origin of Dukkha

The Second Noble Truth discusses the origin of dukkha, that there is a cause of
dukkha. Like a true medicine man, the Buddha states that one cannot cure the
disease unless one is able to identify its root cause. The Buddha says:
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Now this, O recluses, is the noble truth concerning the origin of suffer-
ing. Verily, it originates in that craving thirst which causes the renewal
of becoming, is accompanied by sensual delight, and seeks satisfaction
now here, . . . that is to say, the craving for the gratification of the pas-
sions, or the craving for a future life, or the craving for success in this
present life (the lust of the flesh, the lust of life, or the pride of life).?

The immediate cause of dukkha, the Buddha argues, is #sna, which is generally,
though wrongly, translated as “desire.” Trsna, is rather, what is usually connoted
by “thirst,” the cravings of finite individuals, their selfish needs and desires.
These desires in turn breed attachments resulting in frustrations and disappoint-
ments, 1.e., dukkha. But the remote cause of dukkha, better yet the ultimate cause,
is ignorance (avidya) of the nature of things. The ignorance consists in mistaking
what is impermanent to be permanent. There is nothing permanent, whether in
the external world or within oneself. On account of ignorance, we ascribe to our
own selves as well as to others a permanent soul, and permanent essences to the
objects of the world. The belief in permanence leads to desires, which, in turn,
leads to attachments causing rebirth, which is dukkha. Accordingly, we have here
a large thesis ready for generations of Buddhist thinkers to reflect upon, viz., to
determine what precisely constitutes existence and how precisely to construe the
idea of “desire.” One of the principal tenets of Buddhism, early and later, tries
to give an answer to this question. It develops the very idea of causality, how
everything arises depending on antecedent factors, and after coming into being,
passes away. Thus, there is the inevitable chain of causation which technically
came to be known as the doctrine of Dependent Origination. This doctrine,
when applied to the specific case of human existence, takes the well-known form
of a twelve-membered chain, which we shall discuss a little later.

At this juncture it is important to underscore an important point. There is
no concept of “original sin” in Buddhism, and no one is foreordained to be
damned. There is no forgiveness of sins, no atonement, because there is no one
with the power to bestow forgiveness. Every cause gives rise to its inevitable
effect; if we understand the cause-effect chain, then we can remove it, if we wish
to do so. Otherwise, the cause-effect chain, 1.e., the never-ending cycle of birth
and death goes on.

The Cessation of Dukkha

The Third Noble Truth is an assurance that the disease, the basic problem of
human existence, is curable. In other words, it is the assurance that dukkha can
end. In the Buddha’s words: “Now this, O recluses, is the noble truth concern-
ing the destruction of suffering. Verily, it is the destruction, in which no craving
remains over, of this very thirst; the laying aside of, the getting rid of, the being
free from, the harboring no longer of; this thirst.”® This cessation or extinguish-
ing or extinction of all desires is nirvana, the truth.
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It is not easy to ascertain precisely what the Buddha meant by nirvana. Schol-
ars have raised such questions as: if to exist is to desire, then does the cessation
of all desires means cessation of existence? Is nirvana a negative state of ceasing
to be? Or, 1s it also a positive experience of bliss? The Buddhist schools yet to
be discussed differ among themselves on this most important question. I will
discuss some of these in the concluding section of this chapter.

Etymological meanings of nirvana, viz., the “cessation of” or the “ceasing to
be” or “the blowing out” of a flame of a candle that is extinguished when there
1s no air (nervana), suggested to some scholars that in nirvana, the existence which
1s characterized by dukkha is extinguished. Nothing could be further from the
truth. Buddhist thinkers, even the Buddha himself, wrestled with the problem
of describing nirvana in more positive terms. One thing seems to be clear: it
is not a negative state of merely ceasing to be. The Buddha’s life testifies to
this. The Buddha lived for forty-five years after attaining nirvana, teaching and
showing laypersons how to attain nirvana. So, it is safe to say that in nirvana what
ceases to be is dukkha, not the person himself.

Nurvana is freedom from dukkha, which encompasses within its fold grief, lam-
entation, pain, sorrow, sadness, despair, discontent, incompleteness, and so on.
Given that dukkha is due to desires, attachments, and cravings, freedom is free-
dom from these attachments. These three, namely, desire, attachment, and
craving, however, are due to ignorance (avidya), so the goal is to free oneself
from ignorance.

Nurvana, the highest accomplishment of life in Buddhism, has been used by
various religious groups as a generic term to refer to enlightenment. If the
Buddha were alive today, he would have said that the words “positive” and
“negative” are relative; they are applicable in a realm that is characterized by
conditionality, duality, and relativity. Nrvana is freedom from relativity, condi-
tionality, and all evils; it is not annihilation of a person, it is “T'ruth,” the term
that the Buddha uses unequivocally several times in the place of nirvana. One
who has attained nirvana and has extinguished cravings is called “arhat.”

The question is often asked what happens to an arhat after death? This was
one of the ten questions that the Buddha refused to discuss. Human language is
designed to describe empirical objects. No word or sentence can capture mean-
mngfully what happens to an arhat. But this much is certain: desires, passions,
the feelings of “I” and “mine,” etc., which are rooted in egoism, are completely
destroyed upon becoming an arhat.

The Noble Eightfold Path

The Fourth Noble Truth lays down the path for the attainment of nirvana, and
this path is called the “Noble Eightfold Path.”

The Noble Eightfold Path is usually divided into three groups: Sila, samadh,
and prajia. Sila consists of ethical practices (of right speech, right action, and
right living); samadh: consists of different stages of meditation (right effort, right
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mindfulness, and right concentration); and prajiia of knowledge and wisdom
(right views and right resolve).

The Buddha reiterates that these steps must be cultivated simultaneously, and
not successively, because he believed that virtue and wisdom purify each other;
the two are inseparable. One begins with the right views, and the remaining
seven steps of the path are interdependent. Repeated contemplation, continu-
ous effort by performing good deeds, and steadfast determination train the will
and give rise to a personality in which one finds a fine assimilation of pure will
and emotion, reason, and intuition, which is perfect insight, i.e., nirvana.

The account of the Noble Eightfold Path, largely, though not entirely neg-
ative (i.e., what should be avoided), gives a preliminary impression, a moral
catechism (list of virtues), but a proper understanding of it would consist in
seeing how they steadfastly keep the practitioner along the Middle Way. The
central question is: How precisely to orient one’s life so that one is on the way to
attaining nurvana? For this purpose, the Buddha develops an eightfold path, and
the major portion of the first sermon is devoted to describing it.

The Buddha repeatedly emphasized that one should pay close attention to
how his actions affect those who are around them. Our actions should include
the welfare of all, our own self and the selves of others. Five wrong actions are
specifically mentioned in the Buddhist texts: killing and hurting others, stealing,
false speech, immoral sex life, and consumption of alcoholic beverages. These
are wrong because they cause harm to our own self and to others. Abstaining
from these five wrong actions constitute the Five Buddhist Precepts:

I'undertake the rule of training to refrain from killing or hurting living
things;

I undertake the rule of training to refrain from appropriating what
belongs to others;

I undertake the rule of training to refrain from falsehood;

I undertake the rule of training for self-control; and

I undertake the rule of training to refrain from making myself a nui-
sance.

The Noble Eightfold Path follows a pattern which has been largely adopted by
many writers, notably by Patafjali in his Yoga Sitras. It is not only by following
the strict path of ethical self-control, avoiding the extreme and following the
Middle Path, but also by training the mind and thought, by exclusively focus-
ing upon the truth, one eventually arrives at meditation and contemplation
which brings about wisdom and freedom from suffering. As is the case with
the first three noble truths, this truth—more important to the Buddhist resolute
on attaining nrvana—bhecomes also a matter of varying interpretations. Some
of the questions that arose are: How to construe the idea of compassion in
the context of the overall ethical sentiment of the Buddhist aspirant as well as
of the one who has attained nirvana? Eventually, this moral sentiment became
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the title for the entirety of the Buddhist practice and achievement. What is the
nature of the wisdom, of the true perception of the nature of things which one
arrives at after attaining nirvana? We know, for example, that Nagarjuna distin-
guished nirvana from all drstis (ways of looking) at things. Historically, it is also
important to ask how does this account of ethical and spiritual practice differ
from that which is adopted by the practitioners of the yoga and other spiritual
disciplines? We will have occasion to discuss some of these questions when we
discuss the Yoga school.

Concluding Reflections

The Buddha was an ethical teacher and reformer rather than a metaphysician.
When asked if there is a life after death, or whether there is a beginning of the
universe in time, he at times remained silent, and at other times emphasized
that the answers to these questions were not necessary for a good life, and still
at other times stated that whatever answer he might give is likely to be misun-
derstood. Let me summarize one of the conversations that he had with one of
his disciples named Malunkyaputta, who demanded answers to the following
questions, and threatened to leave the Buddhist order if Buddha did not answer
these questions: These questions are:

Is the universe eternal?

Is the universe non-eternal?

Is the universe finite?

Is the universe infinite?

Is soul the same as the body?

Are the soul and the body different?

Does the Tathagata exist after death?

Does the Tathagata not exist after death?

Does the Tathagata both (at the same time) exist and not exist after
death?

Does the Tathagata both (at the same time) not exist and not not-exist
after death?

When Malunkyaputta went to the Buddha with these questions, the Buddha
responded as follows:

It is as if a man had been wounded by an arrow thickly smeared with
poison, and his friends, companions, relatives, and kinsmen were to
get a surgeon to heal him, and he were to say I will not have this arrow
pulled out until I know by what man I was wounded, whether he is
of the warrior caste, or a brahmn, or of the agricultural, or the lowest
caste. Or, if he were to say, I will not have this arrow pulled out until
I know of what name or family the man is . . . or whether he is tall, or
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short, or of middle height . . . or whether he is black, or dark, or yel-
lowish . . . or whether he comes from such . . . . That man would die,
Malunkyaputta. without knowing all this.

It is not on the view that the world is eternal, Malunkyaputta, that a
religious life depends: it is not on the view that the world is not eternal
that a religious life depends. Whether the view is held that the world
is eternal, or that the world is not eternal, there is still rebirth, there is
old age, there is death, and grief, lamentation, suffering, sorrow and
despair, the destruction of which even in this life I announce.”

The point that the Buddha was trying to make is as follows: Whatever opinions
we might have of metaphysical issues do not matter. There is dukkha, birth,
death, old age, etc., and there is the cessation of dukkha. We should focus on how
to attain the cessation of dukkha, 1.e., nirvana.

The Buddha continued to preach and reply to questions and inquiries by his
disciples for over forty years. These discussions brought to light his perspec-
tives and views about many questions that were being discussed in those days.
However, we have to remember that the words of the Buddha, no matter how
simple, were always packed with meaning and one’s understanding of their
meaning depends on one’s ability. Thus, it is not surprising that many of his
statements aroused debates for generations to come.

Additionally, there are also problems of internal consistency, e.g., while
rejecting the Upanisadic thesis about the eternity of the atman or the Self, he
placed strong emphasis on the principles of karma and rebirth. The question
naturally arose whether these two positions are compatible. The Buddha char-
acterized his teaching as madhyama pratipad, the Middle Way, because it avoids
all extremes of being and non-being, self and non-self, self-indulgence and self-
mortification, substance and process—in general, all dualistic affirmations.

All these problems gave rise to a variety of interpretations of the Buddha’s
teachings and sayings, and in spite of the Buddha’s rejection of authority, and
of fabda (word) as a legitimate means of knowing, his own words attained the
status of one of the authoritative means of knowing the truth. During the one
thousand years of the history of Buddhism in India, there took place the devel-
opment of many philosophical schools, not to speak of the numerous schools
of Buddhism that arose in Southeast Asia, Tibet, China, and Japan after
Buddhism traveled to these countries. But, at the end, one advice by the Bud-
dha on his deathbed to Ananda, his closest disciple, remains symptomatic of
the Buddhist spirit. Asked by Ananda, “what shall we do after you are gone?”
the Buddha replied “be a light unto thyself.” (atmanam pradipo bhava.”) “Do not
betake any external refuge; hold fast to the truth as a lamp.”

The Buddha in some of his lectures distinguished his own position from those
of both the empiricists and the rationalists (tarkikas), and characterized himself
as an experimentalist. It is not an exaggeration to say that thousands of people
found the spirit of Buddhism attractive in the sixth century BCE and that it has
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continued to attract millions of people even today. It stands against dogmatism
and encourages an openness to experience by which truth claims can be veri-
fied. The nirvana of the Buddha was a verified experience because he believed,
thought, and acted the way he preached. It is clear that he thought that by fol-
lowing his path anybody could reach nirvana.

II All Things are Impermanent (Anitya)

Allis impermanent (sarvam anityam) was one of the Buddha’s frequent utterances.
All schools of Buddhism subscribe to this thesis of impermanence, though their
interpretations vary. There are two aspects of it: negative and positive. The
negative thesis states that there is nothing permanent; everything is in a per-
petual flux. Due to the limitations of our sensory apparatus, we are not able
to perceive changes that take place from moment to moment, but change is
taking place all the time. Permanence, essence, unchanging substances, exist
only in thought and not in reality. Regarding the positive thesis, there is no
unanimity. One dominant version of the positive thesis asserts that everything is
momentary. Modern scholars, e.g., Kalupahana, who represents the Ceylonese
Buddhism, argue that the Buddha himself only taught the doctrine of imper-
manence, and that the “doctrine of moments” was “formulated from a logical
analysis of the process of change” by the later Buddhists.®

The denial of permanence must be understood first in the context of the
mmportant idea of the eternal self or spirit in the Upanisads. There is nothing
eternal, neither in the external world, nor in the inner life of consciousness.
Given that everything is conditional and relative, everything passes through
the process of birth, growth, decay, and death. The search for permanence
leads us in a false direction, and all false doctrines arise from the misconception
that there are permanent essences. The thesis central to all Buddhism concerns
the all-pervasive nature of dukkha and how to alleviate it. The Buddha believed
that craving for something or the other lasts forever, and the realization that
everything is impermanent would lead to the pacification of cravings. Thus, the
doctrine of impermanence not only has a theoretical importance but is also of
considerable importance for the Buddhist practical and spiritual practices.

The idea of impermanence is certainly central to Buddhism; however, from
the exposition of the Sanskrit critical literature on Buddhism, we learn that on
the Buddhist view, everything is also momentary. Whether this positive thesis
correctly represents the earliest Buddhist view, is difficult to ascertain. But there
1s no doubt that many of the Buddhist philosophies, found in the Tibetan and
Chinese Buddhism, do in fact subscribe to the doctrine of momentariness.

The doctrine of momentariness states that things arise and then perish.
Between the two, the arising and the perishing, there is only one moment of
being, and in the disputational literature even this moment of being, which
separates the arising from the perishing, came to be challenged. The thesis
that things last only for a moment (leaving out the difficult question of what
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precisely is meant by a “moment”) is made to rest upon an argument which
runs as follows:

1 to existis to be causally efficacious;

2 to be efficacious is to produce such effect as it is capable of;

3 then for an entity to exist is to produce such effect as it is capable of produc-
ing; and

4 since all its causal power is actualized, there is no more any causal efficacy
and the thing by definition would cease to exist.

In this argument the first premise (to exist is to be causally efficacious) regarding
the definition of existence is of central importance. Given this definition nothing
can exist for more than a moment. The causal power that the thing has must be
spent in the very first moment of its being. The Hindu writers who believed not
only in the eternal soul but also that things may exist for a stretch of time, believed
in the possibility that an entity’s entire causal efficacy may be expended not at the
very first moment of its being but over a stretch of time, implying thereby that
while some power or efficacy is being actualized at the very first moment, some
can remain potential. The Buddhists vehemently deny it. They argue there is no
potential power; every power that we can meaningfully talk about is the power
that is actualized. Therefore, given the two assumptions, viz.,: (1) to exist is to
be causally efficacious, and: (2) to have causal power is to produce all the effects
an entity is capable of producing at the very first moment of its being, it follows
that an entity can exist only for a moment. Later Buddhist writers carried this
thesis to its extreme consequence. Of the supposed three moments in the biog-
raphy of an entity, arising — being — perishing, the second, the being,
can be gotten rid of, leaving only arisings and perishings, which precisely is the
doctrine of momentariness carried to the logical consequence.

The Buddhists, however, in their zeal of taking a thought to the logical con-
sequence, did not stop even there. The Mahayana writers following Nagarjuna
argued that the moment of arising itself must arise and perish, and so also the
moment of perishing, so that there would be an arising of arising, a perishing of
arising, an arising of perishing, and perishing of perishing. Each of these again
leads to similar internal splits and we find ourselves in a vicious infinite regress.
All this leads to the consequence that the doctrine of impermanence, even in its
version of momentariness, could not be taken to be a metaphysically true rep-
resentation of reality, and like all representations, it is also s#nya or empty. Thus
the doctrine of impermanence ends up in the thesis of emptiness.

In this brief account, I have tried to trace the development of the imper-
manence thesis from the early Theravada Buddhism to Mahayana Sunyata
thesis. It is always good to remember that the Buddhist philosophy has been a
historically developing philosophy and it is always helpful to trace the path that
its history has traversed. I will discuss some of these issues in the chapter on the
schools of Buddhist philosophy.
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IIT All Elements of Being are No-Self (Anatta)

As discussed earlier, the Upanisads postulate an identical atman in all human
beings, and hold that an “I,” an individual self, is a combination of a body and a
soul. The Buddha, in his sermons, gives a very different answer to the question:
Who am I? The Buddha’s anatta (no-soul), is the opposite of the Hindu doctrine
of atta, that there 1s a permanent soul. The Buddha argues that there is no soul
or atman; a self is composed of five skandhas, viz., bodily form (matter or body),
sensations (feelings, sensations, etc., sense object contact generating desire),
perceptions (recognition, understanding, and naming), dispositions (impres-
sions of karmas), and consciousness. These five aggregates together are known as
“nama-riipa.” Ripa signifies body, and nama stands for such various processes as
feelings, sensations, perceptions, ideas, and so on. These five skandhas that con-
stitute the self are impermanent, so they cannot give rise to a permanent self.

The Buddha provides many similes to explain the arising of the self. One of
his favorite examples was that of a chariot: As a chariot is nothing more than
an arrangement of axle, wheels, pole and other constituent parts in a certain
order, but when we take the constituents apart, there is no chariot, similarly,
“I” is nothing but an arrangement of five skandhas in a certain order, but when
we examine the skandhas one by one, we find that there is no permanent entity,
there is no “L,” there is only name (rama) and form (riipa).’

At this point, students may wonder, if there is no permanent self, who or what
is reborn? The Buddha uses the metaphor of the flame of a lamp to explain
rebirth. He argues that life is a flame, and rebirth is the transmitting of the
flame from one aggregate to another. If we light one candle from another, the
communicated flame is one and the same; the candle, however, is not the same.
Upon death, the union of five skandhas dissolves, but the momentum, the karmas
of this union give rise to another union of five skandhas. Accordingly, the Bud-
dhist rebirth is the “endless transmission of such an impulse through an endless
series of forms,” and the Buddhist nirvana 1s the coming to understand that self
is a union of five impermanent skandhas that dissolve at death, and “that nothing
is transmitted but an impulse, a vis a tergo, dependent on the heaping up of the
past. Itis a man’s character, and not he, that goes on.”!° Any existent individual
self is the karmic result of definite antecedents. Rebirth is only a manifestation
of cause and effect. Impressions of karmas generate life after life, and the nature
and character of successive lives is determined by the goodness and badness of
the actions performed.

The rejection of an underlying permanent substance, e.g., soul, behind the
ever-changing skandhas is not merely an intellectual analysis. The following
points are worth noting:

First, on his analysis, the denial of a permanent self or soul does not destroy
the notion of an empirical self or personality. Self or being means a union of
skandhas; when the skandhas dissolve, the self disappears and we have death. In
so denying, Buddhism de-emphasizes the ego-oriented framework of language,
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because if there are no “I,” “you,” and “my,” then “I belong,” “I own,” etc., do
not make much sense.

Secondly, although the Buddha denies the existence of a soul, he argues for
the continuity of the karmas. A self, argues the Buddha, is a union of five skand-
has; and as long as the karmas remain the same, we recognize the person to be
the same for all practical purposes. But these karmas are not restricted to one
union. They pass on to others and remain in them even after one’s death. Thus,
when one person dies, the karmas give rise to another union of five skandhas, and
this process goes on until one attains nzrvana.

Thirdly, the denial amounts to rejecting all principles of identity in favor of
the idea of difference. According to the atta theory, everything in the world—
not only a human being, but also the mountain I see over there, this pen with
which I write—has its own identity across time. A human being can be identi-
fied, reidentified, perceived, remembered, and referred to by such names as
Devadatta, while perception and memory and recognition guarantee us that
this is the same Devadatta I saw before. The Buddhist philosophers consider
this position to be naive. Its naiveté is not only exhibited in believing that the
names designate things but also in believing the validity of perception, memory,
and recognition. Once the referential theory of meaning, which all Hindu writ-
ers accept, is rejected and the ability of perception to convey its own validity is
questioned, then we begin to see the plausibility of the Buddhist theory. Names
do not simply name a thing, but they help to bring together a large number of
percepts under a common concept by virtue of their similarity and thus contrib-
ute to the construction of the world. The use of name “Devadatta” or the name
“Ganges” creates the impression that there is identity between the person I saw
in Pataliputra then, and the person I see in Varanasi today. The differences
between these percepts are being glossed over aided by the use of the name.
Likewise, the river Ganges in Patna and the Ganges near Varanast are not the
same Ganges, and as Heraclitus argues that we never step in the same river
twice, the Buddha argues that the inner is actually a process of change, but the
process is arrested by the use of a name. Rapidity of succession creates an illu-
sion of identity; identity is only the continuity of becoming. Ignorance creates
the false impression of identity; however, only becoming exists.

It is important to remember in this context that things are really aggregates of
parts, those parts again of other parts, and the last constituents are the momen-
tary events that arise and perish. We do not perceive these momentary events,
and given that we do not perceive the constituent parts, we cannot claim to
be perceiving the whole. Indeed, the Buddhist denies the thesis that there are
genuine wholes that arise out of the combination of parts. It is language that
makes us believe that we perceive wholes even though we do not perceive its
constituent parts. Thus, what we perceive is really a construct and in this con-
struction language plays an important role. This chain of argument is designed
to make us see that the alleged identical object is a construct out of differences
that perpetually escape our grasping.
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Fourthly, it follows from everything that has been said so far that there is no
samanya of which particulars are instantiations as Plato and Naiyayikas would
have it; a universal rather is a construct from the particulars by virtue of their
similarity aided by the use of language. Some Hindu metaphysical theorists,
e.g., Mimarnsa, believed that the word “cow” means “cowness,” alternately, on
another account (Nyaya) the word “cow” means a particular cow as qualified
by that universal cowness. The Buddhists reject this theory of meaning and
replace it with what came to be known as the apoha theory (in its very general
formation and overlooking its varieties), which holds that the word “cow” does
not mean “cowness,” but “not-non-cow,” implying thereby that one of the func-
tions of language is exclusionary, indicating what a thing is not (emphasizing
difference), rather than what it is (emphasizing identity). In this context, there
1s no need to enter into the complicated and complex unending disputation
between the Hindu and the Buddhist semantic theories; suffice it to note that
the Buddhist anatma theory, the anti-essentialism, the rejection of all referential
theory of meaning, and prioritization of differences over identity, is such that
all of them hang together. It is incredible to note the extent to which the Bud-
dhist philosophers anticipated contemporary anti-essentialism and the prioriti-
zation of difference which one finds in the writings of philosophers emphasizing
deconstruction, for example, Derrida.

Thus, the Buddha, on the one hand, rejects the Upanisadic essentialism
that posits an enduring, substantial @man in all human beings, and, on the
other hand, the traditional Christian account that the individual soul is unique,
and is incarnated only once. The self is an epi-phenomenon of the five imper-
manent skandhas, and, therefore, cannot give rise to a permanent self. The being
of an individual, is, in fact, a becoming, an event, or a process. Any account of
this process mandates that there must be an adequate cause to explain it. The
Buddha explains anatta in terms of his doctrine of karma, i.e., the doctrine of
cause and effect. Thus, the Buddha favors a process philosophy, although pro-
cess with structure. The Buddha’s doctrine of the twelve-membered chain of
Dependent Origination illustrates this process philosophy, which I will discuss
next.

IV Dependent Origination (Pratityasamutpada)

A common theme of all Buddhist philosophies is the doctrine of Dependent
Origination. It is essentially the Buddhist doctrine of causality. Etymologically,
“samutpada” means, “arising in combination,” or “co-arising.” However, when
prefixed with the term “prafitya” (which means “moving” or “leaning”), the
term implies “dependence.” Accordingly, “pratityasamutpada,” has generally
been translated as “dependent arising,” “dependent origination,” and so on. In
the Buddhist texts, the formula of Dependent Arising has often been expressed
in the following words: “When this is, that comes to be; on the arising of that,
this arises. When this is not, that is not; on the cessation of that, this ceases.”!!
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It means that, depending on the cause, the effect arises; when the cause ceases
to exist, the effect also ceases to exist. Dukkha being a fact of existence must have
a cause; if that cause is removed, the dukkha will cease to exist. The doctrine of
Dependent Arising, essentially a doctrine of causality, includes within its fold
such important interrelated notions as, moral responsibility, rebirth, craving,
death, consciousness, the nature of psychophysical personality, etc.

The Buddha details this doctrine in the Discourse to Katyayana. In the context
of explaining the doctrine of the Middle Way, the Buddha advises Ratyayana to
avoid both extremes of existence and non-existence and exhorts him to follow
the Middle Way. In the Buddha’s words:

On ignorance depends karma;

On karma depends consciousness;

On consciousness depend name and form;

On name and form depend the six organs of sense;

On the six organs of sense depends contact;

On contact depends sensation;

On sensation depends desire;

On desire depends attachment;

On attachment depends existence;

On existence depends birth;

On birth depend old age and death, sorrow, lamentation, misery,
grief, and despair. Thus does this entire aggregation of misery arise."

Given that everything arises depending on some conditions, if these conditions
and causes are removed, the effect is also removed. In the Buddha’s words:

But on the complete fading out and cessation of ignorance ceases
karma;,

On the cessation of karma ceases consciousness;

On the cessation of consciousness cease name and form;

On the cessation of name and form cease the six organs of sense;

On the cessation of the six organs of sense ceases contact;

On the cessation of contact ceases sensation;

On the cessation of sensation ceases desire;

On the cessation of desire ceases attachment;

On the cessation of attachment ceases existence;

On the cessation of existence ceases birth;

On the cessation of birth cease old age and death, sorrow, lamenta-
tion, misery, grief, and despair.

Thus does this entire aggregation of misery cease.'®

In analyzing the above statements, we see that there are twelve links in the
causal chain of dependent arising:
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ignorance (avidya);

karmas;

initial consciousness of the embryo;
psycho-physical organism;
sense organs;

sense object contact;

sense experience;

craving (frsna);

clinging;

becoming;

birth; and

death.

Because of ignorance an individual piles up impressions of karmas, which are
responsible for bringing about a renewal of present embodiment. A vague con-
sciousness provides the link between the past and the present embodiments,
and the nature of this consciousness depends on the actions and desires of the
previous embodiments. Gradually, the embryo assumes a psychophysical form
with sense organs that come into contact with objects, resulting in all sorts of
pleasant and unpleasant experiences. An individual craves for pleasant experi-
ences, tries to avoid unpleasant ones, a desire to be born again is created, result-
ing in birth and death.

It is worth noting that each of the twelve factors is both conditioned and
that which conditions. Thus the form one assumes is conditioned not only by
what one experiences in this life but also by the way in which one responds to
these experiences. Ignorance, karmas and the next five links, are the passive links
insofar as one has no control over them, they result from past actions. But from
the eighth link, i.e., #5na (craving), moral will factors in, because, although the
normal response to a pleasant experience is to prolong it and to try to cling to it,
if one’s moral will tells him otherwise, the person may proceed in the opposite
direction. If a person realizes that pleasurable experiences are temporary and
controls his cravings, desires, etc., he will begin to have a better understanding
of his own personality and the world that surrounds him. On the other hand,
if his actions are dominated by cravings and by clinging to pleasurable experi-
ences, they will create in him a desire to be, in this as well as in the future lives,
thereby giving rise to another collection of name and form. Thus, desire, cling-
ing, and becoming are the active components of the twelve links of the wheel
of Dependent Arising. In short, with the help of the doctrine of Dependent
Arising, the Buddha provides an explanation of the nature of samsara (the world
where dukkha is manifested) as full of objects of attachments, as well as of the
consciousness of “I.”

The doctrine of Dependent Arising is the foundation of Buddha’s teach-
ings. It points to the relativity of all things. In the empirical world everything is
relative, dependent, and accordingly, subject to decay and death. In order to
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understand the originality of this view we have to bear in mind several features
of this doctrine:

First, the effect arises when all the causal conditions are there; it is con-
stantly a new beginning and, in so asserting, the Buddhist position is close to
asatkaryavada."* Note that the Buddhist is not thinking of an event called “cause”
and another called “effect.” Causality is not a relation between two events but
a relation between many preceding events, all of which lead to the arising of
the succeeding event. The succeeding event arises or comes into being when all
the causal conditions are present. Let me explain with the help of an example:
What precisely produces a visual perception? For the Buddhist it includes a
properly functioning visual sense organ, a visually perceptible object out there,
auxiliary light, such conditions as the contact of the visual organ with the object,
the previous perceptions, and their impressions. The twelve-membered chain
of human life gives a picture of a similar chain of causation which binds the
arising of one life, of embodied consciousness, to previous lives.

Secondly, the doctrine of Dependent Arising covers the three dimensions of
time; it makes a person in the present life a result of the past and a cause of the
future. The wheel of Dependent Arising operates without any braiman, alawgiver,
or God. There is no first cause, no absolute beginning; each cause is the effect of
the preceding causes and gives rise to the succeeding ones. It postulates neither
pre-determinism nor complete freedom of will. It explains an interdependence of
conditions, some of which are within a person’s control. In the final analysis, we
are responsible for who we are and what we become. The cycle does not end with
death; death is only the beginning of another life. It is a circular chain; the twelfth
is joined to the first one. One may begin with the twelfth link, and ask:

Why do we suffer old age and death?

Because we are born. Why are we born?

Because there is a will to be born. Why is there a will to be born?
Because we cling to the objects of the world. Why do we cling to the
objects of the world?

Because of the craving to enjoy the objects of the world? Why do we
crave?

Because of sense-experience. Why sense-experience?

Because of sense-object contact. Why sense-object contact?

Because of sense organs. Why sense organs?

Because of psychophysical organism. Why psychophysical organism?
Because of initial consciousness of the embryo. Why initial conscious-
ness of the embryo?

Because of karmas. Why karmas?

Because of ignorance.

Thus, ignorance is the root cause of dukkha. Impressions of karmas give rise to an
unending series of physical and mental formations until ignorance is destroyed.
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Everything depends on to what degree the cravings are brought under control.
Until the impressions of karmas are completely rooted out, a fresh sprouting of
the physical and mental formations is generated; the cycle comes to a stop when
the impressions are destroyed by right knowledge.

While so much is common to all Buddhist philosophers, it is easy to see that
this understanding of the chain of causation can only be provisional. For once
one rejects the simple linear chain of cause and effect, i.e., one cause, one effect,
one cannot remain satisfied with its expansion to four causes and one effect.
In other words, one cannot stop short of saying that an effect arises dependent
upon the entire universe, 1.e., an effect prior to arising comes into being at any
moment not only depending upon the conditions of my body, mind, and soci-
ety, but also on the entire nature of the material world and the totality of the
universe. This is what it should be on the Buddhist view, viz., I am not an iden-
tifiable entity standing apart from the universe, not an individual in the modern
Western Cartesian sense of the ego, but a process upon which all nature and
all other humans and living beings are impacting. This indeed has been the
way Dependent Origination is understood in many schools of Mahayana, espe-
cially the Zen Buddhism. Thus, while the understanding and the formulation of
Dependent Origination begins with the rejection of linear chains of causation,
one cannot but expand it to the point where one begins to see that every change
in the universe depends upon everything else. The only way to get out of this
chain is by attaining nirvana.

V Nirvana

It may be obvious that the last understanding of Dependent Origination would
completely transform the way one understands the concept of “nirvana.” With-
out doubt, the idea of nirvana is the culmination of the Buddhist philosophy,
just as attaining nirvana is the goal pursued by the Buddhist aspirant. But what
precisely is nirvana and how to understand it? If we take the earliest reading of
the Buddha, the word “nirvana™ conceals a metaphor, viz., that of blowing out
a lamp as if by a gush of wind; it is complete overcoming of dukkha. However,
many questions about nirvana continue to be asked which have played an impor-
tant role in the history of Buddhist philosophy. Some of these questions are:

1 Is nirvana a negative state of cessation or a positive state of bliss? Or, is it
something that can be described in neither terms?

2 Is nirvana a state that one attains or arrives at the conclusion of a process? Is
it brought about or is it eternally there? And if the last alternative is chosen,
then one must ask can there be such an eternal nirvana given that in Bud-
dhism everything is impermanent?

3 Is the distinction between samsara and nirvana a distinction between two
mutually exclusive realms so that the Buddha upon attaining n#rvana had
left samsara?
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4 Is not the pursuit of nirvana a selfish pursuit? To put it differently, is the
expression “my nirvana” a coherent notion? Or, can there be nirvana of one
person before everyone else attains nirvana?

I think answering these questions, or at least trying to understand the aporia
articulated in them would lead to a better and deeper understanding of the con-
cept of “nirvana.” Given the space limitations, it is not possible to discuss these
questions in detail. For our purposes the following should suffice.

In early Buddhism, at least in some of the schools, more specifically, the
Sautrantika, nirvana was construed in purely negative terms as a complete cessa-
tion of suffering. But gradually this negative conception of nirvana was replaced
by a more positive understanding, according to which the cessation of dukkha
brings about the complete transformation of existence, not its extinction. The
Buddhist still hesitated to say that nirvana is a state of bliss. Understandings
and interpretations of nirvana continued to change, culminating in Nagarjuna’s
statement that nirvana and sarmsara are the same, that they are two sides of the
same coin, a statement that has both puzzled and inspired Nagarjuna scholars.
What did he mean by it? Mirvana is a mode of existence that one attains when
one experiences the truth of sarmsara. The picture that one has to transcend
samsara before reaching nirvana is misleading and wrong. If suffering is due to
craving, and craving is due to avidya in which there is the illusion of perma-
nence and eternity, then nirvana is the realization or knowledge of the truth of
things as impermanent and not transcending them into another world. The
idea of permanence, as stated earlier, is due to the manner in which conceptual
thinking embodied in language constructs the world, the path to nirvana is the
path of seeking complete deconceptualization, freeing oneself from the way
our view of the world is bewitched by language and getting rid of all meta-
physical representations of reality. As a consequence, nothing new happens,
the world remains what it is, only it is now experienced in its truth, and that is
nirvana. Ignorance makes us ascribe identity and permanence not only to the
self, but also to objects in this empirical world. This ignorance is dispelled by
the right view that neither the self nor the things in the world are permanent;
they are impermanent aggregates, better yet processes, bound together by the
chain of causation. When we see the truth of things, we realize that there is no
enduring self, no permanent things in the world. This realization results in a
kind of desirelessness (because, who will desire what?), with no craving, there
is no pleasure and pain, and so no suffering. This freedom is called “nirvana.”
Nirvana stops rebirth by breaking the causal chain of dependent arising. It is not
the result of a process; it is not brought about by anything. Truth or nirvana is.

The Buddhist thinking begins with the idea of individual nivapa. In the
Theravada Buddhism, an individual upon attaining nirvana becomes an arhat.
Mahayana replaces it by bodhisaltva, who after attaining nirvana, helps others to
attain neroana. A bodhisattva recognizes that his own nirvana is a lower nirvana to be
completed by nirvana for all.
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Scholars at times argue that nirvana is the Buddhist counterpart of the Hindu
moksa. It is true that the Buddha used a new word for a concept, which, in a
certain sense, was already in the Upanisads, so in the brahmanic culture. No body
would disagree that nirvana and moksa are the highest goals of life in Buddhism
and brahmanic traditions respectively. “Nirvana,” however, is not simply a new
designation; the concept is markedly different from the Hindu moksa, especially
when nirvana is taken literally as “ceasing to be” or “extinction.” The Hindu
philosophers—with the exception of the Vaisesika® (one of the nine systems of
Indian philosophy)—describe moksa, as a state of bliss. The Buddhist philoso-
phers, over the centuries, have differed considerably in their understanding of
nirvana. No matter how one interprets nirvana, it without any doubt is extinction,
but not of the person himself, but of lust, hatred, passions. What are extin-
guished are selfish desires, cravings, and continued rebirth.

It is important to remember in this connection that neither the Buddhist
nirvana nor the Hindu moksa 1s “caused” (for whatever is caused, ceases to be);
both are called “unconditioned,” both are beyond time, and both are super-
sensible. For the Buddhists and the Hindus alike, ignorance leads to birth after
birth. The goal is to free oneself from the clutches of karma and sarmsara, and this
freedom is the truth of things, only to be realized (not brought about) by the
knowledge of the true nature of the self and the world. In this sense, everyone is
“already” potentially free, though “realizing” this freedom requires effort, prac-
tice, meditation, and reflective knowledge. Though the Buddha rules out exces-
sive self-mortification through extreme asceticism and endorses us to follow
the Middle Way, some forms of renunciation, e.g., renunciation of family and
social attachments, some forms of asceticism, etc., have been recommended.
In short, all excesses of behavior are ruled out. The practice of some austerity
and asceticism is part of training and discipline. The followers of the Buddha
used to wear simple dress and wear robes of the cheapest cotton. Asceticism is
detachment from the things that distract our desires.

Before concluding, I would like to note a point in this context: both the Hindu
and the Buddhist traditions recognize that the weakness of the will causes human
beings to act according to passions and desires. A famous Sanskrit prayer sums
up this point beautifully: “janami dharmam na ca me pravrtti, janam: adharmam na ca
me mvrttr,” which means “I know what is dharma, but cannot will to do it, I know
what is adharma but cannot will to desist from it.” Then the prayer continues:
“tvaya hysikesa hydisthitena, yatha niyukto’smu tatha karomi,” which means, “as you,
O’ Krsna who resides in my heart, incite me, I will act accordingly.” In other
words, it reiterates that the moral will with its own efforts comes to a point
when it surrenders its autonomy to divine guidance. This last point, of course,
does not hold good of the teachings of the Buddha, because there is no “God”
in Buddhism. Thus, the Buddhist has no choice but to rely on his own efforts in
exercising moral will and freedom.

In the Western tradition, we find that both Aristotle and Augustine
brought to the forefront the idea of the freedom of the will; however, in their
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philosophies freedom is the freedom of the will to choose, the Indian tradition
focused upon the idea of freedom from (while differing among themselves as to
what it i3 from which one seeks to be free, and the means by which such free-
dom is achieved). The Indian thinkers—both the Hindus and the Buddhists—
understood true freedom as freedom from pain and suffering. Since suffering
is due to desire and craving and the latter is due to ignorance, freedom in the
strict sense must be freedom from ignorance (avidya).
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TRANSLATION OF SELECTED

Great Nescience:

Carvaka:

TEXTS FROM THE

NON-VEDIC SYSTEMS

The Carvaka Darsana

From the Play Prabodahcandrodayam'

The doctrines of Lokayata as a science are known to all every-
where, perception is the only (means of) true knowledge; earth,
water, fire, and wind are the only realities; wealth and desire
are the only two goals of human life. The elements are what
form consciousness. There is not after-life, for death is one’s
salvation. Vacaspati composed this scripture in accordance
with our intentions, offered it to Carvaka. Carvaka, through
his disciples and their disciples, multiplied the work among his
disciples and their disciples.

(Enter Carvaka and his disciple)

My dear child, you know that the science of punishment (or pol-
itics) alone 1s science (vidya); varta 1s included within it. The three
Vedas, Rg, Yaur, and Sama, are mere words of the cunning. In
talking about the heaven, there is no special merit. See—

If the person offering a sacrifice reaches heaven after the
destruction of the doer, actions, and instrumental entities, then
there would be a large number of fruits in a tree that 1s burnt
by a forest-fire. And—

If heaven is attained by the animal that is sacrificed in a
sacrifice, then why does not the sacrificer slaughter his own
father?

And—

Furthermore, if a §7addha takes place in order to bring about
the satisfaction of the dead ones, then pouring oil in a lamp which
has gone off ought to increase its flame anew, which is absurd.

1 Krsna Misra’s, Prabodahcandrodayam with Hindi commentary by Pandit Ramanath Tripathi
Sastri (Varanasi: Chaukhamba Amarabharati Prakashan, 1977), Act 11, pp. 76-82.
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Disciple: Oh, preceptor, if food and drink were the highest goal for per-
sons, then why do they abandon worldly pleasures and take to
very difficult penances . . ., take food only every sixth evening,
and bear pain, etc.

Carvaka: The ignorants prefer to abandon worldly pleasures in order to
enjoy the pleasures promised in the s@stras composed by deceit-
ful persons. Their bearing of all the sufferings is due to noth-
ing but false hope promised by deceitful persons; they do not
enjoy any of the happiness that is promised. Does one satisfy
one’s hunger by eating the sweets that one conjures up in one’s
mind?

The dopes that are duped by cults contrived by crooks are
satisfied with cakes from no man’s land! But how can fools’
restrictions—alms, fasting, rites of contrition, and mortifica-
tion under the sun—compare with the tight embrace of a
woman with large eyes, whose breasts are pressed by inter-
twined arms?

The Disciple: Oh, teacher, the authors of the sastras say that worldly
pleasures should be abandoned since they involve suffering.

Carvaka: (laughing) This game 1s indeed played with the feeble minded
by men who are really beasts.

They say that you should throw away pleasures because
they are mixed with pain. What person—who seeks his own
good—throws away white and tender grains of rice just
because they are covered with chaff?

Great Nescience:  Yes, indeed, after a long time, I hear these well-reasoned
words which give pleasure to my ears. Hey! Carvaka, you are
my dear friend!

Carvaka: (looking around) 1t 1s His Majesty, the Nescience! (Carvaka goes
closer to Great Nescience) Victory unto His Majesty! This Carvaka
salutes you!

Carvaka Refutation of Inference?

Refutation of the Naiyayika View of Inference

Now inference will be examined. What, however, is inference? “Inference is
preceded by that” (Myaya Sitra, 1.1.5). How? This is how: one apprehends, in
the kitchen, through the operation of the eyes, etc., the relation between fire
and smoke. This gives rise to a samskara, residual impressions (in the mind);

2 From Jayarasi Bhatta, Tattvopaplavasimha, edited by Pandit Sukhlalji Sanghvi and Rasiklal Parikh
(Baroda; Gaekward Oriental Institute, 1940), Chapter VII, pp. 64-67.
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afterwards, at a later time one apprehends for the second time the mark (or
smoke), after which the universal relation between them is remembered, after
which there is a consideration (of the hill) as related to smoke. This causes the
inference of fire (on the hill) from the mark (the smoke).

If one is absent, the other is also absent, for the one precedes the other. With-
out the cause, the effect is not seen to have occurred. Perception is said to be the
cause; in its absence, how can there be any possibility of inference? If this were
possible, then it would be an example of an event being produced when there
1s no cause. If perception is absent, so it is said, “it is impossible to apprehend
an invariable relation.”

There is reason why the invariable relation cannot be proved. Is it the appre-
hension of a relation between two universals, or will it be a relation between
two particulars, or a relation between a universal and a particular? If it would
be apprehension of a relation between two universals, that cannot be accepted
because a universal is not possible (has not been demonstrated). That a uni-
versal is not possible has already been established. Nor can the relation (of
wyapty) be between a universal and a bare particular, for a universal is impossible
(undemonstrated).

Nor is it (i.e., vpaptr) a relation between two bare particulars, for the particu-
lar fires and particular smokes are infinitely many. As we have already shown,
the many particulars do not possess any common element. Even if that were
possible, the infinity of particulars would still be there. If the numberlessness
disappeared, then particulars would not exist. If there are no particulars, then,
tell me, between whom would the relation of invariable succession be appre-
hended? . ..

It may be argued that the relation of invariable succession could be appre-
hended in the case of a few particulars that are present at that time, but not in the
case of all particulars. Then, only those particulars may function as having the
relation so that one of them establishes the other. But the relation cannot obtain
in the case of all particulars if there is a relation between one pair of objects,
it cannot be the basis of inference with regard to another pair. That would be
an unreasonable extension. If there is a visual contact between Devadatta’s eye
and a jar, this would not produce knowledge of water, etc. A contact gives rise
to a cognition of an object only with reference to a determinate time and place
(and not at other times and places).

Refutation of an Inference whose Hetu is
“Being an Effect”

Because of what follows, there cannot be knowledge of what is to be inferred,
for it is impossible that smoke is an effect. It cannot be considered as an effect,
because its cessation of existence is not apprehended. It cannot be said that it is
to which is apprehended by perception, for (the question arises) does this per-
ception arise by being directly perceived, or does it arise by being denied? If it
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is said that the cessation of smoke is directly perceived, then is smoke the object
of that perception, or is it something else, or is it nothing? If the perception has
smoke for its object, then this perception can establish only the existence of
smoke and not its negation.

If the perception is of something else, then it cannot deny the existence of
smoke, since something else is its object. If it has nothing for its object, then it
would be like a person who is dumb, blind, and deaf. (i.e., it cannot affirm or
deny anything).

The Jaina Darsana

The Doctrine of Syadvada’

XXII. When it is integrated, an entity is without modifications. When it is dif-
ferentiated, this same entity is without substance. You brought to light the doc-
trine of seven modes which is expressed by means of two kinds of statements.
This doctrine 1s intelligible to the most intelligent people.

(When one desires to speak of a single entity—self, pitcher, etc.,—having the
form of substance only, without any reference to modification even if they are
present, it is called “without modifications.” It has the form of pure substance.
In such expressions as “this soul,” “this pitcher,” only the form of substance is
acknowledged, because of non-separateness of it and the modifications.

“Differentiated” means described with distinctions on account of its capacity
for different forms. The same entity then is described as non-substance, without
any underlying reference to the underlying substance. This is the sense. . . .

Thus although an entity consists of both substance and modifications, it has
a substance-form when the substance standpoint is taken to be primary; it has
a modification form when the emphasis on the modification standpoint is pri-
mary and the substance standpoint is subordinated; and it has the form of both
when both standpoints are emphasized. . . .

What are these seven modes and what are these kinds of statements? When
with regard to a single entity, e.g., the soul, an enquiry concerning modifica-
tions, existence, etc., without contradiction . . . a statement is made one by one
with the word “somehow” in seven ways, it is called the “seven-mode doctrine.”
It can be expressed as follows:

(1) Somehow, everything exists. This is the first mode by affirmation.
(2) Somehow, everything does not exist. This is the second mode, by
negation.

3 From Mallisena’s Syadmarjari with Anyayoga-vyavaccheda-dvatrimiika of Hemacandra, edited by
A. B. Dhruva (Bombay: S. K. Belvalkar, Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, 1933). Selec-
tions are taken from pages 138-159, which include Mallisena’s text as well as Hemacandra’s
commentary.

103



NON-VEDIC SYSTEMS

(3) Somehow, from one point of view, everything exists, and from another
point of view, it does not exist. This is the third mode, by way of affirmation
and negation successively.

(4) Somehow, everything is indescribable. This is the fourth mode, by way of
simultaneous affirmation and negation.

(5) Somehow, everything does exist, and is indescribable. This is the fifth mode,
by way of affirmation and also simultaneous affirmation and negation.

(6) Somehow, everything does not exist, and somehow it is indescribable. This
1s the sixth mode by way of negation and simultaneous affirmation and
negation.

(7)  Somehow, everything does exit, does not exit, and is indescribable. This
1s the seventh mode, by way of affirmation, negation, and simultaneous
affirmation and negation. . . .

We have said that the complex nature of an entity is intelligible to highly
intelligent individuals. . . .

The absolutist who is highly unintelligent, points out the contradiction in
affirming the contradictory modifications. . . .

XXIV. When non-existence is assigned to different aspects of an entity, it is
not contradictory of existence in that entity. (Similarly) existence and indescrib-
ability are not contradictories. The unintelligent absolutists have not recog-
nized this and are afraid of contradiction.

XXV. One and the same thing is eternal and non-eternal. Somehow it is of
similar as well as dissimilar forms. Somehow it is both describable and inde-
scribable, existent and non-existent.

XXVIII. With the words “it certainly exists, it exists, and somehow it exists,”
an entity is defined from false standpoints, by standpoints and by pramanas.

(In this verse, an object is defined in three ways: by false standpoints, by
standpoints, and by the pramanas.)

The Bauddha Darsana

(i) The Teachings of the Buddha to Five Ascetics*
(The Middle Way and the Four Noble Truths)

“There are two extremes, O recluses, which he who has gone forth ought not to
follow. The habitual practice, on the one hand, of those things whose attraction
depends upon the pleasures of sense, and especially of sensuality (a practice low
and pagan, fit only for the worldly-minded, unworthy, of no abiding profit); and
the habitual practice, on the other hand, of self-mortification (a practice pain-
ful, unworthy, and equally of no abiding profit).

4 From The History and Literature of Buddhism, by 'T. W. Rhys Davids (Varanasi: Bhartiya Publishing
House, first appeared in 1896), pp. 68-90. The text edited and footnotes deleted.
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There is a Middle Way, O recluses, avoiding these two extremes, discovered
by the Tathagata—a path which opens the eyes and bestows understanding,
which leads to peace of mind, to the higher wisdom to full enlightenment, to
Nirvana.

And which is that Middle Way? Verily, it is the Noble Eightfold Path. That
is to say

Right Views (free from superstition or delusion)—

Right Aspirations (high, and worthy of the intelligent, worthy man)—
Right Speech (kindly, open, truthful)—

Right Conduct (peaceful, honest, pure)—

Right Effort (in self-training and in self-control)—

Right Mindfulness (the active, watchful mind)—

Right Rapture (in deep meditation on the realities of life).

Now this, O recluses, is the noble truth concerning suffering.

Birth is painful and so is old age; disease is painful and so is death. Union
with the unpleasant is painful, painful is separation from the pleasant; and any
craving that is unsatisfied, that too is painful. In brief, the five aggregates which
spring from attachment (the conditions of individuality and its cause), they are
painful.

Right Livelihood (bringing hurt or danger to no living thing)—

Now this, O recluses, is the noble truth concerning the origin of suffering.
Verily, it originates in that craving thirst which causes the renewal of becom-
ings, is accompanied by sensual delight, and seeks satisfaction now here, . . .
that is to say, the craving for the gratification of the passions, or the craving for
a future life, or the craving for success in this present life (the lust of the flesh,
the lust of life, or the pride of life).

Now this, O recluses, is the noble truth concerning the destruction of
suffering.

Verily, it is the destruction, in which no craving remains over, of this very
thirst; the laying aside of, the getting rid of, the being free from, the harbouring
no longer of] this thirst.

And this, O recluses, is the noble truth concerning the way which leads to the
destruction of suffering.

Verily, it is this Noble Eightfold Path. . . .”

Then with regard to each of the Four Truths, the Teacher declared that it
was not among the doctrines handed down; but that there arose within him
the eye firstly to see it, then to know that he would understand it, and thirdly,
to know that he had grasped it; there arose within him the knowledge (of its
nature), the understanding (of its cause), the wisdom (to guide in the path of
tranquility), and the light (to dispel darkness from it). And he said,

“So long, O recluses, as my knowledge and insight were not quite clear
regarding each of these four noble truths in this triple order, in this twelve fold
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manner—so long I knew that I had not attained to the full insight of that wis-
dom which is unsurpassed in the heavens or on earth, among the whole race of
recluses and Brahmins, gods or men. But now I have attained it. This knowl-
edge and insight have arisen within me. Immovable is the emancipation of my
heart. This is my last existence. There will be no rebirth for me.”

Thus spoke the Blessed One. The five ascetics glad at heart, exalted the
words of the Blessed One.

(ii) There is No Soul’ (Samyutta-Nikaya, iii.66)

I The body, monks, is soulless. If the body, monks, were the soul, this body
would not be subject to sickness, and it would be possible in the case of the body
to say, “let my body be thus, let my body not be thus.” Now, because the body is
soulless, monks, therefore the body is subject to sickness, and it is not possible in
the case of the body to say, “let my body be thus, let my body not be thus.”

Feeling is soulless . . . perception is soulless . . . the aggregates are soulless. . . .

Consciousness is soulless. For if consciousness were the soul, this conscious-
ness would not be subject. to sickness, and it would be possible in the case of
consciousness to say, “let my consciousness be thus, let my consciousness not
be thus.”

Now, because consciousness is soulless, therefore consciousness is subject to
sickness, and it is not possible in the case of consciousness to say, “let my con-
sciousness be thus, let my consciousness not be thus.”

What think you, monks, is the body permanent or impermanent?

Impermanent, Lord.
But is the impermanent painful or pleasant?
Painful, Lord.

But is it fitting to consider what is impermanent, painful, and subject to
change as, “this is mine, this am I, this is my soul”?

No indeed, Lord.

[And so of feeling, perception, the aggregates, and consciousness.] “There-
fore in truth, monks, whatever body, past, future, or present, internal or exter-
nal, gross or subtle, low or eminent, near or far, is to be looked on by him who
duly and rightly understands, as, all this body is not mine, not this am I, not
mine is the soul.” [And so of feeling, etc.]

Thus perceiving, monks, the learned noble disciple feels loathing for the
body, for feeling, for perception, for the aggregates, for consciousness. Feel-
ing disgust he becomes free from passion, through freedom from passion he is
emancipated, and in the emancipated one arises the knowledge of his emanci-

5 Anattalakkhana Sutta, in E. J. Thomas, The Life of Buddha (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1997),
pp- 88-89.
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pation. He understands that destroyed is rebirth, the religious life has been led,
done is what was to be done, there is naught [for him] beyond this world.
Thus said the Lord.

(1i1) Translated from the Visuddhi-Magga (Chap. xviii)®

II Just as the word “chariot” is but a mode of expression for axle, wheels, chariot-
body, pole, and other constituent members, placed in a certain relation to each
other, but when we come to examine the members one by one, we discover that
in the absolute sense there is no chariot; and just as the word “house” 1s but
a mode of expression for wood and other constituents of a house, surrounding
space in a certain relation, but in the absolute sense there is no house; and just as
the word “fist” is but a mode of expression for the fingers, the thumb, etc., in a
certain relation; and the word “lute” for the body of the lute, strings, etc.; “army”
for elephants, horses, etc.; “city” for fortifications, houses, gates, etc.; “tree” for
trunk, branches, foliage, etc., in a certain relation, but when we come to exam-
ine the parts one by one, we discover that in the absolute sense there is no tree;
in exactly the same way the words “living entity” and “ego” are but a mode of
expression for the presence of the five attachment groups, but when we come to
examine the elements of being one by one, we discover that in the absolute sense
there 1s no living entity there to form a basis for such figments as “I am,” or “I”; in
other words, that in the absolute sense there is only name and form. The insight
of him who perceives this is called knowledge of the truth.

He, however, who abandons this knowledge of the truth and believes in a living
entity must assume either that this living entity will perish or that it will not perish.
If he assumes that it will not perish, he falls into the heresy of the persistence of
existences; or if he assumes that it will perish, he falls into that of the annihilation
of existences. And why do I say so? Because, just as sour cream has milk as its
antecedent, so nothing here exists but what has its own antecedents. To say, “The
living entity persists,” is to fall short of the truth; to say, “It is annihilated,” is to
outrun the truth. Therefore has The Blessed One said—"“There are two heresies,
O priests, which possess both gods and men, by which some fall short of the truth,
and some outrun the truth; but the intelligent know the truth.

“And how, O priests, do some fall short of the truth?

“O priests, gods and men delight in existence, take pleasure in existence,
rejoice in existence, so that when the Doctrine for the cessation of existence is
preached to them, their minds do not leap toward it, are not favorably disposed
toward it, do not rest in it, do not adopt it.

“Thus, O priests, do some fall short of the truth.

“And how, O priests, do some outrun the truth?

“Some are distressed at, ashamed of, and loathe existence, and welcome
the thought of non-existence, saying, ‘See here! When they say that on the

6 From Buddhism in Translations, pp. 133-35.
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dissolution of the body this Ego is annihilated, perishes, and does not exist after
death, that is good, that is excellent, that is as it should be.’

“Thus, O priests, do some outrun the truth.

“And how, O priests, do the intelligent know the truth?

“We may have, O priests, a priest who knows things as they really are, and
knowing things as they really are, he is on the road to aversion for things, to
absence of passion for them, and to cessation from them.

“Thus, O priests, do the intelligent know the truth.

(iv) Nirvana’

“Let us live happily then, free from hatred among the hating! Among men who
hate let us dwell free from ill-will! “Let us live happily then, free from ailments
among the ailing! Among men sick at heart let us dwell free from repining!

“Let us live happily then, free from care among the careworn! Among men
devoured by eagerness let us be free from excitement!

“Let us live happily then, we who have no hindrances! We shall be like the
bright gods who feed upon happiness!”

In alater prose description of the kind of feelings that lead a man to seek after
Nirvana, we find the words—it is King Milinda who is speaking to Nagasena
the Buddhist—

“Venerable Nagasena, your people say: ‘Nirvana is not past, nor future,
nor present, nor produced, nor not produced, nor produceable.’” In that case,
Nagasena , does the man who, having ordered his life aright, realise Nirvana,
realise something already produced, or does he himself produce it first, and
then realise it?”

“Neither the one, O King, nor the other. And, nevertheless, O King,
that essence of Nirvana which he, so ordering his life aright, realises—that
exists.”

“Do not, venerable Nagasena, clear up this puzzle by making it dark! Make
it open and plain as you elucidate it. With a will, strenuous in endeavour, pour
out upon it all that has been taught you. It is a point on which this people is
bewildered, plunged in perplexity, lost in doubt. Dissipate this guilty uncer-
tainty; it pierces like a dart.”

“That principle of Nirvana, O King, so peacetful, so blissful, so delicate, exists.
And it is that which he who orders his life aright, grasping the idea of things
according to the teachings of the Conquerors, realises by his wisdom—even as
a pupil, by his knowledge, makes himself, according to the instruction of his
teachers, master of an art.

“And if you ask: ‘How is Nirvana to be known? it is by the freedom from
distress and danger, by confidence, by peace, by calm, by bliss, by happiness,
by delicacy, by purity by freshness.

7 From The History and Literature of Buddhism, pp. 113-115.
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“And if again you should ask: ‘How does he who orders his life aright realise
that Nirvana?’ I should reply: ‘He, O King, who orders his life aright grasps the
truth as to the development of all things, and when he is doing so he perceives
therein birth, he perceives old age, he perceives disease, he perceives death. But
he perceives not therein, whether in the beginning or the middle or the end,
anything worthy of being laid hold of as lasting satisfaction. . . . And discontent
arises in his mind when he thus finds a fever takes possession of his body, and
without a refuge of protection, hopeless, he becomes weary of repeated lives
... And in the mind of him who thus perceives the insecurity of transitory life,
of starting afresh in innumerable births, the thought arises: ‘All on fire is this
endless becoming, burning and blazing! Full of pain is it, of despair! If only one
could reach a state in which there were no becoming, there would there be calm,
that would be sweet—the cessation of all these conditions, the getting rid of all
these defects (of lusts, of evil, and of Karma), the end of cravings, the absence
of passion, peace, Nirvanal’

“And therewith does his mind leap forward into that state in which there
is no becoming, and then has he found peace, then does he exult and rejoice
at the thought: ‘A refuge have I gained at last!” Just, O King, as a man who,
venturing into a strange land, has lost his way, on becoming aware of a path,
free from jungle, that will lead him home, bounds forward along it, contented
in mind, exulting and rejoicing at the thought: ‘T have found the way at last!—
Just so in him who thus perceives the insecurity of transitory births there arises
the thought: ‘All on fire is this endless becoming, burning and blazing! Full
of pain is it and despair! If only one could reach a state in which there was
no becoming, there would there be calm, that would be sweet—the cessation of
all these conditions, the getting rid of all these defects, the end of craving, the
absence of passion, peace, Nirvana!’ And therewith does his mind leap forward
into that state in which there is no becoming, and then has he found peace, then
does he exult and rejoice at the thought: ‘A refuge have I found at last!” And he
strives with might and main along that path, searches it out, accustoms himself
thoroughly to it; to that end does he make firm his self-possession, to that end
does he hold fast in effort, to that end does he remain steadfast in love toward
all beings in all the worlds; and still to that does he direct his mind again and
again, until, gone far beyond the transitory, he gains the Real, the highest fruit
of Arhatship. And when he has gained that, O King, the man who has ordered
his life aright has realized, seen face to face, Nirvana.”
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7
THE MIMAMSA DARSANA

Etymologically the term “Mimarmsa” means “solution of a problem by critical
examination and reflection.” The Vedas, the foundational texts of Indian phi-
losophy, are divided into Karma kanda (the Portion of Actions in the ritualistic
sense) and fiana kanda (the Portion of Knowledge). The Mimarhsa school has
developed out of the ritualistic portion of the Vedas. As a school of Indian phi-
losophy, Mimarhsa undertakes a systematic study of the brakmanas (guidelines
for the performance of sacrifices) and subordinates the other part of the Vedas
(relating to hymns in praise of various deities and philosophic speculations and
interpretations) to them. Vedanta, generally referred to as Uttara Mimarhsa,
primarily analyzes the last (uftara) sections of the Vedas, that is, the Upanisads,
which provide the philosophical interpretation of the texts. Accordingly,
Mimarhsa school is known as “Purva (previous) Mimarmsa.” It may be noted
as a matter of interest from the philosophical perspective that there is a com-
mon assumption underlying the genre of Mimarisa, both Parva and Uttara,
that Vedic terms and concepts must be explicated in light of an understanding
reflected in the language of the world.!

Jaiminti’s sutras, known as Mimamsa Sutras (400 BCE), is the basic text of this
school. Sabara (CE 200) wrote a principal commentary (bhdsya) on it. Several
scholars and commentators have written commentaries on Sabara’s commen-
tary. Among these two are most important: the one by Kumarila Bhatta and
the other by Prabhakara. These two commentators are the founders of the two
schools within the fold of Mimarmsa, and the schools are named after them,
viz. Bhatta and Prabhakara respectively. Kumarila’s commentary on Sabara’s
bhasyais entitled Sloka-Vartika and Prabhakara’s commentary is known as Brhafi.
According to many accounts, Prabhakara was a student of Kumarila who dis-
agreed with him on many important points. Kumarila’s other well-known stu-
dent was Mandana Misra, the author of several important works on Mimarhsa.
Eventually Mandana was initiated by Samkara into Advaita Vedanta.

The central theme of the Mimarhsa is “dharma” (at the very outset Jaimini
informs his readers: “now begins an enquiry into dharma”).? What follows are
attempts to define “dharma.” Dharma is that which is indicated by the sentences
of a certain form, i.e., “should-sentences,” known as codana. These sentences
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refer to the relevant Vedic discourse assuming the form “one should perform
such and such actions.” Consequently, the goal of Mimarhsa is to lead to a
precise determination of the Vedic discourse, in order that practitioners may
lead a life of “dharma.” Thus it is not surprising that this school is also known as
Dharma Mimanmsa.

Not having any theoretic use of the idea of God, the Mimarhsa explains the
Vedic deities as posits implied by the performance of the rituals, and concerns
itself with the motivation for such actions, e.g., the promised “other-worldly”
consequences and their place in the ethical life of the community. It focuses
upon the rules for interpreting the Vedas as a body of injunctions rather than
as religious statements about God, soul, and the world. Much discussion is
directed towards bringing out the precise meanings of words and sentences.
Accordingly, Mimarhsa goes on to develop a rich philosophy not only of lan-
guage but also of action.

In expounding such a system as Parva-Mimarmsa, it is imperative that we
separate the ritualistic aspect of the system from the strictly philosophical ideas
of this school. The key philosophical ideas include the Mimarhsa theory of
the nature of knowledge, truth, and language. On all these counts, Mimarhsa
commentators made important contributions and provided impetus for fur-
ther discussions.® In my exposition in this chapter, I will primarily focus on the
Mimarhsa epistemology. I will discuss key philosophical ideas and concep-
tions found in Mimarsa and point out the differences between the Bhatta and
Prabhakara schools where necessary. For the sake of understanding, I have
divided the discussion under the following five headings: I. The Sources of
Knowledge, II. The Nature of Knowledge: The Self-Validity of Knowledge,
III. Error or the Falsity of Knowledge, IV. The Theory of the Meaning of
Words and Sentences, and V. Self, Dharma, Karma, and Moksa.

I The Sources of Knowledge

The Mimarhsa, like most schools of Indian philosophy, makes a distinction
between immediate and mediate knowledge.

Kumarila defines prama as a valid cognition that presents a previously
unknown object, is not contradicted by another knowledge, and is not gener-
ated by a defective condition, e.g., a defect in the sense organ in the case of a
perceptual knowledge. The object of immediate knowledge must be existent,
and when such an object is related to a sense (internal or external), there arises
in the soul an immediate knowledge about it.

A pramana is the efficient cause of a cognition. Kumarila recognizes six
pramanas:  pratyaksa, anumana, upamana, Sabda, arthapatti, and anupalabdhi.*
Prabhakara accepts the first five only and since he rejects abhava as an indepen-
dent knowable category, he does not need anupalabdhi to establish any such cat-
egory. Both Kumarila and Prabhakara regard only perception to be immediate
knowledge and admit two stages of perception.
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Pratyaksa

Perception is defined as a cognition that is produced by the contact of the sense
organ with the mind, of the mind with the sensory organ, and the sensory organ
with the object. When there is a contact of the sense organ with the object,
initially, we have a bare awareness of it; we know that the object us, but we do
not know what it is. In this cognition, neither the genus nor the differentia is
presented to consciousness. This primary immediate knowledge is nirvikalpaka
perception. At the next stage, i.e., the stage of savikalpaka perception, we come
to know the object in light of our past experiences, understand it as belonging
to a class, possessing certain qualities, and having a name. It is expressed in such
judgments as “this is a chair,” “this is a table,” and so on.

Anumana

Etymologically “anumana” means the knowledge that “follows another knowl-
edge.” The Mimarhsa defines inference as the knowledge in which one term of
the relationship—which is not perceived— is known through the knowledge
of the other term that is invariably related to the first term. In other words, in
inference, on the basis of what is perceived, we are led to knowledge of what
1s not perceived because the perceived and the inferred have a permanent,
unfailing relationship. The Bhattas define invariable concomitance (vyapti) as a
“natural relation,” and “natural” here means being free from limiting adjuncts.
In the inferential knowledge that the “hill is fiery,” we observe cases where
smoke and fire are present together and also cases where they are not so pres-
ent, and arrive at a general principle that governs all cases.

Unlike Naiyaikas who argue that an inferential argument has five members,’
both Kumarila and Prabhakara hold that an inferential argument has three
members. Both make a distinction between inference for oneself and inference
for others. However, there is an important difference between Prabhakara and
Kumarila: Prabhakara argues that the inference of fire on a hill does not pres-
ent anything previously unknown, because the inference “the hill is fiery” is
already included in the major premise that “all cases of smoke are cases of fire.”
Kumarila argues that the previous unknownness or novelty is an essential fea-
ture of inference, because although we know that smoke is invariably related to
the fire, this hill as possessing the fire was not known earlier.®

Upamana

Knowledge from comparison arises when, upon perceiving an object that is
present before me, which is like an object that I have perceived in the past,
I come to know that the remembered object is like the perceived one. This is
knowledge by similarity. I see an animal gavaya that is similar to my cow and say
“my cow is similar to this gavaya.” Such a knowledge 1s not perception, because
the object “my cow” is not being perceived; it is not an inference, because
the knowledge 1s not derived from a vpap#i or universal concomitance; and the
knowledge has not arisen from the testimony of another person.
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Sabda

Among the sources of knowledge, Mimarsakas discuss sabda in great detail
because of their interest in the authority of the Vedas. This 1s the knowledge
that arises from the testimony of a reliable person, and it may be of two kinds:
personal (non-Vedic) and impersonal (Vedic). The first denotes either the heard
or the written testimony of a person, the second the authority of the Vedas. The
Vedic sabda produces a cognition of an object that does not have any contact
with the sense organs; the cognition arises only on the basis of the fabda alone.
Kumarila accepts both personal and impersonal sabda, but Prabhakara does
not accept the authority of the non-Vedic sabda.

The emphasis of the Mimarhisakas, however, is on the testimony of the Vedas.
Their primary goal is to determine the nature of dharma, and dharma as taught by
the Vedic injunctive sentences. Other sentences of the Vedas are subsidiary to the
injunctions. The injunctions are valid in themselves and do not derive their valid-
ity from any other source. The value and the sole use of the Vedas lie in giving
directions for performing rituals. The remaining parts of the Vedas are useless.

The Vedas, like the words, are eternal.” They do not have either the personal
or the divine origin.? It is asked: Are not the Vedas composed of the words that
are non-eternal? The Mimarhsakas in response point out that the words are not
really the perceived sounds, but are rather the letters that are uncaused and
partless. For example, a letter, say, “s,” is uttered by many individuals at differ-
ent times, and in many different ways. The sound of the letters differ, however,
we recognize the letter to be the same. Words as letters are eternal entities, and
the relation between the words and their meaning is natural. I will discuss some
of these issues shortly in the Section IV of this chapter.

Arthapatt:

Postulation (arthapatti) is the necessary supposition of an unperceived fact which
alone can explain a fact. A man fasts during the day but still gains weight and
becomes fat. There is an apparent contradiction between his growing fatness
and his fasting, barring some medical reasons. To reconcile the contradiction,
we say that the man must be eating at night. Knowledge obtained from arthapaiti
cannot be reduced to perception, inference, and comparison; it is not percep-
tion, we do not see the person eating at night; the knowledge is not derived on
the basis of invariable relation between fatness and eating at night; and it is not
obtained from the testimony of a person.

Anupalabdhi

Non-perception is the immediate cognition of the non-existence of an object. The
question is: How do I know the non-existence, say, of an elephant in my room?
It cannot be said to be perceived in the manner I perceive an object that I see
before me. The Bhattas, like the Advaitins, argue that the non-existence of the
elephant in the room 1s known from the absence of its cognition, that is, from its
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non-perception. This non-existence cannot be known by inference, because if
we already had the knowledge of an invariable relation between non-perception
and non-existence, i.e., if we had already known that the non-perception of an
object implies its non-existence, then we would be begging the question and there
would be no need to prove the non-existence by inference. We cannot explain
the elephant’s non-existence by comparison or testimony because the knowledge
of similarity or words of a reliable person are not involved. Therefore, we must
recognize non-perception (anupalabdhi) as an independent pramana.

IT The Nature of Knowledge: The Self-Validity of Knowledge

On the Mimarhsa theory, knowledge, by definition, is certainty about its object.
Every knowledge is true of its object and so is prama. Whenever adequate condi-
tions for the generation of a particular knowledge exist, the knowledge arises
without any doubt or disbelief in it. For example, in the day light when our eyes
come in contact with an object, we have visual perception; on the basis of prem-
ises, we infer fire upon perceiving smoke; when one hears a meaningful sentence
from one’s friend, knowledge arises from testimony, and so on. In our daily lives
we act on such knowledge without worrying about its truth and falsity and the
fact that it leads to successful activity testifies that such knowledge is true. The
mnvalidity of a cognition is arrived at by external means, especially by appeal-
ing to subsequent cognitions. When the conditions are defective—e.g., when the
eyes are jaundiced, or there is lack of sufficient light—no such knowledge arises.
Invalidity thus arises from subsequent experience or from some other data. At
the moment a cognition arises, its validity is not, and cannot be, doubted. Thus to
say that a knowledge is not true of its object is absurd. Knowledge does not need
any special or additional excellence in the cause for it to be true. If the cause of a
knowledge does not produce it, then no additional factor added to the cause can
produce it. From this, it follows that once the cause of a knowledge produces the
knowledge, this knowledge, by its very definition, will let the knower be cognizant
of its object, and therefore it must be true. Given that the knowledge is already
true, any further determination of the absence of any defect in the causal condi-
tions cannot make the original knowledge true. Determination of the absence of
defect only strengthens this certainty of truth. Besides, this determination of the
absence of defect must itself be a knowledge which is also true of'its object.

In this chain of argument, the emphasis is on the proper object of a knowl-
edge. The object of a knowledge is only that which is manifested in that knowl-
edge and not something else. What is not manifested in a knowledge cannot
be the object of that knowledge. So the Mimarhsakas argue that the validity
of knowledge (a) arises from the very conditions that generate it, not from any
extrinsic conditions, and (b) is believed to be true as soon as it arises, so there is
no need to verify it by any other pramana. These two aspects taken together con-
stitute the Mimarhsa theory of intrinsic validity, i.e., that cognitions are valid in
themselves and do not need further proof to validate them.
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Indian philosophers raised a questions regarding the truth or the validity
of knowledge which the Western epistemologists did not. The questions is: Is
the truth of a knowledge intrinsic or extrinsic to the cognition? They raised
the same question about falsity. Those who answer this question in the affir-
mative, e.g., Mimarmsa and Vedanta, are known as the svatah pramanyavadins,
the upholders of the theory of intrinsicality of truth. Those who answer
this question in the negative, e.g., the Naiyayikas, are known as the paratah
pramanyavadins, the upholder of the theory of extrinsicality of truth. The ques-
tions discussed in this context are: Do the conditions which produce a knowl-
edge also make it true? In addition, is it the case that when a knowledge is
known to me, it is also at the same time known to be true? In this chapter, I am
concerned with the Mimarisa theory; accordingly, I will turn to it.

This doctrine of the intrinsic validity of all knowledge is one of the most impor-
tant doctrine of the Mimarsa school. In concrete terms it amounts to saying
that all cognitions are produced and known to be valid, that there is no false
knowledge. Both Prabhakara and Kumarila subscribe to the view that cognitions
are intrinsically valid. However, there is an important difference between the two
and the difference concerns the question: how is a cognition cognized?

Prabhakara holds that a cognition is perceived directly along with the
object and the knowing self (articulated in the sentence “I know this pitcher”).
Prabhakara accepts what is called #ripusivitts, 1.e., the three-fold presentation.
Each cognition has three factors, the I (the subject or the knower), the known
(the object), and the knowledge itself. In the cognition, “I know the jar’—the
“L” the pitcher, and the awareness—all three are presented at once. Each is pre-
sented in its own way. The I is cognized as the I, but not as the object, the pitcher
1s presented as the object, and the cognition is known as a cognition, i.e., neither
as the subject nor as the object. According to Prabhakara, when we know, we
also know that we know. This knowledge, on his view, is self-revealing.

Bhatta Mimariisa holds that knowledge by itself cannot be the object of itself.
Kumarila and his followers, on the other hand, hold that a cognition is known
by an inference from a new property called “knownness” that is produced in the
object when it is known. Kumarila argues that knowledge is a process, an activ-
ity of the self. This process generates a property known as manifestedness in the
object. A knowledge is not directly perceived, but is inferred from the manifest-
edness (jiatata) that is produced in the object. Kumarila denies self-luminosity to
knowledge; knowledge is rather inferred. The view that knowledge transforms the
object from the existent object to the known object is challenged by the Nyaya-
Vaisesika who argue that knowledge cannot transform its object. This, however,
1s precisely what Kumarila holds, 1.e., by being known, the mere object becomes
the known object; it acquires a new property of knownness (j7atata), from which
the knowledge is inferred. There is no need to enter into this controversy; for our
present purposes it is sufficient to note that the Mimarhsakas hold that whenever
a knowledge 1s known (“I know”), it is known as being true of its own object; they
believe in the svatah pramanya of all cognitions.
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Before proceeding further, let us pause for a moment to discuss what is
meant by “svatal” in svatah pramatva of knowledge. “Svatah” means “by oneself.”
To say that the truth of a cognition is apprehended svatak is to say that a cogni-
tion apprehends its own truth. But “sva” may mean “by the cognition which
apprehends the cognition itself.” In that case “svatah pramatva” would mean that
the truth of a cognition is apprehended by a cognition which apprehends that
cognition. Thus to say that the pramatva is svatah may mean either of two things:
it may either mean that the pramatva is apprehended by the knowledge to which
it belongs or the pramatva is apprehended by the cognition which apprehends
the knowledge whose pramatva it is. Therefore, one can say that the pramatva
is svatah if it 1s either sva-grahya (what is apprehended by the knowledge whose
truth it is; sva is the original knowledge whose truth is under consideration) or
sva-grahakagrahya (that in which truth is apprehended by a second knowledge
which apprehends the first knowledge).

Against the second view, 1.e., the truth is apprehended by a cognition of the
cognition whose truth is under consideration, various objections may be raised.
It may be asked: What is this cognition of the original cognition (anuvyavasaya)?
Is it introspection of the first cognition? Does the Mimarhsa theory amount to
saying that the anuvyavasaya, which apprehends the first cognition, also appre-
hends that cognition’s pramatva? Since the introspection of the original vyavasaya
is a cognition of that cognition, it may therefore apprehend that cognition’s
truth. This is the view of the Naiyayikas and Murari Misra, who represents the
third school of Mimarhsa. Kumarila, however, does not accept this as a viable
alternative.

On Kumarila’s view, knowledge is supersensible and is therefore always
inferred; consequently, it cannot be an object of introspection. A cognition on
his view is always known only by an inference which uses knownness as a rea-
son. However, no matter whether the truth of a cognition is apprehended by
a mental perception or anuvyavasaya or whether it is inferred on the ground of
knownness of the object which serves as a mark, truth is not apprehended by
the knowledge to which that truth belongs.

Against the Mimarhsakas, the following objection may be raised: Even when
a cognition (vyavasaya) is apprehended in anuvyavasaya or in an inference with
JAatata as the mark, the vyavasaya is apprehended only qua knowledge, but not
qua true knowledge. In response, Prabhakara point out that if we regard knowl-
edge to be always sva-samvedana, 1.e., that knowledge always apprehends itself,
then we can also hold that knowledge, while knowing itself, also knows its truth.
If knowledge is self-knowing or sva-samvedana, then it would also know its own
truth.

Again, it may be asked: given that according to Prabhakara a cognition is
self-knowing and that it knows its own truth, then if the knowledge were false,
should not the error of knowledge also be similarly known thereby making fal-
sity also svatah? When considering this objection against the Prabhakara view,
we should bear in mind that Prabhakara does not regard error to be svatah.
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Thus the question arises: If knowledge is self-evident, what accounts for the
arising of the so-called error? How does the Mimarhsakas make sense of the
alleged falsity of a knowledge?

III Error or the Falsity of Knowledge

If all cognitions by nature are valid, how do we explain erroneous cognitions?
Prabhakara holds that given that every knowledge is true, nothing false ever
appears in any erroneous cognition. In an erroneous cognition, one thing is
taken to be the other. In the supposed false knowledge or erroneous cognition,
1.e., “this is a piece of silver,” one thing (e.g., a shell) is seen to be another (e.g.,
a piece of silver). The question arises: What is the object in this alleged false
knowledge? It cannot be the shell, for the shell is not manifested in it. The cog-
nition “this is a piece of silver” appears, though there is no silver in front of the
perceiver. This false cognition is contradicted by a later cognition of the form
“this is not a piece of silver, but a shell,” which sublates the earlier knowledge
and proves it to be false. The falsity of such a cognition is due to the presence
of defects in its cause, in the present case, the distance, possibly defective visual
organ, lapse of memory, and so on.

But what then is the status of the cognition “this is a piece of silver” when
there is no silver there in front of the perceiver? Prabhakara argues that the
cognition “this is a piece of silver,” really consists of two cognitions, one
perceptual, and the other, recollection. The component “this” expresses a
perception, the component “silver” expresses a remembered thing. Each is a
valid cognition; some thing is being perceived as “this,” and a past cognition
of a silver is being remembered. There is nothing false about these two cogni-
tions. There is, however, a failure to distinguish between the two, not falsely
taking the one to be the other. This non-distinction results in the perceiver’s
attempt to seize the silver. This view is known as akhyativada which means
“no (false or invalid) knowledge”; one does not perceive the silver, one simply
remembers it. The so-called false cognition is a mixture of two valid cogni-
tions: the perception of “this” as characterized by features that are common to
both the silver and the shell; there is no positive mistaking of one thing for
another.

The Bhattas do not accept this theory. Kumarila points out that simple non-
discrimination cannot explain error, because no one can deny that the false
object appears. He recognizes a positive confusing of one thing with another,
between a perception (“this”) and a remembered (“silver”). When we perceive
silver in a shell and make the judgment that “this is a piece of silver,” both the
subject and the predicate are real. The silver exists, say, in a department store,
however, in this instance we bring the existing shell under the class of silver, and
the error consists in relating these two really existent but separate things in the
subject—predicate relation. Error is due to the wrong relationship, not because of
the related objects which actually exist. These errors make us behave in a wrong
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way, which explains, why the Bhattas call their theory “viparitakhyati-vada” or
the view that error is the opposite of right behavior.

To sum up: the Prabhakara school holds that every knowledge is pso_facto
valid, and that there is no such thing as error. The Bhattas, on the other hand,
concede that error may affect relationships though the objects perceived in
themselves are free from error. Both, however, agree that error affects our ac-
tivity rather than knowledge.

Against the Prabhakara theory, opponents argue that the failure to compre-
hend the distinction between the two is inadequate to account for erroneous
cognitions. Error is not a simple absence of knowledge. It is not merely failure
to comprehend the distinction between the two, because if that were the case,
error would occur even in the dreamless sleep stage.

The main thrust of the objection is to ask whether actual experience testifies
to the correctness of the Prabhakara theory. Is an erroneous cognition really
the non-comprehension of difference? The opponents point out that actual
experience testifies that in an erroneous cognition we initially have a cogni-
tion assuming the form “this is a piece of silver,” which is sublated by “this is a
shell, not a piece of silver.” Furthermore, if error were simply negative (i.e., the
non-comprehension of difference between the two), it would not bring about
a positive practical reaction, such as withdrawing in fear, for example, in the
snake—rope illusion, or proceeding to seize the silver in the case of the shell-
silver illusion. Thus, it does not make sense to say that an erroneous cognition
is the failure to distinguish between the “this” and the “silver.”

The question is: What precisely is the nature of non-discrimination? The
notion of non-discrimination or non-cognition of distinction between remem-
brance and perception is logically opaque. For what is the distinction other
than the nature of distinct objects? The proposition that a table is distinct from
a chair signifies that the negation of each obtains in the locus of the other.
Distinction is a reciprocal negation (anonyabhava). Therefore, along with the
manifestation of the cognition and its objects, distinction also becomes mani-
fest, the distinction being nothing more than the correlates themselves. It is
incoherent to argue that although the distincts are perceived the distinction
itself is not perceived. The Prabhakara argues that in an erroneous perceiving
of the shell as “this is a piece of silver,” perception and recollection respectively,
of “this” and “silver” are not known to be different. This is inconsistent with his
own admission that a distinction between one unit of knowledge and another is
but of the nature of knowledge itself, and that knowledge is self-revealing. With
respect to cognitions and their contents, differences are necessarily cognized
along with the revelation of the nature of cognitions as well as the contents.
In short, Prabhakara cannot explain the precise nature of non-discrimination.
Additionally, we must remember that non-discrimination is not a necessary
condition for the occurrence of an erroneous cognition.

This experience shows neither that illusion is simply negative non-
distinguishing, nor that in an illusory cognition we have two experiences rather
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than the one. Positive identification, as well as non-knowledge of difference,
can account for a positive activity. Never, indeed, does there arise activity on
the basis of the mere non-comprehension of difference. In fact, as Vacaspati,
the author of Bhamati, states, both verbal usage and activity are based upon
the comprehension and not on the non-comprehension of difference. If it is
msisted, however, that there could be activity by the mere non-comprehension
of difference, then at the time of the cognition, say, of a pitcher, for example, if
there is non-comprehension of the difference from the gem, then there would
exist the possibility of activity with a desire to obtain the gem. The silver in
the shell-silver example is perceptual. It is not a simple case of recollection.
Without the identity of the silver with the “this” element before us, there would
not be any activity toward it by merely recalling silver. Therefore, the Mimarh
sa view of error cannot be accepted.

IV Theory of the Meaning of Words and Sentences

The Mimarhsa holds that a word is a group of syllables arranged in a certain
order that expresses a meaning. Each syllable is eternal, but its manifestation
is a momentary event. Each such manifestation leaves an impression on the
listener’s mind. The last syllable (of a word) together with its impression, and
all the earlier impressions, make the cognition of a word possible. The meaning
of a word is not an individual, but rather a universal. The word “cow” means
not an individual cow, but the universal, i.e., common features, of all individual
cows. However, such sentences as “bring a cow” refer to an individual cow not
by virtue of the meaning of the word “cow,” but because of its being invariably
associated with the universal feature cowness.

Another important theory of word meanings is that of the Nyaya, i.e., the
word “cow” means an individual cow as qualified by the universal cowness.
The Mimarhsa rejects this view. On the Mimarhsa theory, an individual and
its universal features are not ontologically different entities; they are related by
a sort of identity (tadatmya) by virtue of which, when the universal is meant, an
individual is also comprehended and co-conveyed.

The relation between a word and its meaning is said to be “natural,” and
“eternal,” 1.e., not brought about by any human agency. It is “apauruseya”
(authorless). The beginning of the relation is neither remembered nor compre-
hended. It is comprehended only through listening to the conversations of the
elders. A word and its meaning arise together.

A word’s primary denotative power is to convey the primary meaning. When
the primary meaning is not suitable, one resorts to a secondary meaning or
laksana, which, however, must be related to the primary meaning. In a well-
known example, the expression “Gangayam ghosa™ (“the village on the river
Ganges”), calls for the secondary meaning, namely, “the village on the bank of
the Ganges river.”
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The Meaning of a Sentence

A sentence 1s a group of words satisfying two requirements: (i) the group must
have a common purpose and a common meaning and (i1) the constituent
words must be in need of each other, or arouse in the hearer the expectation
of the other. We should note that the Mumamsa Sutras, in this context, discuss
“ekarthatva,” which means “having an identical artha.” “Artha” may either mean
“meaning” or “purpose”; thus, the unity of the purpose and the meaning go
together. The primary purpose of a sentence, according to Mimarhsa, is an
action (krpa) and the other components fulfill the purpose of specifying the
object, the agent, the means, and the end of the action. All component mean-
ings center around an action.

Besides the unity of purpose and meaning, and expectancy (@kanksa), the
Mimarhsa recognizes two other conditions for the constitution of a sentence.
These two are: proximity (sannidhi) and appropriateness (yogyata). The compo-
nent words, and their comprehensions, must have spatial and temporal prox-
imity. Words uttered or written at remotely distant places and times do not
obviously constitute a sentence. “Appropriateness” requires that the component
meanings must be compatible. A word sequence such as “this stone is virtuous”
or “sprinkle the grass with fire,” though they satisfy the first two requirements,
fail the last test since the concepts of “sprinkling” and “fire” are not compatible,
just as “virtue” is incompatible with “stone.” Obviously, appropriateness here
1s semantical, not simply syntactical.

After determining the proper composition of a sentence, the Mimarhsa phi-
losophies attend to the question: How does the cognition of a sentence arise?
Is the word meaning apprehended first and then organized into the sentence
meaning? Or, is the sentence meaning apprehended first and the word mean-
ings apprehended separately later on? On this issue, the two main sub-schools
of Mimarhsa differ, the Bhattas (i.e., the followers of Kumarila Bhatta) side
with the Advaita Vedanta philosophers, and the Prabhakaras (the followers of
Prabhakara) oppose them. The Bhatta theory is known as abhihitanvayavada and
that of the Prabhakaras is known as anvitabhidhanavada.

The Bhatta (together with the Advaita Vedantins) hold that the words con-
vey individual meanings but when joined together, because of congruity, con-
vey the meaning of a sentence. The sentential meaning is apprehended, not from
the component words, but from the word meanings by a process of secondary meaning
or laksana. Being conveyed by the word meaning, a sentential meaning is not
itself a padartha, but rather an apadartha, and so not a genuine entity. Hence,
according to the Bhatta theory, a sentential meaning is apprehended by the
following process:

1 each word conveys its own meaning by its primary sakt, known as abhidha
or designative power;

2 these meanings connect together by such factors as expectancy, proximity,
and appropriateness; and
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3 by asecondary signification or laksana, these meanings generate a compre-
hension of sentential meaning as a related entity, this secondary meaning
being produced not by the component words but, rather, by the word-
meanings.

The second theory, i.e., the theory of the Prabhakaras, holds that the relation
among the word meanings is the sense of a sentence, and such a relation is
conveyed by the words themselves. Thus the sentential meaning is the mean-
ing of the component words taken together. It is the words that designate, not
unrelated objects or meanings, but objects as related to each other (anvita). A
word is called pramana because it designates a related structure, which consti-
tutes the sentential meaning. The word meaning is related to other meanings
in general, while a sentential meaning is the relatedness of other meanings in a
specific manner. Otherwise, there is no difference between word meanings and
sentential meanings.

Both schools accept that on hearing a word, there is knowledge of its mean-
ing, i.e., padartha. The difference between the two theories rests on the ques-
tion, whether a word designates a pure unrelated object or an object as related
to others in general. The Bhatta school subscribes to the former position, the
Prabhakara school to the latter view.

Prabhakara holds that the padartha that is meant by a word is related to the
other padarthas meant by other words. Hence, the theory is called anvitabhidhana
vada. The words mean the relatedness to other meant entities in general, the
sentence means the specific relatedness to other meanings in particular. The
followers of Kumarila, however, hold that the meaning of a word, unrelated
to other such word-meanings, is what is intended by a word. Pure word-
meanings, by virtue of akanksa, sannidhi, and yogyata get related to other such
meanings. This is how a sentential meaning is constituted, which, however,
is not a padartha. The meaning of a sentence is not a padartha. The Naiyayikas
believe that the word presents its meaning, i.e., causes the memory of the
meaning of the word. Both Kumarila and the other Mimamsakas reject
this.

According to Prabhakara, words themselves have the inherent capacity to
convey their individual meanings, that is, the construed sense of a sentence.
Thus the words themselves make the sense of the sentence known. Upon
hearing someone utter words in sequence, one immediately understands the
meaning of the sentence that the words express. According to Prabhakara, the
meaning of a word is like a kadamba flower; it consists of infinite little buds. The
word meaning then refers to a sentential meaning. According to the Bhatta
theory the word designates only its own pure meaning. The words have the
inherent capacity to signify their senses alone, which in turn give rise to the
sense of the sentence. In other words, the words cease to function after indi-
cating their senses. Because the relation of the sense of the words is based on
the words, Bhattas contend that the words have the capacity to connote the
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knowledge of their senses. In short, the word initially signifies its own meaning,
then the words in a sentence are put together to construe the sentential sense.

The Meaning of the Injunctive Sentences

Injunctions or vidhis occupy a central position in the Mimarsa ethics. In the
sentence, “svargakamo yajeta,” i.e., the performance of sacrifice is enjoined for
a person who desires svarga (heaven), an injunctive suffix conveys that the act
leads to the desired object, that the act is within capacity of the person con-
cerned, and finally, the act does not lead to any strong adverse consequence.
This three-fold meaning constitutes istasadhanata, which prompts the undertak-
ing of the act.

With regard to the sentences prescribing an action (vidhivakyas), e.g. “one who
aspires to go to heaven should perform (the) sacrifice,” the two sub schools of
Mimarhsa differ regarding how best to construe their meanings.

The injunctive suffix (i.e., in Sanskrit grammar, the vidhilifi) is the clause “you
should offer sacrifice” means, on the Bhatta theory, that the action recommended
is a means for the attainment of the desired result (sstasadhanatajiiana). This knowl-
edge leads the agent to perform the action. But Prabhakara does not consider
istasadhanata to be the import of the injunctive suffix. The suffix conveys karya, the
task to be done. The karya is the import of the sentence. As a result of this con-
troversy, we have to decide which of the two—the karya and the istasadhanata—is
the true import of an injunctive suffix. According to the Prabhakara school,
the injunctive words themselves incite the person (who desires to go to heaven)
to perform the action being recommended. The important step in this process
is the realization that this course of action is a duty to be done.

The first view would seem to be closer to the consequentialist variety of the
Western ethical theory, whereas the second view comes close to the deontologi-
cal theory which privileges the sense of duty over the likely consequences.

V Self, Karma, and Liberation

Like the Nyaya-Vaidesika, the Mimarhsa regards the self as distinct from the
body, the senses, and the mind. They also regard intelligence, will, and effort
as natural attributes of the self. The soul is an eternal, infinite substance having
the capacity for consciousness, which is not an essential quality, but rather an
adventitious quality of the soul, which arises when certain conditions are pres-
ent. In the dreamless sleep stage the soul does not have consciousness, because
such factors as the relation of the sense organ to the object are absent. For the
Bhattas, the soul is both unconscious and conscious. It is unconscious as the
substratum of consciousness, however, it is also the object of self-consciousness.
For the Prabhakaras, the soul is non-intelligent, substratum of knowledge, plea-
sure and pain, etc. The self is the agent, the enjoyer, and omnipresent, but not
sentient.
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The two schools of Mimarsa differ regarding the questions: How is the soul
known? According to the Bhatta school, we know it as the object of the I; it is
not known when the object is known. The Prabhakara school, on the other
hand, argues that the selfis known when an object is known; it is revealed in the
very act of knowing as the subject of the knowledge under consideration. Both
the Bhattas and the Prabhakaras subscribe to the doctrine of the multiplicity of
souls; there are as many souls as there are individual beings. The soul survives
death, so that it is able to reap the consequences of the actions performed.

The Mimarisa emphasizes performance of dharma or moral duties to gain
moral excellence. Dharma is that which is enjoined by the Vedas. They divide
karmas into (i) obligatory (nitya), (i) optional (kamya), and (iii) prohibited.
Obligatory karmas must be performed because their violation results in demerit,
though their performance does not lead to any merit. Optional karmas are those
that may or may not be performed; however, their non-performance does
not lead to demerit. The performance of prohibited karmas leads to demerit.
Obligatory karmas again are divided into those that are to be performed daily
(daily prayer in the morning and in the evening), and those to be performed
on special occasions (one should take a bath during eclipse). Optional karmas
are done with a desire to get fruits; e.g., he who wishes to go to heaven should
perform certain sacrifices. Finally, there are also expiatory actions in order to
ward off the evil effects of the prohibited karmas. An aspirant in search of lib-
eration must go beyond both merit and demerit. Obligatory actions must be
performed following the guidance of the Vedas. Actions must be done without
any desire for the results of the actions. For Kumarila actions are not an end in
themselves; they must be done to realize the final goal by overcoming the past
and the future accumulated karmas.

The Mimamsakas theory of sakti has important implications for their
theory of ritualistic actions. Mimarhsakas argue that the actions performed
in this life, generate unperceived potency (apirva), which remains and bears
fruits in the future. Both Kumarila and Prabhakara accept apirva, unperceived
potency, as a necessary causal link between the ritualistic actions done and
their fruits. Kumarila holds that it is produced in the soul of the sacrificer and
it lasts till it begins to bear fruits in the future. Such injunctive statements as
“svargakamo yagjeta” cannot be satisfactorily explained unless we accept apirva
as the connecting link between the ritualistic actions and the heaven. This
concept provides an answer to the question how an action, e.g., a ritualis-
tic sacrifice, performed here and now bears fruits later on, say, in the heav-
en. Prabhakara does not agree that apurva is in the self, because the self on
account of its omnipresence is inactive. Apirva resides in the act or the effort
that produces it. The act perishes after it is done, but the apirva that resides in
the act which the suffix “&7” or karya in the Vedic injunction conveys—Ilasts till
the production of the fruit. The effort or the exertion produces in the agent a
karya or the result, technically called “ngyoga,” which provides the incentive to
the agent to act.
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It is worth noting that both the Naiyayikas and the Prabhakaras agree that a
word has the power (sak#i) to arouse experience of its meaning. Their difference
1s only this much: according to the Prabhakaras, this power belongs to the word,
whereas according to the Naiyayikas, the power belongs to God’s desire. Only
because of God’s desire does a word has the power to mean what it means. The
power does not reside in a word. The Prabhakaras recognize that a word itself
has the power to mean what it means, when the word’s power (sak#) is known,
it generates the agreement with other meanings. For the Naiyayikas, the word’s
Sakti remains unknown, and yet generates the agreement with other meanings.
On the Naiyayika account, the memory of the padartha is caused by a word,
then it generates the knowledge of the meaning of a sentence, a thesis which
the Mimarisa does not accept. The deities occupy a secondary place in the
Mimarhsa system. The primary aim of the Mimarhsakas is to persuade people
to practice the Vedic injunctions, and not to teach them about God and the
deities.

In the early Mimarsa, the attainment of heaven as the state of bliss was
the summum bonum of life; however, eventually the Mimarmsa commentators,
like other Indian commentators, replace heaven with liberation (apavarga) from
bondage. They came to believe that actions done with a desire to get fruits
cause repeated births. The disinterested performance of actions, without any
desire for the results, exhausts accumulated karmas. A person free from karmas
is not reborn; liberation thus stops rebirths by destroying all the accumulated
karmas. Past karmas should be exhausted without any residue. Obligatory and
compulsory acts should be performed, and the non-performance of these acts
would create demerit and result in suffering. Liberation is a state free from all
kinds of painful experiences; it is a state in which soul returns to its intrinsic
nature, freedom from pain and suffering. Kumarila and his followers subscribe to
JAana karma samuccaya, i.e., both knowledge and action lead to liberation.
Prabhakara advocates actions as supreme and takes knowledge as the means
to liberation.

The Mimarhsa take the Vedas to be self-revealed; they are not authored by
God. The Nyaya and the Vedanta, on the other hand, hold that the Veda’s
are God’s creations. The Mimarhsa argues that if the Vedas are taken to be
authored by a human being, then the names of the authors would be known to
us. The Vedas are handed down to us from the time immemorial in the form in
which we find them today. Kumarila holds that the meaning of the words of the
Vedic texts is understood in the same way as the words in the popular language.
Let us take the famous Upanisadic mahavakya “tat tvam asi.”

The difference in their theory of meaning accounts for the differing interpre-
tations of the terms “taf” and “tvam” in “tat tvam asi.” In anvitabhidhanavada, these
words would convey the cognitions of their primary meanings—the cognition
whose nature is memory. In abhihitanvaya, the terms “tat” and “fvam” convey the
cognitions of their primary meanings, similar to memory. Accordingly, sen-
tence-generatedness does not exist in “tat tvam as¢”’: the knowledge simply arises
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from the individual word meanings. In other words, word meanings, not a
sentence, cause a verbal cognition. Therefore, the cognition arising from
“tat tvam as” 1s not mediate in nature. The analogue offered for this mode of
interpretation of the Upanisadic text provides one with the phenomenological
clue for understanding the sense of immediacy attached to a cognition arising
through language. The analogue “you are the tenth man” gives rise to a cogni-
tion that is perceptual in nature. I will discuss some of these issues in the chapter
on Vedanta of this work.

Concluding Remarks

It 1s especially in their conceptions of knowledge, truth, and action that the
Mimarhsakas left indelible mark on Indian philosophy. Subsequent schools of
Indian philosophy further developed the ideas of Mimarmsa. Mimamsa Sitras
and their commentators initiated a discussion of such issues as the sources of
knowledge, relation between knowledge and truth, the intrinsicality or extrinsi-
cality of knowledge, the relation between knowledge, truth and successful prac-
tice, and so on. The Indian philosophers of all persuasion struggled with these
issues, interpreted and reinterpreted them, and in so doing further refined these
ideas. Let me elaborate further.

1 The Mimamsa theory of knowledge influenced other schools of Indian
philosophies, and they further developed the initial insights of the
Mimarhsakas. The Mimarsakas were the first to develop the theory of
svatah pramanya and the Advaitins followed their lead.

2 The Mimarhsakas made the important distinction between the nurvikal-
paka and savikalpaka perception, as the two stages in the development of
knowledge. In general, Advaita Vedanta accepted the Bhatta view about
knowledge, and thus preserved for later times the Mimarsa view which
otherwise would have been relegated to antiquity. This distinction between
mirvikalpaka and savikalpaka perception remained with all Vedic systems,
with the exception of the Buddhists who rejected it.

3 The Mimarsakas started a way of understanding moral practices which
still continues in the Hindu tradition and found its most famous expression
in the Bhagavad Gita’s doctrine of karma yoga.

4 The Mimarsakas tried to offer one of the first attempts to systematize
Vedic interpretation, especially the karma kanda of the Vedas. It taught how
best to interpret the Vedic injunctions regarding sacrificial acts, and raised
many interesting philosophical questions about how to interpret them.
Quite naturally, they did so without invoking the ideas of gods, deities, and
God, which, for the Mimarhsakas, remained rather posits and not realities.
Thus a Vedic sacrificial religion was admitted without invoking the idea
of God as the creator of the universe. “God” was a theoretical posit, and
nothing more.
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Thus, it is not therefore surprising that the Vedantins regarded Mimarsakas
as their close kin. Mimarsa was called Pirea Mimamsa while the Vedanta
remained as Utlara Mimarmsa. Their relationship remained a question to be
deeply thought about. Connected with it were the general questions regarding
the relation between knowledge and action and, of course, the relation between
the earlier and the later parts of the Vedas. The Mimarhsa’s overall contribu-
tion to Indian thought is immeasurable.
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THE SAMKHYA DARSANA

Of all the Indian systems of philosophy, Sarhkhya is perhaps the most ancient
and also most respected in antiquity. Historical antecedents of this school can
be traced to the Upanisads, especially the Svetasvatara and the Maitrayaniya. The
influential text of the Bhagavad Gita is overwhelmingly Sarhkhya. This school
has been a major influence on Ayurveda, the Hindu medicine. The main devel-
opments of this school occurred in the period extending from the first century
CE to the eleventh century CE.

Its supposed founder, Kapila, an atheist, is a mythical figure. Tradition main-
tains that he wrote a brief work entitled Samkhya-sutras and another long work
bearing the title Samkhya-pravacana-sitras. Both of these works are not extant.
A much later and the earliest available work, I$varakrsna’s Samkhya-karika
(SK) 1s widely used as a source for this school. Many commentaries have been
written on it. Among them, Gaudapada’s Samkhya-karika-bhasya, Vijiianabhiksu’s
Samkhya-pravacana-bhasya, and Vacaspati’s Samkhya-tattva-kaumudi are most
important. These works introduce many innovations; I will briefly review some
of these.

The three pillars or the three fundamental concepts of this system are:
prakrti or Nature, purusa or self, and the theory of evolution. In this chapter I will
primarily focus on these three.

I Prakrti (Nature, Matter)

The Sarhkhya school attempts to provide an intelligible account of our experi-
ences in the world. Our everyday experiences consist of the experiencer and
the experienced, the subject and the object. The subject and the object, purusa
and prakrti, are distinct; one cannot be reduced to the other. The Sarhkhya
metaphysics 1s thus based on the bi-polar nature of our daily experiences. We
experience a plurality of objects. How do these objects come about? What is
the ultimate cause of these objects? Cause is always finer and subtler than the
effects. Thus, there must be a cause, some stuff that underlies the entire world
of objects. Such a cause 1s prakrti; it 1s the first uncaused cause of all objects,
gross and subtle.
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It 1s not possible for the senses to perceive prakrti because it is extremely fine
and too subtle to be perceived; therefore, it is imperceptible. Its existence can
be determined by inference. Five arguments' adduced by the Sarhkhya for its
existence run as follows:

1 there must be an unlimited cause of all limited things;
2 there must be a universal or general source of pleasure, pain, and

indifference;
3 the primary source of all activity must be a potential cause;
4 the manifested world of effects must have an unmanifested cause; and

5  there must be an unmanifest terminal of the cosmic dissolution.

Sarikhya conception of prakrti is based on a theory which holds that changes
in the world are not chance occurrences; they are, rather, caused. This theory
of causality 1s known as “satkaryavada” or the theory that the effect (karya) is
existent (saf) in the cause prior to its production. The question was asked: Is the
effect something new or different from its cause? The Sarhkhya school argues
that the effect 1s nothing new, because what did not exist could not arise and
origination is really a fransformation of the cause. Obviously, “cause” here means
the “material cause.” Nothing new ever comes into being, only a new form is
manifested; the matter remains the same. As yogurt is produced from milk, or
oil from the oil-seeds, or jewelry from a lump of gold, a new form is imparted
to the pre-existent stuff. No new stuff ever comes into being. This variety of
satkaryavada, 1.c., the theory that the effect is a real transformation of the cause,
is known as paripamavada (literally, “real-transformation-statement”).?

In support of their theory that the effect is only a manifestation of the cause,
Sarhkhya provide five arguments,® which may be summed up as follows:

1 something existent cannot arise from the nonexistent;*

2 being invariably connected with it, the effect is only a manifestation of the
material cause;

3 there is a determinate order obtaining between a cause and its effect so that
everything cannot arise from everything;

4 only that cause can produce an effect of which it is capable, so that the
effect must be potentially present in the cause; and

5  because the like is produced from the like.

Let me elaborate further on these five arguments.

The first argument, one of the great axioms of much of Indian thought, may
be stated as follows: “What is, is, and what is not, is not.” In other words, what
1s cannot become nothing and what is non-existent can never come into being.
The Gita in no uncertain terms declares: “Of the non-existent there is no com-
ing to be; of the existent there is no ceasing to be.” Given this axiom, it was
imperative that philosophers find a plausible explanation of change leaving
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aside the common sense view that things come to be and cease to be. Platonists
gave one explanation while arguing that the forms, the universals, are eternal
and the particulars exemplify the forms that are appearances. Sarhkhya does
not recognize universals as entities, thus the Platonists’ solution was not an
available option. The Sarhkhya school argues that the effect pre-exists in the
cause; a non-existent entity cannot be made existent by any operation unless it
was already present in the cause.

The second argument points to a necessary and an invariable relation
between cause and effect; a cause cannot produce an effect with which it has
no relation. In other words, a cause cannot enter into a relation with what is
not real. Thus, a material cause can only produce an effect with which it is
causally related. Therefore, the effect must actually exist in the cause prior to
its production.

The next three arguments are close to the Aristotelian notion of potentiality
and actuality: certain causes produce certain effects. One can make yogurt only
from milk; one can get mustard oil only from mustard seed, not from other
grains. This determinate order is due to the fact that that alone which contains
yogurt can be the cause of yogurt and that alone which contains oil can be the
cause of oil, not just anything can be the cause of anything. The effect is another
state of the cause. Causation is a process of making explicit what is already there
mmplicitly. The cloth is contained in the thread, the oil in the mustard seeds.

The thrust of all these arguments is that the effect pre-exists in the mate-
rial cause, if it were not the case that the effect preexisted in the cause, one
could get any effect from any cause, which would deny the relation of causality
altogether.

Before proceeding further, let me underscore two points about the above
conception of causality: (1) between the two modes of causality, efficient and
material, the latter is more fundamental because it is the latter that enters
into the cause and produces the effect, and (2) the cause and the effect are the
unmanifest/manifest, undeveloped/developed states of the same substance.
Given this conception of causality, it is not surprising that Sarhkhya philoso-
phers argue that all worldly things are produced from an eternal, original stuff,
known as prakrti.

The process of evolution that explains the arising of things, I will discuss a
little later. For the present it is worthwhile to emphasize that all worldly things
include material objects, living beings, minds, and human bodies with their
sensory structure, objects of thinking, feeling and willing. Pure consciousness
alone is excluded from the list.

There have been since antiquity, two accounts of the original prakrti
from which objects of the world arise: one is atomism, the view that the origi-
nal stuff really consists of infinitely small elements called “paramanus.” The
Vaidesika school of Indian philosophy (which will be discussed later) develops
this position. The other account held that the original stuff is a homogeneous
mass with no internal differentiation, and that the things of the world arise
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by a process of progressive differentiation, the view that is represented by the
Sarhkhya school.

It is worth noting nonetheless that Sarhkhya continues to have some traces of
the first theory. The equilibrium of prakrti, before the world comes into being,
is an equilibrium of elements, but the elements in this system are not material
atoms; rather they are the three gunas (“quality,” “constituent,” “strand”), viz.,
sattva, rgjas, and tamas, which are not qualities because they themselves posses
qualities. These three constituents make up the prakrti, which is partless and
indivisible. They are called gunas either because they are subservient to the
goals of the purusa, or because they, like the three strands of a rope, bind the
purusa.

Each of these three constituents is conceived atomistically, but none is an
atom, each is rather described in terms of the qualities it especially promotes.
The first, i.e., the satfva, engenders and promotes moral and intellectual quali-
ties of goodness, virtues, and truth-seeking; the second, i.e., the rgjas, promotes
energy, activity, and movement; and the third, i.e., tamas, promotes and main-
tains laziness, inactivity, and sleep. These descriptions bring together a concep-
tion of atomistic elements and a qualitative notion of intellectual and ethical
attributes (and propensities) and their opportunities in a curious manner. The
word “guna,” chosen for these elements of prakrti by its equivocation, serves both
purposes in an interesting way.

Irrespective of how one interprets this doctrine, it resists a purely physicalistic
interpretation. It has been a standing influence on the Hindu way of looking at
the world, even outside of a philosophical theory. All physical and mental phe-
nomena, in fact, all thing in the world, represent these gunas in different propor-
tion. Indeed all human individuals are looked upon by their very nature as being
of one of these three kinds. In some, sattva predominates; in others, rgjas; and in
still others, tamas. Not only the Hindu conception of personality types, but also
food (and drink), is classified into three types contingent upon the proportion
of the gunas. One cannot determine precisely the proportion of each guna in the
manifested world; nonetheless, the guna theory provides a powerful explanation
of the physical, psychological, and moral aspects of the worldly manifestation.
Critics like Samkara® have accused this doctrine of confusing between the sub-
jective and the natural, but this confusion misses the very point the Samkhya
makes, namely, the distinction between the subjective and the objective is a dis-
tinction within prakrts, and prakrti is not to be understood purely physicalistically.

One still faces the question how best to interpret this doctrine. One may elect
to take it for what it says, i.e., ascribe some sort of qualities to the elements,
and, as a consequence, understand prakrti from the perspective of living beings,
human bodies, and human intellectual and moral excellences found in vary-
ing degrees, so that even when conceived purely naturalistically, the elements
of prakrti contain the same gunas, albeit only in low degrees. Or, one may seek
a purely naturalistic representation of the three gunas. Following a contempo-
rary thinker, one may understand every element as having #ree properties, in
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different degrees of blending, of intelligible essence, energy, and mass.” Or, one
may begin with experience—as it is prior to the subject—object distinction—and
find in it all three tendencies towards the higher qualities of knowledge and
goodness, movement, and rest.”?

Whether in the original state of equilibrium or in the evolved state of disequi-
librium in the world, the attributes or the gunas are for-another in the sense that
they, by a particular teleology internal to prakriz, exist for the purpose of self,
1.e., to serve his purpose. They are—even in the state of equilibrium with-others,
1.e., when each guna is with other gunas in a “mixing” in different proportions—
struggling to increase itself and dominate over the other two. Each thusisin a
state of motion; even the tamas, which promotes sleep, stupor and rest, struggles
to overpower the other two. Thus, in a narrow sense, movement or energy, the
dynamus, is generated and promoted by the rgjas. In a broader sense, the sense in
which prakrti is always in motion, each of the three elements, internally as well
as in relation to the other two, is constantly changing. Thus, within prakrt, there
are two kinds of changes or transformations: of the like to the like and of the like
to the unlike. In the state of equilibrium, the former is ever-present, in the state
of differentiation, only the latter.

But how does disequilibrium begin leading to the emergence of the world?
To understand the system here, we must direct our attention to what was called,
at the beginning of this exposition, the second pillar, the doctrine of purusa
or self.

II Purusa (Self)

If materialism is the thesis that mind is reducible to natural processes, then
Sarhkhya, like all Indian systems, is materialistic. But prakrti is not all of real-
ity. There stands opposed and irreducible to it, consciousness, which limits the
system’s “naturalism” (which is a better characterization than “materialism”).
Purusa is conscious. Not reducible to prakrti, purusa stands apart. This brings me
to the second axiom of Sarhkhya: the Principle of Irreducibility of Consciousness to
what is not conscious, thus, in the long run, to prakrti. Prakrti as well as its evo-
lutes are possible objects of knowledge. Consciousness is the subject of knowing.
All objects are manifested by consciousness, which alone is self-manifesting.
Human mind, intellect, willing, and feelings, in fact all possible objects with vary-
ing degrees of transparency/subtleness are manifested by consciousness.

Among the properties of the purusa, the Sarkhya lists the following: guna-less,
eternal, inactive, eternally free, not involved, i.e., a witness (saksin),’ indifferent
to pleasure and pain, beyond the three gunas, the seer of all that is seen, and the
subject for which all worldly things exist.

Sarhkhya adduces five proofs' for the existence of purusa:

1 All composite things exist to serve the purpose of a being, and that being is
purusa;
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2 All objects of knowledge are composed of the three gunas, which implies
that there is a subject which is not an object of experience, that is purusa;

3 The experiences need to be co-ordinated; the consciousness that co-
ordinates is purusa;

4 Prakrti being non-intelligent cannot experience its evolutes; there must be
an intelligent experiencer and that is purusa; and

5  There is the striving for release, which implies the existence of purusa that
strives for and obtains release.

The points that SK is trying to make are as follows: Wherever there is an
arrangement of parts, the arrangement is meant for someone else. Prakrti is
a composite of the three gunas, so it must therefore be for the sake of, for the
purpose of, something other than prakrti. This other is purusa. Purusa in itself
is not a composite of gunas. The gunas belong to prakrti. Furthermore, prakrti
cannot manifest itself. Purusa is the principle of manifestation, self-manifesting
as well as manifesting the other. It transcends time and space, a pure subject
that can never become an object.

To sum up: the contrast between purusa and prakyti is as follows: Prakyti is the
object, thus it is composite; purusa is the subject, the self. Prakrii is enjoyed; purusa
enjoys and suffers. Prakyti is constituted of the three gunas; purusa is beyond these
gunas; purusa is intelligent and strives after a freedom which it does not have;
prakrii is subject to the interplay of the three gunas.

There are, however, on the Sarhkhya view, many purusas. Manyness of
purusas is asserted on the following grounds:

1 because of the diversity of births, deaths, and faculties;
2 because of actions or functions at different times; and
3 because of differences in the proportions of the three gunas.

Thus, the manyness of purusas—as opposed to the Vedantic thesis that the
Selfin one—is established on the ground that birth and death, bondage and lib-
eration, vary from person to person and occur at different times. Additionally,
behavior of different persons also vary, and if there were only one self, these
variations could not be accounted for. Each body is associated with a self.

Thus the Sarhkhya advocates a dualism between prakrti and (many) purusas,
a dualism that is unlike the Cartesian dualism between matter and mind. In
Samkhya dualism prakrti is ever there; purusa is always a witness of prakrti. In
Cartesian dualism on the other hand res cogitans (purusa) and res extensa are com-
pletely separate and it is only when res cogitans and res extensa meet that they come
to know each other.

Pure, undifferentiated prakrti evolves into the experienced world. Evolution,
however, depends upon some relation between the two principles. But these
two, prakrti and purusa, are diametrically opposed to each other, so their being
together is not intelligible. Additionally, their being together is not enough,
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because they are always together. Therefore, a relation closer than “being
together” is needed in order for the prakrti to evolve, for its equilibrium to stir,
for its original homogeneity to start breaking up. But how can two things, so
different, conjoin? Sarhkhya literature calls it “samyoga,” which means “con-
junction.” But conjunction holds good between two material substances, e.g.,
a book and my desk. How can there be a contact between a partless purusa and
(original) prakrti that has no internal differentiation?

The Sarhkhya replies to this question using various metaphors. Prakrti and
purusa enter into a relationship “like the relationship between a lame man and a
blind man” (in a well-known story). The purusa can see but cannot act (it knows,
but has no agency); prakrti can act but does not know (where to go and which
path). When together, purusa knows the way towards the goal it aims at, prakrt:
walks along the path shown. In the story, the lame man climbs on the shoulder
of the blind man, and the two together follow the path to reach the goal.

But what is this goal? The SK states that the purusa has to accomplish two
goals: “In order to see and in order to reach the state of alone-ness.”!" The
purusa has the ability to see, but prior to the emergence of the world and its
infinite concrete objects, purusa has nothing to see. The purusa needs to be a con-
crete subjectivity. Through this process of increasing concretization, the purusa
aims at attaining the final liberation which is described in this system as “alone-
ness” or kawalya. The goal is only of purusa; it alone can entertain a goal and
determine the path appropriate for this goal, but prakrt, being active, can be
led along this path, and towards the goal. When the goal is reached, i.e., when
purusabecomes free, their provisional co-operation ends, purusais free i.e., alone,
and prakrti returns, or rather relapses, into its original state of pure undifferenti-
ated homogeneity.

All along the way, nothing happens to the purusa. As prakrti becomes dif-
ferentiated, the world with its objects is created (note that Sarhkhya works use
the word “sarga,”'* meaning creation although there is no creator), the purusa
gets attached and tied to the world, there is a mistaken appearance of the purusa as
being-in-the-world. Upon seeing this world, the purusa becomes free, so writes
Gaudapada in his commentary on this Aarika. But here “seeing” is to be under-
stood as “experiencing.” The same commentator adds an explanation, again a
metaphor to elucidate the prior metaphor: just as from the union of a man and
a woman a child is born, so from the union of purusa and prakrti arises creation,
and, I should add, through the world so created, liberation.

But is not the purusa eternally free, as we were earlier told? And if this is so,
why should it now be striving for liberation? We will return to this question at
the end of this chapter.

III Process of Evolution (or Creation)
In the title of this section, we have used both the terms “evolution” and “cre-

ation,” which, in the Western popular discourse, are often set against each
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another. “Creation” is used when there is intelligence behind the world (i.e., an
intelligent creator) and “evolution” when the process is mechanical or chance-
regulated. To be fair, the word “evolution” captures only one aspect of what
happens, and “creation” the other. There is, as stated earlier, no creation out
of nothing, and “for the sake of an intelligent other” there is a teleology, and,
in that sense, all creation is geared towards a goal. But there is no intelligent
creator.” To the question, how a non-intelligent prakrii could serve the purpose
of intelligent beings, it is replied: “‘Just as non-intelligent milk acts for the nour-
ishment of the calf], so does prakrti to serve the ultimate purpose of the purusa.”

The order in which the world emerges from undifferentiated prakrti is as
follows:

Mahat (The Great One) or buddhi = aharmkara (ego-sense) = the five subtle
elements (tanmatras) = 11 sense organs = five gross elements

Together with the original prakrti and purusa, there are twenty-five principles
(tattvas) or philosophical truths. Knowing these twenty-five faffvas (in their pre-
cise nature) is to gain wisdom that brings about liberation, at least that is what
Sarhkhya promises. These tattvas are not to be regarded as empirical facts, but
each, a category, comprehends empirical facts. For a clear understanding of the
Sarhkhya theory of evolution, it is essential to understand not only the distinct
function of these tattvas, but also to clearly grasp the order of appearance in the
process of evolution.

Let us briefly review these principles and their distinct functions. The first
evolute is sometimes called “buddhi” or intelligence or intellect. In its psycho-
logical aspect, the buddhi is intellect, and its special functions are ascertain-
ment and decision. Buddhi, as the discriminative faculty, makes it possible to
discriminate between itself and the purusa, and makes liberation possible.” In
its cosmic aspect, buddhi is intelligence, the origin of the manifest world. The
idea echoes many statements of the Vedas and the Upanisads to the effect that
first to appear from the brafiman is the “Great One” (usually called the Virai),'®
which is not to be construed as God. The point seems to be that the universal
intelligence, the Great One, has to be differentiated into many centers of intel-
ligence, each with its own ego (akamkara). The second evolute stands for the “I”
the ego. Then we have many egos. It is on account of the feeling of the “I,” and
the “mine” that the self takes itself to be an agent and as having desires and as
striving to achieve certain ends.

The constitution of the body follows next. It consists of manas, five sense
organs, and five action organs, the five elements (known as the subtle elements)
and then, of course, five gross elements. The mind synthesizes the sense data
and transforms them into determinate perceptions. In short, evolution is a play
of twenty-five principles including purusa, in which prakrti is number one, and
five gross elements the last.

The precise interpretation of this chain of creation is a matter of great inter-
est for the Indian philosophers. Let me provide an explanation that I find
appealing.
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When the Sarmhkhya speaks of the “world,” it understands by the word “the
totality of human experience.” Experience (bhoga) includes enjoyment, as well
as its opposite, i.e., suffering. The Sarhkhya in its theory of evolution gives an
account of how pure consciousness, purusa, becomes the enjoyer-sufferer. The
question arises: How does pure consciousness become an empirical ego, an
enjoyer-sufferer as well as an empirical cognizer and agent?

First, a richly differentiated world of objects with varying proportion of the
gunas is required, which is possible only if there are gross elements or atoms.
Gross elements are concretizations of pure sensory data, color, touch, sound,
etc., the correlates of the five sense organs of knowledge and five sense organs
of action. We thereby have all the contents needed for empirical ego’s conscious-
ness. These are unified in an “I”’-sense. But the different “I”’-senses are particu-
larizations of the universal intelligence or mahat. This story retraces the chain
from the evolved to their antecedent conditions. The Sarhkhya account given
above inverts this sequence as the order of creation and answers an old ques-
tion, asked in the Upanisads: How does the one become many? The answer is
by progressive differentiation and concretization.

It is worth noting that, as stated earlier, consciousness itself never arises from
prakrti. Both are original principles. As prakrti becomes more and more differen-
tiated, “consciousness” gets reflected in the constituted chain. The ego becomes
“ego-consciousness,” which is not an additional process, but occurs because of
the “proximity” of the two. Thus, there is a certain phenomenality in this differ-
entiation of consciousness as ego-consciousness, sensory-consciousness, body-
consciousness, etc. Pure purusa appears to be an empirical person. He enjoys the
world and experiences both pleasure and pain, which “entangle” him.

The bound self—now a-being-in-the-world, for whom the world is inextrica-
bly involved in enjoyment/suffering structure—is brought under the concept
of “dukkha” or pain. He then wants to be free from this pain. “Pain” arises from
the preponderance of rgjas, the active energy, which is always left unsatisfied.
Cessation of pain comes about through the knowledge of the true nature of the
purusa, and requires an excess and predominance of sattva over rgjas and tamas.
Along and arduous process culminates in the self’s clear and distinct knowledge
of its own pure nature as distinguished from all “natural” or mundane ele-
ments with which he had so long identified himself. This Self is then “alone”;
he is not in-the-world and also not with-others, which explains why liberation
1s described as kawalya. All enjoyment and suffering ceases along with its con-
tent, i.e., the world. In Sarhkhya terminology, the manifest world returns to its
original home, namely, the undifferentiated prakrt.

Undoubtedly there would be innumerable questions about this account. 1
will here mention and respond to some of them.

First to be noted is that the purusa as free is said to be lonely; he is by him-
self. There is no intersubjectivity, no being-with-other egos. Intersubjectivity is
empirical. Pure subjectivity is “aloneness.” Second, this tying of the experienced
world to the purusa seems to make the world subjective-relative, as though each
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person, each ego, has his own world. With his liberation, his world would cease
to be. What about the other subjects and egos? They would still be “bound”
and so each “in his world?” This asymmetrical distribution of liberation and
bondage is one of the premises from which the manyness of purusas—a corner-
stone of the system—was in the first place inferred.

In response it may be noted that it is indeed true that Sarhkhya writers did
recognize jagad-vaicitrya, many different worlds, each a correlate of one purusa,
but did not quite realize that they have to account for the possibility of one
world being “constructed” out of these. Notice that the original unmanifested
prakrti is common to all selves, and remains, even after the liberation of one,
where and how it was. It is the manifest prakrtz which dissolves. But how does
prakrti cease to undergo manifestation, if one self attains liberation?

The Sarhkhya, in reply, uses another metaphor: Just as a dancer dances for
the entertainment of the spectator(s) and, when the spectator is satisfied, etc.,
ceases to dance, the same is true here. Prakrti “shows her manifest forms” until
the seer no longer has the desire to see."’

To be noticed is the way Sarhkhya uses metaphors: We have had three of
them along the way, the metaphor of the lame man and the blind, the sexual
“coupling” of a man and a woman producing a child, and finally, the spectator
and the dancer.

Can metaphors be substitutes for philosophical argumentation? Can we say,
in defense of the Sarhkhya, that philosophical arguments may be either logi-
cal-analytical or poetic-metaphorical? The Sarmhkhya no doubt uses standard
Indian logic’s inferences to prove the existence of prakrti and the manyness of
purusas. But when it comes to speak of and make sense of the ultimate rela-
tionships (which are yet no relations), metaphors are needed to illuminate rather
than to convince the skeptics. They show the possibility of such a relation, not
a logical possibility, but an intelligible possibility. Besides, metaphors are so
deeply embedded in the deep structure of language and thinking, and if Martin
Heidegger is right in saying that original thinking is poetic, then through its
metaphors, Samhkhya is expressing its thinking as intelligible, if not as actual.
We have a rhetoric, which has not yet become logic, which is not to suggest that
the Sarhkhya did not have a theory of knowledge, which I will discuss next.

IV Sarmhkhya Epistemology

The Sarmkhya did fall in line with the rest of the Indian systems and developed
its own theory of knowledge with a logic or a theory of inferential knowledge subor-
dinated to it. Knowledge of objects is obtained in the context of a relational struc-
ture found in the world; however, without some special relation to the purusa,
the purusa would not be a knower and have the mode of awareness “I know.”
The faculty of buddh: makes this mode of awareness possible. It is transcendent
and shining because of the preponderance of the saffva guna and creates the
impression as if it were the purusa. Thus purusais reflected in it, a reflection which
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1s falsely taken to be an experience of the self assuming the form “I know.” The
commentator Vijiianabhiksu, with his Vedantic bias, takes this reflection to be
the result of a superimposition of the buddhi-state on the purusa, a false ascrip-
tion. The purusa now takes the buddhi-state, a mundane transformation, to be its
own. This “taking it to be” is not a real content, but an appearing to be, which,
according to some scholars, is “somewhat mythical.”'®

The close connection between the cognitive process and the buddhi as its
instrument, because of its excess of the sattva guna, is a doctrine which is also
found in Yoga and Vedanta. It is even found in Buddhism, which, uses the
term “citta” for it. The influence of Sarmkhya on these systems with regard to the
cognitive process is indelible. In the anviksiki or logical-analytical systems, buddh:
1s deprived of this special role (because the word “buddh?” is used synonymously
with “knowledge,” and “experience,” “manas” and the sense-organs are taken
to be its instruments). Notice that I have not translated buddh: into English: If 1
were to do so its nearest approximation would be “intellect,” but even that does
not capture the entire connotation of buddhi.

There are three kinds of valid knowledge: perception, inference, and sabda."
The objects are determined, “measured,” by the pramanas (which are like “mea-
sures”), in the same way as, in a measuring balance, things are measured. We
will have other occasions to comment on the three cognate words, “pramana,”
“pram@” and “prameya.”* For the present, I will provide a quick explanation of
the three pramanas, viz., perception, inference, and testimony, in Sarmkhya.?'

Perception is through the sense organs, each having its own specific object.
Perception is the direct cognition of an object, when any sense comes in contact
with it. The SK defines perceptions as “determination by judgment (adkyavasaya)
of each object through its appropriate sense organs.”** The definition suggests
that perception does not merely receive a sensory datum, but also involves an
interpretation, a judgment, founded upon such a datum. When an object, say,
a chair, comes in contact with the eyes, it is synthesized by the mind. Buddh:
then becomes modified in the shape of the chair. Buddhi, being an unconscious
material principle cannot by itself know the chair; however, on account of the
preponderance of the sattva guna, the consciousness of the purusa is reflected in it.
With this reflection, the buddhi’s unconscious modification becomes illumined
as the perception of the object, in this case, a chair.

Inference or anumana is the process by which what is not being perceived is
determined. SK states: Inference, that follows the knowledge of a mark (the
middle term) and that bears the mark (the major and the minor terms) is of
three kinds.?

Inference is first divided into two kinds: inferences based on universal propo-
sitions (vita) and inferences not so based (avita). The first one is again subdivided
into pirvavat and samanyatodrsta.

In the first case, i.e., purvavat, i.e., “like what has been before,” one infers on
the basis of past experience (hence this name), on the observed uniformity of
concomitance between two things, e.g., one sees dark cloud and infers rain that
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1s to follow. Let me give an example to explain the second, i.e., samanyatodrsta.
The question is raised: how do we know that we have sense organs? It would
not make sense to say that perception testifies to the existence of sense organs,
because we perceive objects via sense organs. The Sarhkhya argues that the exis-
tence of sense organs is proved by an inference assuming the following form:

All actions require some means or instrument.

The perception of color, etc., is an action.

Therefore there must be some means of perception. Here we infer the exis-
tence of sense organs on the basis of the acts of perception, not because we have
observed the sense organs and the means to be invariably connected. The third
inference sesavat proves something to be true by eliminating all other available
alternatives; for example, when one infers that sound must be a quality because
it cannot be either a substance, or an action, or a relation or anything else. The
Sarhkhya school subscribes to the five-membered inference of Nyaya, which I
will discuss in the chapter on Nyaya.

The Sarhkhya uses these inferences to prove the existence of the unmanifest
prakrti from manifest nature as well as the existence of purusa, and the manyness
of purusas.

What is neither perceived nor inferred. (i.e., nor capable of determination by
either) is known by the “words of a competent authority” by which is primarily
meant the infallible words of the sages and the sruti. The extremely supersen-
sible objects such as “after-life,” “karma,” and “dharma,” are established by sabda
alone, i.e., by words of the competent. The precise nature of sabda pramana will
be discussed later on.?*

Things may not be perceived owing to various reasons: extreme distance
(Caitra and Maitra, two persons are not perceived being at distant places
now), extreme nearness (the eye may not see owing to extreme reasons), non-
reception of sensations by sense organs (e.g., a blind person does not see since
his visual sense organ does not receive visual sensations), subtleness (smoke and
vapor are not seen owing to subtleness), lack of attention (attending to one thing
exclusively, one does not see things nearby owing to inattention; attending to
one thing exclusively, one does not pay attention to nearby things), being over-
powered (stars in the sky are not seen during the days, being overwhelmed by
sun-rays), aggregate of homogeneous things (one grain of rice is not discrimi-
nated after it is thrown into a heap of rice).?

Among these grounds, extreme subtlety is responsible for our not perceiving
prakrti and purusa. Atoms are not perceived because of extreme subtlety (fine-
ness), and are inferred as causes from their effects. Similarly, original unmani-
fest prakrti is inferred from such experienced entities as buddhi and ego-sense as
their cause on the bases of similarity and difference. The effect must be like the
cause in some respects but different in other respects (like the children are like
their parents but unlike as well), i.e., on the basis of the fact that they are both
vinipa and sariipa.®® Further inferences are used to prove that these effects must
have been previously existent in the cause.
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Concluding Remarks

The Sarhkhya is a grand intellectual accomplishment by way of incorporating
all aspects of human experience, in their variety as well as in their commonali-
ties within one conceptual framework. It exhibits an overpowering tendency to
take recourse to a monism, with materialism at the one end and monistic ideal-
ism on the other. The Sarhkhya skillfully avoids these extremes, ending up with
a dualism, not a provisional dualism, but a final, further irreducible dualism.
Such a dualism, the Gt incorporates into its monistic framework, albeit a pro-
visional dualism to be ultimately overcome. In Sarhkhya this dualism between
Nature and Spirit continues even in the state of moksa when the world dissolves,
experience ceases to be, prakrti returns to its quiescent state, and purusa remains
what it was originally.

In order to render their dualism intelligible, Samkhya needed some kind
of relationship—other than the simple difference between prakrti and purusa.
Accordingly, Sarhkhya modifies this total otherness somewhat, and informs
us that prakrtr 1s for the sake of purusa. This concession—namely, that prakrt,
despite its total difference from purusa, exists for the sake of purusa, for satisfying
the goals of purusa, that purusa by “seeing” prakrti comes to its own satisfaction
and prakrti returns to quiescent state—open up a Pandora’s box. If prakrti is
totally other than the purusa, how can it yet be for the sake of purusa® Does
not this “being for” militate against the autonomy of prakr#i? The idealists use
this separation to make the case that the Sarhkhya is only a stepping stone for
Vedanta; thus, in the long run, prakrti is only a “posit” of purusa, that the purusa
sets up its own opposite, its own other, in order to achieve a goal. But, even
for the Vedanta, what could be this goal? For both Samkhya and Vedanta, it
is_freedom, no doubt; however, how could freedom serve as a goal if the purusa
is eternally free? One answer, which the Samkhya offers, is that in order to
strive afler freedom, purusa must get involved with prakrti, that is to say, it must
be “bound” and in chains. So we have a strange circularity: purusa gests impris-
oned in order to become free, though it is eternally free (nitya miikta). From
this charge of circularity neither Sarhkhya nor Idealism have any escape save
by subscribing to the theory that really there is no creation, no imprisonment,
no chain, no escape from it, excepting in the sense of removing an illusion.
The realism of the Sarhkhya, however, rebels against such a position. We must
concede that Sarhkhya realism is slightly softened by prakrt’s being for purusa,
though never abandoned.

How does all this hang together? Clearly by admitting a sort of “unconscious
teleology,” “a purposiveness but no purpose,” a purposiveness built into prakrt;
and manifested in its ordered development, the sequence being “naturally”
geared towards that purpose. Notice that this is the only system in Indian thought that
has a teleology built into 1t.

This teleology combined with the autonomy of prakrti also saves the Sarhkhya
school from a gross naturalism or materialism; prakr#i, though unconscious
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(jada), 1s not matter. It is acit, but consists not of atoms whirling about, but of
the so-called “gunas.” Qualitatively, the gunas are simple, their number “three”
represents and is explained by the three groups of moral qualities which purusa
may develop. According to one etymology, the “gunas” are so-called because
they bind the purusa or serve that purpose and also serve (in the case of “sativa”)
the purposes of both bondage and freedom. This is another consequence of
the purposiveness without purpose. The constituents of prakrti are intrinsically
understood in relation to purusa.

Critics have taken the Sarhkhya to task for their conception of the gunas.
Samkara, for example, argues that the qualities represented can belong to a
spirit, not to unconscious prakrti, as Sarhkhya ascribes them to it. The Sarnkhya
> of prakrt’s “being-for-the purusa”
provides an explanation of the gunas as moral qualities. The gunas, as constit-

cryptic admission of “being for the other,’

uents of prakrti, are prone lo accentuate certain qualities in spirit; they stimu-
late appropriate dispositions. In other words, “prakrt” is not to be understood
naturalistically.

Finally, the state of liberation as “alone-ness,” implies a total negation of
inter-subjectivity which is not a very attractive goal no doubt, yet it is the origi-

>

nal ontological state of the purusa. But how can it be so because purusa originally
is not one but many? Manyness (of purusas) implies that they are mutually differ-
ent, and this difference seems to be built into the domain of purusa. Is the purusa’s
oneness consistent with its manyness? Besides the sort of logic the Advaita
Vedantin employs to the effect that difference must be false, a mere appear-
ance, infected with self-contradiction, mandates that the Sarhkhya also explain
how to distinguish the purusa from prakyti. In Sarhkhya any distinguishing fea-
ture of one person from another becomes a product of prakrti and so an empiri-
cal feature deriving from the body-mind complex. When purusa is considered by
itself in its purity, whence its differentiating feature? The Sarhkhya arguments
for manyness are double-edged. The determinate order of bondage and libera-
tion, for example, the order, namely, that my bondage persists even when you
are liberated, is tentatively persuasive. But recall that bondage and liberation
are conditions of the empirical person not of the pure purusa. Yet the Sarnkhya
intuition that there is a manyness of the purusas is undeniable, and the difficulty
reappears from the other side as well: a monist has to explain how does even the
phenomenon of manyness, of distinct spirits appear at all?

I concede the Sarkhya its fundamental intuitions. The system is a daring
attempt to accommodate them skillfully no doubt but how successfully? I will
let my students answer this question.
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Anybody mildly familiar with the Indian culture is well aware that the practice
of yoga is an integral part of it. There had been a very ancient tradition of the
practice of yoga in India, as is evidenced by the Rg Veda and some of the early
Upanisads, the epic Mahabharata, Canakya’s Arthasastra, and the early Buddhist
writings. It is an important component of the spiritual practice of Indian ascetics
of all brands and most schools of Indian philosophy recognize the importance
of practicing yoga in some form or the other. ¥oga, as a philosophical system, as a
darsana along with other Indian darsanas, however, goes back to Patafijali’s Yoga
Sitras. It 1s difficult to ascertain precisely when Yoga became a school of Indian
philosophy, however, there is no doubt that Patafyjali’s Yoga Satras is the first
systematic work on the Yoga darsana. Vyasa’s commentary on Yoga Sutras entitled
Yogabhasya, and Vijhanabhiksu’s Yoga Vartika and Yogasara Sangraha are also very
useful sources of Yoga school.

It has become common to couple Sarhkhya and Yoga together. Sarihkhya
explicitly accepts yoga as the practical means to the realization of moksa, and
Yoga subscribes to the theoretical framework of the Sarhkhya school. Patanjali!
is regarded as having been a brilliant compiler of the fundamental ideas of yoga
and in that compilation exhibited his undeniable philosophical and systematic
thinking. Today when works on yoga abound in all Western languages, it is
worthwhile to look into the Yoga Sutras, which is the classic text on the theme of
the yoga and has stood the test of time. For all practical purposes, the Yoga Satras
accepts the metaphysics of Sarhkhya, has no theoretical need for God; it, how-
ever, adds the steps, parts, requirements of the discipline to enable the aspirant
to progressively achieve the goal of moksa. The study of yoga is an important
means to get to know a major component of Indian life and culture.

Etymologically the word “yoga” is derived from the root “yuy,” meaning “to
connect” or “to unite” two things, yoking the higher self with the lower self.
Though the overall metaphysical and epistemological theses of the Indian
dar§anas vary considerably, the underlying idea—that the senses, passions,
desires, etc. lead individual beings astray and the practice of yoga is the best
way for self-purification by calming the senses—remains the same. As long as a
person’s mind and body are impure and restless, one cannot really comprehend
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spiritual matters. The yoga lays down a practical path for self-realization, i.c.,
the realization of the self as pure consciousness.

I Yoga Psychology

In the Sarmkhya-Yoga school, the jiva or the individual self 1s of the nature of
consciousness (¢if), and 1s free from the limitations of the body, the senses, and
the modifications of the mind. Knowledge, we must remember, is a product of
prakrti or nature, and is only falsely ascribed to the self or purusa. Purusa—the
word Yoga Sutras more often use for the self—by mistake regards itself to be the
knower. All cognitive functions and the resulting cognitive products belong to
citta, which 1s a product of prakrti. The goal of the practice of yoga is to empty the
thought process of phenomenality in order to gain knowledge of the true self]
by distinguishing it from prakyti.

Patafijali defines “yoga” as “cittavrttinirodha,
the modifications of the citta.” So, before proceeding further, let us ascertain

”2 which means “the cessation of

what is meant by “citta.” In the Buddhist literature, “citta” is usually translated
as “mind.” On the Yoga view however, the cita 1s a comprehensive designa-
tion that includes among other things the manas or the mind, the “ahamkara” or
“inner agency,” and “buddh” or “intellect,” which assist the self to acquire the
knowledge of the world. “Manas” in the narrow sense, receives and organizes
sensations; “ahamkara” 1s the source of self-awareness, self-identity, and self-
conceit, and relates the sensory object to the ego; “buddhz,” produces knowledge
of the object, and makes judgments and discrimination possible. The manas, the
ahamkara, and the buddhi, have the three gunas’—sattva, rajas, and tamas—in dif-
ferent proportions. The knowledge that brings about liberation puts an end to
the incessant modifications of the mind (cittavritis).

In ordinary parlance, a cittavrtti is a mental state or a modification of the mind
which is in a constant process of change or flow. If ¢itta is taken to be an ocean,
then the cttavrttis are its waves. In Western philosophical vocabulary, we can
say that the citta 1s constantly outward-directed; its intentionality is in a process
of change, which 1s the cause of suffering or dukkha. Pataiijali defines yoga as a
cessation of the changing intentionality of citta. When this is achieved, the self
returns to its true nature as pure consciousness, and all suffering is eliminated.

Patafjali, after defining “yoga,” goes on to distinguish between five kinds of
mental modifications or cittavrttis and five klesas or defects. I will begin with the
five cittavrttis, which are: pramapa (right cognition), viparyaya (wrong cognition or
error), vtkalpa (imagination), nidra (sleep), and smyti (memory). Let me quickly
explain each of these.

The pramanas are ways of arriving at right knowledge. The Yoga school,
like Sarmmkhya, accepts three pramanas: sense perception, inference, and verbal
testimony.® In an external perception, there is a contact between the senses
and the object, and the mind is transformed into the shape of the object. The
citta—being extremely clear on account of the preponderance of the sattva guna
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and being closest to the purusa—catches the reflection of the purusa and becomes
conscious so to speak. Thus in every case of perceptual knowledge, I not only
know the object but I also know that I know the object. For example, I know,
upon perceiving a cow, that “this is a cow,” and I also know that I know that
this is a cow. In sense perceptions, we also apprehend the generic as well as
the specific characters of an external object through the sense organs. Sense
perception is a yrite which apprehends the specific and the generic nature of an
external object through the channels of the five senses.

In inference, the object is not directly perceived, but its existence is mediately
known through perception of another object with which it has the relation of
universal co-presence. By inference one knows the generic nature of objects.

Verbal testimony is the way one comes to know an object (which one does
not himself perceive or infer) on the basis of verbal reports of a trustworthy
speaker who has known the object. The speaker must be free from defects, such
as illusion, deceit, laziness, etc., and must also be compassionate. It is also the
source of our knowledge of the super-sensuous entities. The most important
kind of such knowledge is that which we derive from the “heard texts” (srutis).

Of these three means of right knowledge, perception is taken to be the most
important by the Yoga system. The Yoga Siitras does not appeal to any srutz, but
rather to the direct experiences of the yogin, i.e., of the person who has achieved
the goal of practicing yoga. This shows the empiricistic trend of the school. It is
not surprising that some yoga commentaries recognize different kinds of percep-
tion, including yogic perception.

The second kind of vtz is “false knowledge” (viparyaya). It consists in taking
something to be what it is not.® Taking a rope to be a snake is an example of
false knowledge. It includes doubt as well as uncertain knowledge.

Three additional vrttis, imagination or vikalpa, sleep or nidra, and memory or
smyty, are unique to Yoga insofar as they are not generally recognized as vyitis
in other systems of Indian philosophy. Imagination or vikalpa is a verbal idea
caused by words corresponding to which there is no object in reality. In the
words of K. C. Bhattacharya, it is “the consciousness of a content that is not
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real, but is still verbally meant.”” Thus, when one thinks of a “hare’s horn” or
of “a barren woman’s son,” there is a meant content, which though unreal, is
presented to understanding. In Yoga philosophy, many such vikalpas or imagi-
native entities are recognized. For example, when one says “Rahu’s head,” it
creates the impression that there is a distinction between Rahu and his head,
whereas the fact of the matter is that Rahu is only a head. Similarly when it 1s
said that “consciousness belongs to purusa,” it implies that there are two sepa-
rate entities consciousness and purusa, but in reality consciousness and purusa
are identical.

In nidra® there is preponderance of the tamas guna, and the resulting cessation
of waking and dream experiences. It stands for the absence of any cognition;
however, it is a ottt because after waking up a person says “I slept soundly and
did not know anything.” Thus, “sleep” in this context refers to the deep sleep
stage. The Yoga is unique in regarding sleep to be a uritz and comes close to
Advaita Vedanta in this regard. Both agree that in sleep, even in deep sleep,
there is consciousness that is recollected upon waking up.

The last kind of uré#z is memory, which is defined as “holding on” or “not
slipping away” or “retention” of the objects of the other four v#tis.” K. C. Bhat-
tacharya takes thinking (cinta) to be the second level of memory (i.e., memory of
memory) and contemplation or dhyana (which is a series of memories) to be the
third level.'® Samadhi, at which one arrives as a result of cessation of vrtfis is no
longer a memory, but an intuition of the object. For Yoga, as we will see shortly,
samadhi is of various grades.

The purusa, though eternally free, when reflected in the citta becomes a jiva,
an ego, goes through pleasurable and painful experiences, takes himself to be
an agent, enjoyer, etc., and subjects himself to various kinds of afflictions, which
are either harmful or opposed to the practice of yoga or not so opposed.'! The
urttis that are opposed to the practice of yoga are really made so by five kinds of
defects (klesas): ignorance, ego, desire, aversion, and clinging to life.'? If some
urttis are free from these five defects, then these urttis must belong to the person
who has achieved freedom in bodily existence and so has his ¢i#ta functioning
without the usual accompanying defects. Of all the five defects, ignorance or
avidya is the root cause of all."® Ignorance results in taking the self that is exter-
nal, pure, blissful, to be the non-self, which is non-eternal, painful, unclean, and
impure.'* Non-self here includes body, mind, all material possessions, which an
ignorant person takes to be one’s self.

Egoism (asmita) is consciousness of the seeming identity of the self and the
buddhz, i.e., of the seer and the instrument of seeing. It is taking the buddhi or
intelligence as the true self. In reality, the self is unchanging while intelligence
is always changing.

Raga or attachment arises, holds Patafijali, from experience of happiness, i.e.,
from the memory of past experiences of happiness.'® This memory gives rise
to the desire to relive that experience. In the same way, aversion arises from
experience of pain.'’
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Clinging to life is a fear of death that is common to all living beings, and is
found not alone in the ignorant but, also in the wise individuals. This fear is due
to the experience of death in a previous life and, for Yoga, it is a proof of the
existence of a previous life. The desire has the form “let me be.”

When these five detriments are “burnt,” the citta is dissolved into its original
prakrii. But the urttis of the citta, the cognitive modifications can be gotten rid of
by meditation. As long as the detriments remain, there are cognitive modifica-
tions and there is suffering. Existence therefore is characterized by suffering,
and the aim of yoga is to get rid of suffering. Yoga Sutra’s closeness to Buddhism
1s nowhere clearer than on this point.

IT Yoga Ethics

The Five Levels of Citta

It should be obvious to my readers that the aim of yoga is to prevent the self
from identifying itself with mental modifications by arresting or suppressing
all modifications of the citta. The citta 1s constituted of three gunas, i.e., sattva,
rajas, and tamas in different proportions, which determine the different levels or
conditions of citta. There are five levels of cutta (cittabhiimi). These are: ksipta or
constantly moving, mudha being fixed on one object and without the freedom
to move on to another, viksipta or distracted, ekagra or one-pointed, and niruddha
or restrained. In the buddhi at any stage, there is a flow into the form of self-
identity, only this self-identity is not always explicitly manifest. When it is
explicit, there is samadhz.

In the first two stages, there is primarily object consciousness, more specifi-
cally consciousness of the actual object. The mind is restricted to the presented
object alone, though moving from one object to another without relating them.
In the ksipta, rajas and tamas predominate, and the citta is attracted by the sense
objects. It moves from one object to another, without any rest. In the muddha
only tamas predominates, and the citta is attracted to vices, sleep, inertia, etc. In
the third, i.e. viksipta state, the citta 1s not under the influence of tamas; it has a
touch of rgjas in it. This stage has the capacity of manifesting all objects, virtues,
etc. In this stage, citta is able to reach temporary concentration on some object,
which is followed by the loss of concentration. In other words, the stoppage
of mental modifications and avidya etc., is not permanent. In the fourth, i.e.,
ekagra or one-pointed stage, sattva predominates, and rgjas and tamas are sub-
dued. This stage is characterized by the beginning of prolonged concentration
of the citta. In this stage mental modifications are suppressed, but only partially.
This stage is preparatory to the next stage, which is called “niruddha,” where
all mental modifications including the mental concentration that characterizes
the ekagra stage cease to exist. In niruddha, the citta i3 calm and peaceful; it
returns to its original state. The last two states are conducive to moksa insofar
as both manifest the maximum of the sattva guna. In the ekagra or one-pointed
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consciousness buddhi attains explicit consciousness of self-identity. The mind
focuses on the object of meditation, the meditator and the object of medita-
tion are fused together—though the consciousness of the object of meditation
persists. In fact it is samprajiiata samadhi or the trance of meditation because in
this state the mind establishes itself permanently in the object, has a clear and
distinct consciousness of the object, and assumes the form of the object. The
niruddha is asamprajiata samadhi, the culmination of the process, the yoga in the
strict sense. The vritis are arrested, though latent impressions persist.

It is not easy to attain the state of nruddha. The continually changing cogni-
tive states can be restrained by practice (abhyasa) and detachment (vairagya).'®
Detachment is freedom from craving—again, a Buddhist-sounding idea—{rom
sensory objects. One must cultivate detachment from two kinds of objects: they
are either objects seen in the world, or object heard about in the scriptures (e.g.,
pleasure in the heaven). Patafijali rejects the heavenly worlds promised by the
Vedic texts as rewards of the ritualistic performances. The yogin must have no
attachment to the either one. Complete detachment is reached when the yogin
knows the true nature of the purusa and does not desire anything material, i.e.,
anything constituted of the three gunas (as all evolutes of prakrti are, according to
Samkhya and Yoga). The final goal is not attained all at once. It is possible to
attain prolonged contemplation, and relapse back into the pain and suffering
on account of past tendencies and impressions. It requires a long and ardu-
ous training to attain the cessation of all modifications of the citla and destroy
the effects of the karmas. It is important that one practices yoga with care and
undivided attention, and the path that helps one attain the highest is called
“astanga yoga,” which I will discuss next.

The Eight Limbs (Astanga Yoga)

Pataiijali’s yoga is said to be eight-limbed (astanga). The angas or limbs are:
(1) yama or control, (2) niyama or regulation, (3) aana or bodily posture, (4)
prandyama or regulation of breath, (3) pratyahara or removal of the senses,
(6) dharana or concentration, (7) dhyana or meditation and (8) samadhi or
absorption.

Yama and niyama, i.c., the first two of the eight angas, are the needed prelimi-
naries to any ethical and religious disciplines. The Yoga Sutras prescribes five
_yamas, or ethical rules, negative in form. These are: ahimsa or non-violence, satya
or truth-telling, asteya or non-stealing, brakmacarya or celibacy, and aparigraha
or non-possession. Patafijali regards these five as “the great vows” that hold
good universally at all places, times, and circumstances and for all classes of
humans.'® Of these five, ahimsa, coming as it does first on the list, is the most
important. The remaining four yamas are geared towards it. Thus truth-telling
is expected not to harm anyone; it is truth-telling not only in speech but also
in thought. When one is established in non-violence, he has no enemy and is
no one’s enemy. In giving importance to non-violence, the Yoga Sutras seems to
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have assimilated the moral doctrine of Jainism. Although the extreme version
of non-violence found in Jainism is not found in the Yoga school, killing living
beings and consequently meat-eating is absolutely prohibited for a yogi in the
Yoga Sutras.

Whereas the yamas are negative, the niyamas are positive and refer to places,
times, and classes. They prescribe cultivation of good habits. The niyamas are
also five in number: sauca or cleanliness (both natural and spiritual), purification
of the body by washing it, and purification of the mind involved by cultivating
such positive thoughts and emotions as friendliness, kindness etc.; santosa or
contentment (being content with what one has without too much trouble), tapas
or asceticism (enduring cold and heat), svadhyaya or the study of religious scrip-
tures (study of religious books with uniform regularity), and Ivara-prapidhana or
contemplation of and surrender to God.

The difference between the two practices, yama and niyama, i.c., between
morality and religious practice, may be stated in the words of K. C. Bhattacha-
rya thus: “Morality is universal as the negative externality of spirituality, reli-
gious practice is its positive particularity and internality, while super-religious
oga is its transcendent individual reality.”%

The next three steps constitute a process of spiritualizing the body. The dis-
ciples of ethical and religious practice must have already prepared the ground,
now the body so trained must be subjected to a direct spiritualization. One
begins with @sana, the right posture, which is rather a spiritual poise of the body,
“steady and pleasant” to be achieved by relaxation and by absorption in the
infinite.?! Asana spontaneously leads to the regulation of breath freely in accor-
dance with the cosmic rhythm. There are many kinds of @sanas and these asanas
effectively keep the body free from all sorts of diseases, thereby keeping under
check the factors that disturb the citfa and make it restless. Prescriptions regard-
ing the body are important because they secure the health of the body and
make it fit for prolonged concentration.

Pranayama means breath regulation regarding the inhalation and exhalation.
Here the Yoga prescribes suspension of breathing either after inhalation or
before exhalation or retention of the breathing for as long as one is able to hold
it. It must be practiced under the guidance of a person who has expertise in it.
Such exercises strengthen the heart, help one control his mind insofar as it is
conducive to the steadiness of the body and the mind. The longer the suspen-
sion of the breath, the longer would be the state of concentration.

The goal of pratyahara is to cut off the mind from the external world. When
the sense organs are effectively controlled by the mind, then it is not disturbed
by sounds, sights, etc. This state, though not impossible, is very difficult to
attain; it requires a resolute will and constant practice.

Now that the body is refined and spiritualized, the next three steps in
the practice of yoga, which are constitutive of yoga proper, follow. Whereas
the first five limbs are external in the sense that they are merely preparatory
to the discipline of yoga, the last three are internal in the sense that they are
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constitutive of yoga. The last three—dharana, dhyana, and samadhi— nvolve
“bodiless willing,” or rather spiritual willing. These three, when performed
together, are known as “sappama.” “Samyama” leads to insight.?

The sixth and seventh, i.e., dharana and dhyana, are preparatory to the eighth,
1.e., samadhi. In dharand, one fixes the mind on a real position in space. An imag-
ined object is placed in a position in space and is willingly visualized as being
there. It is crucial to develop the ability to keep one’s attention fixed on one
specific object because it is the test of the fitness of the mind and signals that one
1s ready to enter the next higher stage, dyana, in which the object on which the
mind focuses 1s continuously contemplated. It is the contemplation of the object
without any disturbance. The sense of remembering becomes an uninterrupted
stream of willing and imagining. This series merges into an ¢ffortless samadh,
subjectivity completely withdraws itself so that the object alone shines. In the words
of the Yoga Sutras, “samadhi occurs when the dhyana shines as the object alone,
and the mind is devoid of its own subjectivity.”?® The mind does not any more
wander around, but becomes one-pointed or ekagra.

Samadhi or concentration is the final step in the practice of yoga. In samadhi, all
mental modifications cease and there is no association with the external world;
they become one. The Yoga school here makes a distinction between two kinds
of samadfus: samprajiiata samadhi and asampragiiata samadhi. In samprajiiata samadh,
consciousness of the object is there; in asamprajiiata samadhz, it 1s transcended.

In samprajiiata samadhe, the consciousness of the purusa flows through the natu-
ral mind; it has an objective support to focus upon. But this samadh: itself has
two sub-stages: savitarka and savichara. In savitarka and savichara, the citta’s focus
is on a gross material object, e.g., the image of a deity, etc. In savichara the gross
object 1s replaced by its subtle equivalent, e.g., the tanmatras. “Subtle” means
what is not perceptible by the senses. In other words, in savitarka, the object that
1s presented predominates; in savichara, the act of presentation predominates. In
savitarka, the body comes to the forefront and the mind 1s finitized; in savichara
the body drops out from consciousness and the act of apprehension becomes
the focus, the pure self comes to be grasped, there being no object. This self-
knowledge gives rise to two more forms of samadhi known as sananda samadhi
and sasmita samadhi: in the former, there is the absorption in the sheer bliss of
self-knowledge, and in the latter, the mere “I am” awareness, the pure subject
rather than the subjective act becomes the exclusive focus.

Another way of classifying the four samadhis would be to regard the sananda
and sasmita samadhis as samadhis in the subjective attitude, and the savitarka and
savichara as samadhis in the objective attitude. While savitarka samadhi 1s focused
on gross material objects, savichara samadhi focuses upon the subtle components
of gross objects. One way of understanding the latter is to take the samadhi to be
focused on the essences of color, sound, touch, etc., of which a gross material
object 1s constituted, the meditation is on the tammatras of which gross objects
are made, especially the gross objects here and now. At this point, the medita-
tion may free itself from the object here and now and its subtle constituents,
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and move on to the subtle constituents of any object at any spatial and temporal
position.

Irrespective of how one classifies the four stages of samprajiiata samadhz, the
point that the Yoga is trying to make is as follows: samprajiiata samadh is ekagra,
in it the focus is on the object of meditation, and the object of meditation and
meditation are fused in it, though the consciousness of the object remains.
Asamprajiiata samadhi is niruddha; there is no consciousness of the object. All men-
tal modifications cease to exist, and the self realizes its own essence as pure
consciousness. One attains moksa, the state of freedom from all suffering.

Before concluding this section, I will make some remarks about the body-
mind relationship and the ordering of samadhis in Yoga.

The question is often asked: what is the relation between body and mind
in poga? Yogic practice, in a large measure, is bodily—both external and inter-
nal—physiological-breathing. This practice is supposed to have a wholesome
influence on the mind. Likewise, mental practice of abhyasa, vairagya, and dhyana,
1s supposed to bring the body under the control of the mind. There is mutual
influence on each other. Considering the fact that both body and mind are
the products of prakrti and are due to the varying proportions of the three gunas
—one can say that both are natural, and that neither is spiritual. To be natural
1s not to be construed as being material. Samhkhya and Yoga, which share a
common metaphysics, are to be sure, not materialistic. Both are naturalistic,
but in both, nature is meant for the purpose of the spirit. Thus in both nature is
ordered to serve the interests of the purusa.

It would therefore be wrong to ascribe to yoga a mind-body identity theory.
In nature, as in body, there is a preponderance of the rgjas and tamas, though
sattva is not entirely lacking. In mind or buddhi, sattva predominates, thereby
making it possible for the buddhi to know and to will not to will, thereby making
yogic practice possible. Thus body is “spiritualized” through cleanliness, asana
or posture, pranayama or breath control, and pratyahara or merging of the sense
organs in the mind. Likewise, through the purely mental operation of dhyana,
the body is freed from the rqjas and the tamas gunas, it becomes shining and lus-
trous. Both make the pure knowledge through buddhi’s perfection possible. To
sum up: the relation between body and mind is complex; they cooperate and
mutually influence each other.

III I$vara or God

The Sarnkhya, as is well known, has no place for Iszara in its metaphysics. The
world has no creator; it evolves spontaneously from prakri, and from a teleologi-
cal perspective geared to the purposes of the purusa. Yoga school, on the other
hand, accepts the existence of God on both theoretical and practical grounds.
Two arguments prove the existence of God: (1) The Vedas and the Upanisads
declare that there is a God, a supreme self. So God exists because the foun-
dational texts testify to its existence. (2) The law of continuity talks about the
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degrees, a lower limit and the upper limit of things that we see in the world.
Similarly, there are degrees of power and knowledge. Thus, there must be a
being who possesses perfect power and knowledge and that being is God.

The Yoga Sutras, however, introduces Ifvara in the context of the discussion of
the practice of yoga. There are, to my knowledge, at least four contexts in which
“Isvara” appears. In 1.23, devotion to Isvara is listed as an alternate route to
samadhi. Commentators interpret this as meaning that devotion to Isvara is the
best and quickest way to attain samadhi. 1.28 explains the nature of Ivara as fol-
lows: “He is a special purusa, uncontaminated by the detriments to the practice
of yoga, karma, the fruition of the karma, and by the samskaras, or dispositions left
by the karmas.” 1.29 says that Isvara’s omniscience is unsurpassed. Much contro-
versy surrounds the sense in which there are degrees of omniscience. 1.26 states
that Ivara is the teacher of the earlier generations and also that he is not limited
by time. The former statement means that he is the teacher of all teachers, the
latter that time belonging as it does to prakrti does not limit his being through
devotion to him. The yogi comes to know his own self or purusa. Some of these
themes are repeated in other chapters also.

The above makes it obvious that Patafijali accepts the existence of God,
though his interest in God is only practical, from the theoretical-metaphysical
perspective he abides by the Sarhkhya doctrine. He does not regard Isvara as
the creator of the universe; God is only a special kind of purusa. God is the
model of highest perfection and knowledge. He is a perfect being, all-pervad-
ing, omnipotent, omniscient, free from all defects. He does not bestow rewards
or punishments, and has nothing to do with the bondage and liberation of
individual souls. The goal of human life is not union with God but rather the
separation of the purusa from prakyts.

Concluding Remarks

It should be clear that the practice of yoga is an active process of willing. Spiri-
tual activity, in this system, is understood as willing the goal to attain freedom.
The will, however, is the “will not to will,” i.e., the will to nivritz, not to pravyiti.**
In Samkhya, the willing is a process of knowing, while in the Yoga system, it
is a process of willing to free oneself from the natural will to pleasure or enjoy-
ment. Here we see an interesting difference between Yoga and Vedanta and
Vaisnava theism. Vedanta, especially of Advaita variety, aims at knowledge,
Vaisnavism understands spiritual life as one of feeling, Yoga is a life of willing
not to will.

One 1s struck by the Yoga Sutras similarity with the Buddhist teachings. Yoga
Sutras emphasizes that the worldly existence, especially existence in body, is
characterized by suffering, which is an important feature of Indian philoso-
phies, especially of Buddhism. The sutra I1.15 categorically affirms that life is
characterized by suffering. The sitra in fact goes on to list various kinds of suffer-
ing, which include even pain arising from a moment of pleasure passing away.
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The cause of suffering is given in II.17: the seer and that which is seen, i.e., the
spirit and the material objects, are confused with one another. More specifi-
cally, buddhi, which is a product of nature, is taken to be the self. The knowable
object is constituted of the three gunas and exists for the sake of the self’s spiritual
purpose. The seer is the purusa, pure consciousness, the mere power of seeing.
Suffering is overcome when this union of the self and prakrt: is dissolved, and
the self is seen for what it is. Yoga, of course, is the means to accomplish this.
Ignorance or avidyais the cause of the union of the self and nature. This avidya is
destroyed by true knowledge of the distinction between the two.? But there is an
mmportant point of difference between the two: the fundamental error in Bud-
dhism, is to mistake the momentary self as permanent, in the Yoga, however,
it is to take the unchanging eternal self to be the changing natural processes.
Patafijali’s main criticism of Buddhism concerns the doctrine of momentariness
(ksanikavada). Patafijali defends a realism regarding the things in the world; they
are not mental constraints.”® Like the Sarvastivadins, he asserts that the past
and the future also exist in reality,”” the object and the mind are different,?® and
object is dependent neither on a single mind, nor on many minds.?* What is self-
luminous is not mind; mind is only an object. Only purusa is self-illuminating.

In view of the contemporary interest in the relation of yoga to Edmund
Husser!’s thinking, I will single out a few relevant points. First of all, both phe-
nomenology and yoga seek to be descriptive sciences of experiences of differ-
ent levels and types. Both avoid philosophy in the sense of system-building by
speculative arguments. This alone creates the presumption that the two must
be alike in many important respects, however, it must be noted that phenome-
nology restricts itself to perceptual experience and scientific experience, besides
moral, aesthetic, and social experience; the Yoga, however, goes beyond these
and ascends to supernormal experiences.

The central concern of phenomenology is the internal structure of all experi-
ence. Ordinarily, this structure is understood as consciousness’ directedness to
an object outside of it. But phenomenology brackets the object outside of con-
sciousness, and is then left with the object as belonging to the internal structure,
what it calls “meaning” or “noema” of the experience. The method of epoché
thus makes it possible for phenomenology to study descriptively the internal
structure of all experiences. Yoga’s attitude towards intentionality is quite dif-
ferent. Its goal is to restrain the outward movement of mental modifications,
their being of something out in the world. Intentionality is thereby progressively
conquered, and the self as pure consciousness comes to the forefront. In this
respect, Yoga and Vedanta schools differ from phenomenology. They begin
with empirical consciousness, and through a series of moves aim at reaching
pure non-intentional consciousness. These systems of Indian philosophy do not
take intentionality to be a defining feature of consciousness, which has been
defined rather in terms of its self-luminosity.

What Yoga proceeds to decipher by the method of reflective focusing,
phenomenology proceeds to bring to light by the method of epoché.
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Yoga of Patafijali does not deny the world; its goal is to restrain the move-
ment of the mental states towards the world. Phenomenology does the same
thing by a method of reflection and epoché. The yogin exclusively focuses upon
an object, shutting off all other objects from its view. This is very close to the
method of epoché, and is attained by a voluntary move. The phenomenologist,
as 1s well known, proceeds through a series of epoché, the psychological, the phe-
nomenological, and the transcendental being the primary. A yogin goes through
different stages of samadh:: he initially focuses on the gross object, then on the
subtle constituents of that object, its essential structures, leading to the focusing
on the act of consciousness and on the pure subject to the complete exclusion of
any object, and finally, on the pure non-objective self-luminosity of conscious-
ness and consequent omniscience.

Another central theme of ¥oga school of phenomenological significance is the
gradual spiritualization of the body, beginning with the appropriately relaxed
and effortless posture and breath-control, up until one reaches the complete
indistinguishability of bodily and pure buddhi’s subjectivity. The body, initially
perceived as sinful and “dirty,” becomes an effective means of willing not to will
with “cleansing,” “contentment” and ethical-religious practices.

Phenomenology continues to focus on meanings (noemata), ideal contents of
experience; yoga, at some point in its progressive journey, totally overcomes all
verbal reference and meaning, language drops out, making possible for the
self-luminous consciousness to recede behind the object, so that the epistemic
gap between the object in itself and the perceived content, i.e., the perspectival
character of perception is overcome. The object stands luminously in its total-
ity, reflected as it is in the consciousness. Phenomenology has no inkling of this
grasp of the total object and the consequent omniscience. Descriptive phenom-
enology becomes, in Yoga, a transformative phenomenology.

The long, almost immemorial, practice of yoga, independently of and prior to
the philosophical systems, has resulted in the concepts, possibilities and achieve-
ments of yoga practice being sedimented into the Indian life-world. It is not so
much faith as recalling the possibilities actualized in the past that looms large
before the Indian mind. Philosophy has tried to systematize the experiences
whose memory is preserved in the Sruti, the epics and poetry. The Yoga has
become a part of the Indian life. Every philosophical system with the exception
of Carvaka, has accepted the possibility of yoga in some form or the other. How-
ever, there is room for a critical examination of actual achievements as well as
the hope for the possibilities that always lie in such expectations.
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The Vaidesika is a very ancient system, most probably pre-Buddhist, whose
earliest systematization was made by Kanada in the Vaisesika Satras which ante-
dates most of the extant sifras.! This is the first systematic work of this school.
Not much is known about Kanada. It is difficult to ascertain with certainty
when exactly the compilation of Vaisesika sitras took place. The date of the
Vaisesika sitras is said to range from somewhere between 200 BCE to the begin-
ning of the CE, though it is very likely that some of the Vaisesika doctrines were
formulated much earlier. Other important works of this school are: Udayana’s
Kiranavali and Laksanavali and Vallabhacharya’s Nyaya Lilavati. Prasastapada’s
Padarthadharmasangraha provides an excellent exposition of the Vaidesika phi-
losophy. The system embodies a naturalism which, since the beginnings of
Indian thought, has opposed the mainstream non-naturalistic component of
Indian thought. Again, the Vaidesika, like the Sarhkhya, does not amount to
materialism,? although in many regards it comes close to Sarhkhya. The school
owes its name to recognizing the category of visesa (particularity) as a necessary
feature to account for the particulars of the world, e.g., atoms and souls, which
are eternal. It accounts for and preserves this particularity despite recognizing
many individuals. The objects that we experience in our everyday lives, on the
other hand, are made up of parts, and so non-eternal.

As stated earlier, in the Indian thought one finds two naturalistic theories of
the origin of the empirical world. On the one view, the world is a product of
ordered evolution from an original undifferentiated Nature, the one becoming
many, while, on the other, the world arises out of atoms combining together in
various ways, which, in a limited sense, we may express by saying that the many
become one. The Sarhkhya represents the first, and the Vaidesika the second
view. Both of these schools, besides their naturalistic proclivities, propound a
theory of the irreducibility of the self, recognize manyness of selves, and accept
the doctrines of karma-rebirth, and moksa.

The Vaisesika’s primary concern is ontology; epistemology or theory of
knowledge is subordinated to ontology. In ontology, it reduces all things in the
world or beyond, to a minimum, 1.e., further irreducible kinds. The world in all
its variety and complexity is built up, within the theory, out of these irreducible
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entities. In this sense, it represents a grand intellectual adventure of ancient
Indian mind. It is not surprising therefore that the ideas of the Vaisesika remain
the basis of the Hindu physical sciences,® just as the Sarhkhya remains the basis
of the Hindu medical science.

The Vaisesika and the Nyaya are taken to be allied systems. Both subscribe
to the view that the goal of human life is moksa, absolute cessation of pain and
suffering. Both systems, however, differ on the number of the pramanas they
accept; whereas the Nyaya accepts perception, inference, comparison, and verbal
testimony, the VaiSesika recognize only two, perception and inference. Again,
whereas the Nyaya accepts sixteen padarthas, the Vaisesika recognizes only seven.
The Nyaya takes over the Vaisesika ontology and defends it from opponent’s
attacks using canons of logical reasoning. I will discuss the pramanas and the con-
ceptions of the self, bondage and liberation in the chapter on Nyaya, and pri-
marily focus on the ontological categories known as padarthas in this chapter.

The Padarthas

Padarthas are usually translated as “categories.” The term “padartha” etymologi-
cally means “the meaning or referent” (artha) of words (pada). So by “padartha,”
the Vaisesika means “all reals” or “all objects that belong to the world.” It is an
object that can be thought of as well as named. If this etymology is scrupulously
followed, then it would imply that any meaning of a word is a padartha. That
however is not the case. The word, “pitcher” signifies a pitcher, but “pitcher”
1s not a padartha. Likewise, “red” means the color red, but the color red is not
a padartha; it 1s a quality. A padartha then 1s a most general class under which
referents of words fall, a class that is not included in any other class. It is a most
general predicate of things. “Substance” is a predicate, a most general predi-
cate, of pitchers, pens, and sticks, but not of “red,” “blue,” etc.

One generally compares the Vai$esika padarthas to those of Aristotle and
Kant. Whereas Aristotle’s list 1s a haphazard group of very general predicates
of things, the Kantian list, on the other hand, is systematic, being derived from
the logical forms of judgment. It is traced to the forms of the faculty of “under-
standing,” and so 1s subjective in origin. The origins of the Vaisesika list we do
not know. There is no principled deduction, though later commentators defend
the list by critiquing suggested changes, additions, and subtractions in order to
demonstrate that the list is almost complete.

All objects that the words denote may be divided into two kinds bhava and
abhava, being and non-being respectively. Being includes all positive realities,
e.g., physical objects, minds, souls, etc., and non-being includes non-existence.
There are six kinds of positive realities and one negative padartha. Thus, the
Vaisesika list (which from the literature appears to have slowly evolved) lists
seven categories: dravya (substance), guna (quality), karma (action), samanya (uni-
versal), visesa (particularity), samavaya (inherence) and abhava (negation). In this
chapter, I will primarily focus on these seven categories.
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Dravya (Substance)

“Dravya” 1s usually rendered as “substance.” But this translation does not really
capture the meaning of “dravya” in the Vaisesika system. The Aristotelian or
Kantian “substance” has the sense of permanence in the midst of changes; the
Vaisesika dravya is not so understood. A dravya, according to the Vaisesika, may
change, or may last for some time and then cease to be, or may be eternal. By
definition, it is the locus of qualities and actions (i.e., of the next two padarthas). A
guna or quality, or an action, can only be in a dravya. A dravya is the locus (@sraya)
not only of qualities, but also of actions. As a matter of fact, either proximately
or mediately, all entities, belonging to all the different categories, reside in a
dravya. A quality does not float around by itself. Any quality, say, “red” proxi-
mately resides, say, in a red flower. Such universal entities as “redness” reside
in the color red, and the latter in a red object. Thus, in the Vai$esika ontology,
dravya occupies a preeminent place. The recognition of its primacy captures our
naive realistic intuitions that thngs in the world have a prominent place in our
picture of the world. It also captures—i.e., of the Sanskrit as well as the Indo-
European languages—one important feature that nouns occupy a central place
in a sentence.! In the Sanskrit sentence, “ayam ghatal” (“this is a pitcher”), a
substance 1s in the predicate place. Besides, a Sanskrit sentence does not always
conform to the subject-predicate pattern. Again, and most importantly, Aristo-
telian, Kantian, and Lockean, notions of substance as a permanent substratum
underlying changes is not found in the Vaisesika. For these reasons, it seems more
advisable to render “drayya” simply as “thing,” the German “Ding.”

To be noted is that many Indian systems, e.g., the Buddhists and the
Sarhkhya, do not accord primary ontological status to “dravpa.” They reject
the things as a conglomeration of qualities, and then move on to regard each
quality as a constantly changing process. For Vaisesika such a position runs
contrary to our everyday realistic intuitions. To perceive a quality is to perceive
it as belonging to a thing. One never merely sees a color, but always sees a col-
ored thing. The dravya therefore, according to the Vaisesika, is not a Lockean
unperceived substratum nor unperceivable “I know not what,” but something
that 1s perceived along with its qualities. Even the soul is perceived, on this
theory, in such an introspective judgment as “I am happy” or “I am in pain.”
The “T” directly refers to my soul, and what is being perceived is not the pure
soul, but the soul as qualified by the quality of happiness or pain. If a thing is
not perceived, that is due to the fact that not all conditions of its perception are
satisfied. Even the very small things, e.g., atoms, though not perceivable by us,
are objects of special perception developed by a yogi known as yogaja pratyaksa.
The point I am making is that the Vaisesika “dravya” 1s not an unperceivable
thing only to be known by inference.

This definition of “dravya” that it is the locus of qualities has been subjected
to many criticisms. I will mention only one: On the Vaisesika thesis when a
thing arises from the conjunction of its parts, because of the rule that the effect
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must be later than its cause, in the very first moment of its being, the thing is
without any quality. The qualities which arise from the next moment onwards.
If this thesis 1s admitted, then at that first moment the thing that has just come
into being is without any quality and so is not the locus of any quality. But such
Vaisesika commentators as Vallabhacharya and Udayana meet this objection
by modifying the definition as follows: “dravya is never the non-locus of an abso-
lute negation of quality.” This definition follows the technique used extensively
by the Navya-Nyaya logicians to replace a positive property by a double nega-
tion in the definiens.

Of all the categories, dravya is the most important, for there is a sense in which
all the others—or, rather, instances of all of them—can be only in a “dravya.”
Anticipating our exposition of the other categories, we can say, such entities
as a quality, an action, a universal, an inherence relation, particularity, and
a negation (or absence) can have being only in a thing. Or, consider a thing
like the pitcher I see in front of me. This pitcher is brown, so has the quality
“brown,” when it moves it becomes the locus of an action; it is the locus of the
universal “pitcherness,” also of the relation of inherence between that universal
and itself as an instance of it, it also possesses its own particularity, and besides,
is the locus of the negation, or absence, “the pitcher is not a glass” Thus, the
entire set of Vaisesika categories may be regarded as an elaborate ontological
analysis of things we are familiar with, in this case a “pitcher.”

The Vaisesika, after defining dravya and explaining the nature of dravya, points
out that all dravyas or things of the world can be classified into nine: Earth, water,
fire, air, ether, time, space, soul and manas (mind). Each of the first five substances
possess a unique quality, which makes the substance what it is. Smell is the unique
quality of earth, taste of water, color of fire, touch of air, and sound of ether. To
say that each of these substances possesses a unique quality does not amount to
saying that it does not possess other qualities, but rather that the unique quality of
a substance 1s what distinguishes it from other substances.

The first four are knowable by outer perception. The substances of earth,
water, fire, and air are eternal and non-eternal. The atoms of these four sub-
stances are partless and eternal, because as partless they can neither be pro-
duced nor destroyed. All other objects made by the combination of atoms are
non-eternal and subject to origination as well as destruction. All composite
objects are constituted by a combination of atoms; at first the two atoms
combine to form a dyad, a combination of three is called “triad,” and so on.
In this evolutionary process, there is no talk of the first creation of the world,
because the process of creation and destruction of the world is beginningless.
Every creation is preceded by destruction, and every destruction is followed
by a creation. Atoms lack motion, therefore the will of God imparts motion
to the atoms.

It is obvious that the Vaisesika atomism is different from the Greek atomism
on several key points; here I will make note of only two differences. Whereas
the Vaisesika atoms lack motion, the Greek atoms do not, and whereas the
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Vaidesika atoms differ both in quantity and quality, the Greek atoms can be
distinguished only quantitatively.

The fifth substance that the Vaisesikas accept is ether, which is indivisible,
eternal, and non-perceptible. The first five substances are called the gross ele-
ments. The gross things, which must be different, and apart from each other,
are then accounted for by space and time. Time is a common cause of all
things. Space and time are imperceptible substances; they are one, eternal, and
all pervasive; they are inferred. Space is inferred from our cognitions of “there,”
“here,” etc., and time from our cognitions of the past, the present, and the
future. The sixth dravya, namely, soul, is an eternal, all pervading substance.
The soul is the substratum of consciousness. A distinction is made between two
kinds of souls: the individual soul and the supreme soul. Whereas the individual
souls, being different in different bodies, are many, the supreme soul is one and
1s the creator of the world. The existence of the supreme soul as the creator of
the world is known by inference, but the individual souls, on the other hand, are
perceived mentally, and such statements as “I am happy,” “I am sad,” testify
to their existence. At the end comes “manas” without which nothing would be
known. Manas is an inner sense and is atomic in size, and so cannot be per-
ceived. Our experiences testify to the existence of the mind being atomic. The
Vaidesika argues that if the mind were not of an atomic size, then there could
be simultaneous contact of its different parts with many senses leading to many
different perceptions at the same time, which, however, is not the case. There is
thus a rationale behind the order in which the dravyas are listed.

The Vai$esika claims this list to be complete, and by way of disputations with
other schools who add to or subtract from the list, undertakes to defend this
list. The great medieval Naiyayika Raghunath Siromant, for example, reduced
the three, ether, space and time to God’s nature. He also does not regard manas
to be a separate dravpa —thereby reducing all dravyas to five. However, for our
purposes there is no need to enter into such discussions.

It is worth noting that with this classification of dravya into nine, we are mov-
ing away from the ontological and coming a step, as it were, closer to the ontic
discourse (using Heidegger’s terminology). While this sub-classificatory scheme
18 ambiguously perched between the ontological scheme of seven categories and the innumer-
able things of the world, the task of philosophy is to connect the two. No Western
philosopher, Aristotle and Kant including, provides such a sub-classification.

Guna (Quality)

Guna, generally rendered as “quality,” is Vaisesika’s understanding of the word
we have earlier discussed in the chapter on Samkhya. The Vaisesika, how-
ever, rejects the Sarkhya thesis of the three gunas as the basic constituents of
prakrti. The Sarhkhya virtually substantizes the “gunas”; the Vaisesikas take
them to be qualities which are always found in some dravya. They do not exist
by themselves. Besides they are not simply things; they are always qualified as
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being such and such. Yet the two, dravyas and gunas, are ontologically different,
though inseparable. The thesis that a thing and its qualities being inseparable
must be non-different is rejected on the ground that (a) the color of the pitcher
lies in the pitcher, while the pitcher has its being in its constituent parts each of
which does not have that color, and (b) that their alleged non-difference would
have the consequence so that we could say “this color i a pitcher,” which is
absurd. Add to these the third ground (c), already mentioned, that according to
the Vaisesika, when a thing arises out of combination of atoms, it is without a
quality in the first moment of its arising.

Since, on the Vaisesika theory, qualities are in a substance by definition, a
quality, cannot itself possess another quality. Nor can a guna be a universal.
What qualifies and so belongs to, say, this piece of paper (in “this paper is red”)
is red, but not red-ness. A quality or guna, very much like a substance it belongs
to, is a particular. There is no universal guna (nor a universal substance). A guna
is not always a substrate of an action. It cannot move from one place to another,
a substance can and does. This is the reason why a knowledge, being a guna of
the self] is not an action. It also does not have parts, although it is produced by
causes. A substance alone has parts. A quality, then, we can say, is itself quality-
less (nirguna), action-less (niskriya) and part-less (niravayava). But qualities belong
to partless substances such as self. However, in the Vaisesika system, substances
and qualities are ontologically different entities. Unlike substances, qualities
are always dependent; they are in substances. An action and a quality are two
different aspects of a substance—the former its changing aspects and the latter
its unchanging aspects.’

Kanada lists twenty-four gunas: These are: (1) color, (2) taste, (3) smell, (4)
touch, (5) sound, (6) number, (7) size or magnitude, (8) distinctness, (9) non-
distinctness, (10) conjunction, (11) disjunction, (12) remoteness, (13) nearness,
(14) cognition, (15) pleasure, (16) pain, (17) desire, (18) hatred, (19) effort, (20)
heaviness, (21) fluidity, (22) viscosity, (23) dharma, and (24) adharma. These
twenty-four are classified into various groups (some belonging to one thing,
some to many things; some to things which have a shape, some to things having
no shape, some to both; some are specific qualities, some common qualities,
and so on), which provides a rationale for the list of twenty-four.

In this list of qualities, some have become important for philosophers. These
are such qualities of the self as knowledge, memory, pleasure, pain, desire and
hatred, effort, as well as such supersensible qualities as dharma, adharma and dis-
positions called “samskara.” I will begin with these qualities of the self.

Pleasure and pain (sukha and dukkha) arise in the self as a result of knowledge;
specifically, as a result of the contact between the self, sense organs, objects
and mind (manas). Pleasure and pain are regarded as two different qualities
of the self—the one not reducible to the absence of the other—both positive
qualities as well as both different from knowledge. The object of pleasure is
what is desired and favorable, the object of pain is not desired and regarded
as unfavorable. We want pleasurable experiences to continue and wish that
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painful experiences end, that they cease to exist. Various kinds of pleasure and
pain are distinguished: those that are caused by memory (of objects past), by
imagination (of objects future) and, in the case of persons who have attained
knowledge of the truth of the self, without any objects. Pain arises from objects
or experience contrary to what the experiencer desires; otherwise stated, pain is
that which a person does not desire and wishes to end after it arises.

Desire is caused by the thought of the enjoyment of objects, contrary con-
ditions give rise to jealousy. Both may also arise from strong dispositions or
habitualities, produced by objects that are dear, by objects that cause pain,
and from appropriate adrsta or “unseen” potencies that have arisen in the self.
A fourth kind of desire (and its opposite) arises from the intrinsic nature of the
natural kinds to which an animal belongs: thus humans desire food, other ani-
mals desire grass or plants to eat, etc. Later authors classify desires into those
whose objects are the intended results of actions, those whose objects are the
means to reach the results, and those whose objects are actions themselves.

Duesa (hatred or jealousy) is described as what burns inside, causes constant
remembrance of the object or the means for reaching it, and the thought of
accomplishing it, causes the needed effort and produces in the self such qualities
as dharma and adharma. Hatred is either simple anger or produces such defor-
mations in the bodily expressions as vices, anger, impatience, and unforgiving
feelings do.

The last of the qualities of the self discussed in the Vaisesika is called prayatna
or effort, often described as “enthusiasm” (utsaha) to do something which we
all immediately experience within ourselves. The efforts caused by desire are
called “pravrits,” those caused by hatred are called “nuwrit,” both being differ-
ent from the efforts (such as breathing, and other intra-bodily process) that are
necessary for sustaining life.

Two unseen (adrsta) qualities are dharma and adharma, to be understood as
moral virtue and its opposite, accruing to the soul. So important is the idea of
“dharma” in the Vaidesika that Kanada in the very first sutra explains “dharma,”
and states that everything else, i.e., all other entities, are stated with the purpose
of leading up to “dharma.” The second sitra explains “dharma” as that which
leads to flourishing (abhyudaya) in life and the highest goal in the next; the proof
of “dharma,” we are told, is found in the Vedas. Dharma is brought about by
performance of actions which are recommended; it is in itself a guna of the self.
It is one of the specific qualities of the self, 1.e., it cannot accrue to anything
else. It is not a guna of the buddhi (like in Sarmkhya), nor can it be there without
being located in a self. It is brought about by the conjunction of the self with
the inner sense, appropriate resolutions, and performances of actions recom-
mended. Adharma is its opposite. Both dharma and adharma are called by a com-
mon name “adrsta” or “unseen,” a word often used in the Vaisesika works, but
not in Gautama’s Nyaya Sutras or any other Nyaya work.

Samskara or disposition (of past experience) is a special quality of the
self, which is introduced as the cause of memory and recognition. It is this
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disposition that is either awakened or strengthened (or weakened) by appro-
priate conditions. Without positing such an unseen quality in the self, a past
cognition (long since gone out of existence) could not be remembered. Habit
strengthens dispositions, a special effort (e.g., to experience unseen entities) may
cause especially powerful dispositions. The Vaisesika recognizes three variet-
ies of samskara: (1) speed (vega) that keeps things in motion, (2) mental impres-
sions (bhavana) that helps us to remember and recognize, and (3) elasticity
(sthitisthapakatva) that help a thing move to regain the equilibrium when it is dis-
turbed, e.g., a string of rubber. It is worth noting that these dispositions do not
belong to the self alone; they also belong to other things as well. It is not entirely
clear why the Vaisesika brings dispositions accruing to the self under the same
genus as velocity of moving material things and elasticity of such things (as a
string of rubber). A moving thing has the momentum in it to move. An elastic
thing, when stretched, has the power, tendency, or built-in disposition to con-
tract. Thus, one could argue that elasticity and momentum are not ordinary
qualities, but rather dispositions to behave in certain ways.

Besides the specific qualities (of the self alone) just discussed (namely, cogni-
tion, desire, hatred, effort, dharma and adharma and dispositions), there are also
qualities that belong to all things in common. These are: number, quantity, dif-
ferences, conjunction, separation or disjunction, remoteness/non-remoteness,
heaviness, fluidity, and viscosity.

An important Vaisesika doctrine is that number is a quality of substances. All
things whatsoever can be counted. It is often defined as the uncommon cause
of “counting.” Number really inheres in, or belongs to, more than one thing
held together by a special act of mind, so to a collection or a set. Since number
is a guna of substances, and since a guna cannot belong to other gunas, number
does not belong to qualities. Such modern logicians as Raghunatha Siromani
reject this on the ground that one can also count three qualities, so number
can belong to qualities as well. Also to be noted is that since number belongs to
collections or sets, and since mathematicians of that time did not have the idea
of a unit set, the Vaisesikas regarded numbers to begin with “two”; “one” was
not a number.

Parimana, translated variously as “quantity,” “size,” “magnitude,” etc., is
either atomic or large, either short or long, and any of these either eternal or
non-eternal. Non-eternal size is due to either number, or the size of component
parts, or due to decay.

Prthaktva or separateness is the cause of determinations like “this is different
from that.” The judgment “a jar is not a glass” is about mutual difference of the
two, but the judgment “this is other than that” is about their being separate. To
many later thinkers, this is a distinction without difference.

An important guna is conjunction or contact (samyoga) when two things,
which were not in contact, come into contact (as my two palms made to touch
each other), a contact arises between them. Contact inheres in both. It is not
regarded as a relation, but as a quality. Note that the system admits only one
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genuine relation i.e., inherence or samavaya, listed as an additional category.
The opposite of contact is separation (vibhaga). Two conjoined things may be
separated as when my two palms held in contact are made separate.

Otherness (and its opposite) denotes farness (and nearness), both in space and
in time. So they can be translated as well into “remoteness” (and “nearness”).
Temporally construed, they signify earlier and later.

Heaviness (gurutva) is defined as the special cause of falling down. It is found
in two substances we are told, i.e., in earth and water, and belongs to the whole
as well as to the parts. It is the cause of the fall of bodies. Fluidity or dravatva is
self-explanatorys; it is the cause of the flowing, for example, of water, milk, and
so on. Viscocity exclusively belongs to water and is the cause of the different
particles of matter sticking together to form the shape of a lump or a ball.

Karma (Action)

The next category is karma or action. Unlike the usages of “karma” in other
systems, karma in this school is taken to signify movement of a thing from one
place to another. It is different from voluntary actions done with subjective
desire to do as well as effort, which is a variety of guna. Karma is simply displace-
ment of positions in space, and it is with the help of karma that one thing reaches
another place. It therefore does not belong to a quality, which does not move.
While quality is a passive attribute, karma is dynamic. The Vaisesika goes on to
list five kinds of action that they admit: throwing upward, throwing downward,
contraction, expansion, and movement. Among substances, all-pervasive ones
cannot possess motion; thus, self, being all-pervasive, cannot move and so can-
not act.

With “substance,” “quality,” and “action,” we have circumscribed the basic
core of the world according to the Vaisesika. The world at its core consists of
qualities and particular things in motion. But these three by themselves do not
suffice to yield a complete ontology. We need (a) some features that things, qual-
ities, and actions have in common and in which they differ, (b) some account of
the incurable particularity of things; and (c) some basic relation that ties these
entities together; and, finally, (d) some category that accounts for the pluralistic
realism of the system. With this in mind, let us now turn to the next four catego-
ries that form the outer layer of the categorical structure of the world.

Samanya (Universal)

Universals, variously called “samanya” or “jati,” are entities which though one
and eternal, inhere in many. They are real entities, not dependent upon the
human mind. Thus the Vaisesika advocates a realism with regard to universals
which, in the Western world, was held by many realists beginning with Plato.
But more akin to Aristotle, the Vaisesika took universals to be natural kinds
such as “cowness” and “redness.” Particulars instantiating a universal come
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and go, but neither a particular’s coming into being nor its going out of exis-
tence makes any difference to the being of the universal that belongs to them.
Manifestation or lack of manifestation does not affect the being of an universal,
because its being is eternal. Universals account for an infinite number of par-
ticulars appearing to be alike, though otherwise different. Universals belong
to substances as well as to qualities and actions, as do cowness, redness and
falling-ness respectively. If the instantiating particular is perceived, the instanti-
ated universal is also perceived, as a matter of fact, perceived by the same sense
organ as the particular. If sweet is apprehended by taste, then sweetness also
is apprehended by taste. It is because of the universal that we designate differ-
ent particulars by the same name, however, unlike many Western realists, the
Vaisesika does not believe that the universal “cowness” is the meaning of the
word “cow.” The Vaisesika argues that if that were the case, then the sentence
“bring a cow” would mean “bring cowness,” which is absurd; it rather means a
particular that is characterized by the appropriate universal, a cow character-
ized by cowness in this case.

Later Vai$esika, led by the Naiyayika Uddyotakara and Udayana introduced
“jatibadhakas,” 1.e., “the features which rule out the being of a universal.” Thus
if there is only one particular of a kind, adding an appropriate suffix to its
name, does not name a universal. Thus, space being one, space-ness (@kasatva)
is not a universal. Etherness, therefore, is merely a distinguishing character-
istic (upadhi) and not a logical universal. Of the various defects discussed in
this context in Udayana’s Riranaval, I will discuss only one that is known as
sankarya. Such a defect exists when two mutually exclusive characteristics are
present in one and the same substratum. For example, the characteristic of
being an element is common to the five elements—earth, water, fire, air, and
ether; and the characteristic of being of a limited size is present in earth, water,
fire, air, and mind. Thus both these characteristics have earth, water, fire, and
air in common. Although the character of being an element applies only to
ether and not to the mind, the characteristic of being of limited size applies to
mind and not to ether. Therefore, if the “elementness” is taken to be a univer-
sal, it will apply to the four elements earth, water, fire, and air that are of limited
size as well. Similarly, “limited sizeness” will apply to ether, which is not limited
in size. That is why characteristics with partially overlapping denotations are
not logical universals. Universals also cannot belong to a universal: “Cowness-
ness” is not a universal. There are many such cases where an abstract noun
does not designate a universal.

Before proceeding further, let me underscore an important distinction, i.e.,
the distinction between jati and upadhi, which plays a very significant role in
Vaisesika ontology. It clearly brings out the Vaisesika conception of universals
as real, eternal, natural class essences existing in the objective world. A univer-
sal is a simple padartha, and cannot be analyzed into other attributes, properties,
components. That is why a general term, for example, “horse” would stand for
a universal, but a term like “black horse” would not. “A black horse” represents
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a complex of properties and does not imply the existence of an additional onto-
logically distinct entity over and above blackness. In other words, the property
of being a black horse is not over and above blackness and is not reducible
to it.

The Vaidesika argues that without real universals, the world would consist of
number-less transient particulars; it would not be the ordered distinct totality
it i3, and the use of language to describe the world would not be possible. Thus
they totally reject the Buddhist position that only the particulars are real.

Believing that only particulars are real and that they too come and go, the
Buddhists held that there is no universal, and that all classification is introduced
by language. The idea of universal or sameness arises because of their being
called by the same name. Only the name is general, which does not stand for
any positive class essence. We call a certain class of animals as horse, not because
they possess a common essence called “horseness,” but because they are differ-
ent from all other animals that are not horses. Accordingly, the Buddhists hold
that there is no such thing as a universal, or a class concept; there are only par-
ticular objects of experience. Eventually, this account developed into the apoha
theory that took the word “horseness” as not-being-a-non-horse. A particular
horse therefore means a not-non-horse. There is no real universal; a universal
1s simply a name with a negative connotation. The Buddhist apoha theory is a
sort of nominalism. Given that the Nyaya-Vai$esika subscribes to realism, they
argue that both particulars and universals are independently real.

The Vaidesika distinguished between three orders of universals: the para or
highest, the apara or lowest, and middle i.e., parapara. Satta or existence is the
highest, and belongs to all substances, qualities and actions, “cowness” is of
the lowest order belonging only to particular cows, while “substance-ness” of
the middle rank belonging as it does to all substances.

Visesa (Particularity)

Things not only are experienced as being alike, they are also perceived as being
different, and even when they share the same qualities they are distinct, e.g.,
though all the cows have cowness, one cow is different from another cow. Visesa
Is an entity, again a real entity, which accounts for this ultimate distinctness
of individuals. The use of such indexicals as “this” or “that,” does not explain
individuality, but presupposes it. Therefore, we need a new category to explain
individuality of entities.

The first attempt is to explain individuality by some quality (or guna) of an
individual thing. But two things may have all the same qualities, e.g., twins,
but they are still distinct. Could each one’s distinctness be due to the stuff it is
made of] its “matter” (a position which Aristotle held)? But then we are led to
ask, what distinguishes the stuff of the one from the stuff of the other identical
twin? We may ask, what distinguishes one atom from another? The Vaisesika
answer is: Each otherwise non-distinguishable partless particular possesses its
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own particularity, which is a real entity as much as the universals are. The
particularity of wholes is accounted for by the particularities of its parts, but
when we come to further partless entities the same explanation won’t do;
we have to stop somewhere in order to avoid an infinite regress and recog-
nize a new real feature, its own particularity, only for individuals that do not
possess parts. Each atom (also each soul) has its own particularity. So the
Vaisesika argues that particularity is the unique individuality of the eternal sub-
stances, e.g., space, time, ether, minds, souls, and atoms of earth, water, fire,
and air.

It is worth noting that “particularity” is not a universal feature of distinct
particulars. Ordinary objects of the world, for example, pitchers, tables, and
chairs, are made up of parts, and so do not require particularity to explain
them. Particularity is required to explain the differences among the partless
eternal substances. The particularity of an atom or of a soul is not perceived,
but inferred. Furthermore, to regard particularity as a universal would be
self-contradictory, it would contradict the very sense of “particularity.”

Samavaya (Inherence)

The one genuine relation which the Vaisesika recognizes and admits as a distinct
category is samavaya, often translated as “inherence.” Etymologically “samavaya”
means “the act of coming together closely,” and is therefore used to denote a
kind of “intimate union” between two things that are thereby rendered insepa-
rable in such a way that they cannot be separated without themselves being
destroyed. Annambhatta defines samavaya as “a permanent connection existing
between two things that are found inseparable.”” By virtue of this relation, two
such different things as substance and its qualities (e.g., a flower and its color
red), a particular and the universal it instantiates (e.g., a cow and cowness), a
substance and its action (a body and its motion), a whole and its parts (e.g., a
cloth and the threads constituting it) become unified and represent an insepa-
rable whole (ayutasiddha). It is an eternal relation. Excepting the case of a whole
and its constituent parts, the relation holds good between entities belonging to
two different categories. It also holds good between an ultimate, partless par-
ticular and its particularity. In the case of a blue flower, the flower is inseparable
from its blue color; one could as well say that that blue particular is insepa-
rable from the flower whose blue it is. In the case of a cow and its cowness,
the cow will die but when the cow is dead and no more, cowness will be there
only instantiated in other cows. There is a one-sided inseparability between the
terms among whom this relation holds good.

Thus, this relation is one and the same, no matter what its relata are, it
thus behaves like a universal. But on one view, the same relation, one ontologi-
cal entity, obtains between all possible relata, so that it would be a mistake to
regard each particular case of inherence to instantiate the universal “inher-
ence-ness,” for that would clearly lead to an infinite regress. It would be more
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economical to regard inherence always as the same identical relation, even
when the relata vary.

One cannot ask how the relation of inherence is related to the terms. Posit-
ing another relation between a relatum and the relation would only lead to an
infinite regress, so that it is more economical to recognize inherence to be a self
relating relation and in that sense a genuine relation. Conjunction, by contrast,
1s not a self-relating relation. Annambhatta defines samyoga as a contact between
two things that were initially apart. Accordingly, no contact exists between enti-
ties that are all-pervasive and have never been apart from each other.® Addi-
tionally, it is a quality and so is related to the conjuncts by inherence. Inherence
1s a sort of ontological glue, which makes it possible for the entities to be unified,
despite the categorical multiplicity. But it glues entities from different categories
within limits; it does not weld all things in the world to one large thing, rather
unifies the different entities that constitute one thing such as a white cow or a
blue flower. We perceive the relation when the relata are perceived, as in the
case of the color blue and a substance flower; we do not perceive the relation
obtaining between an atom and its atomic size.

Abhava (Negation)’

Because all knowledge points to an object that is necessarily real and indepen-
dent, the knowledge of negation implies its existence apart from such knowl-
edge. In other words, the absence of an object is different from the knowledge
of its absence. The Naiyayikas maintain that negation (abhava) is always of a
real negation from a real locus. There is no such thing as pure or bare negation.
Both presence and absence are objective facts. Since the Vaisesika is a pluralist
and a realist, it admits many different reals, each different from the other. Of
such finite things as this blue flower, it holds good that if it is fere and now, it is
not, at the same time, there and now; if it is blue, it is not also red.

The Vaisesika therefore, for a complete theory or description of the world,
needs only one more type of entity, besides those discussed so far, namely,
“negation.” In the judgments “A is not B,” “A is not in B,” and “A does not
possess B-ness,” we are affirming rea/ negations, and these must articulate real-
ity quite independently of any subjective point of view. Negation, according to
the Vaidesika, is an objectively real constituent of the world.

Now, already as the above examples show, “negation” is of many different
kinds, and we can here lay down a broad typology of them in the following
diagram under each heading I give, within brackets, the appropriate linguistic
articulation for it.

Concrete examples:

1 There is no jar on the floor.

2 Anpitcher is not a jar.
3 The pitcher is not yet made; it is not, but will be.
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Negation
I
1. Absence 2. Difference or mutual
(“A'is not in B”) non-existence
| (“Ais not B”)
I | |
3. Antecedent 4. Subsequent 5. Absolute
non-existence non-existence non-existence
(“A will be”) (“A'is no more”) (“Ais not here now”)

Figure 10.1

4 The pitcher is destroyed; it was, but is no more.
5  There is no elephant in this room.

Let me elaborate these five negations further.

In the first there is the absence of something in something else. It is of three
kinds: antecedent non-existence, consequent or subsequent non-existence, and
absolute non-existence.

Antecedent or prior non-existence is the non-existence of a thing prior to its
production, e.g., the non-existence of the house in the bricks, the non-existence
of a pitcher in the clay, of jewelry in a nugget of gold, and so on. Annarhbhatta
defines pragabhava as that “which is without any beginning” (anadi) but “with an end”
(santa). “Prior absence (pragabhava) is the absence of an effect before its emergence.”!?
This non-existence has no beginning but has an end, because as soon as the house
is built the non-existence of the house in the bricks, pitcher in the clay, jewelry in a
nugget of gold, comes to an end.

Consequent non-existence is the non-existence of a thing on account of its
destruction. A house after being built may be demolished. It is said to have a
beginning but no end. The non-existence of the house begins when it is demol-
ished or burned, however, this non-existence cannot be ended because one
cannot bring the same house into existence.

Absolute non-existence is the non-existence of a connection between two
things for all times, the past, the present, and the future. Annambhatta explains
absolute existence (atyantabhava) as that absence “which abides through the three
modes of time” (tratkalika) and “the facthood of whose negatum” (pratiyogita) is
specified (avachinna) by a “relation” (samsarga); e.g. “There is no pot [pitcher] on
the ground.”!! It neither has a beginning nor an end. In other words, it is both
beginningless and endless. For example, horns are absent in a hare for all times,
the past, the present, and the future.

Finally, mutual non-existence is the negation of identity, e.g., a table is not a
chair. In other words, a table and a chair mutually exclude each other. Mutual
non-existence, like absolute non-existence, is also beginningless and endless.
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However, there is an important difference between the two. Whereas in abso-
lute non-existence there are actual material objects, e.g., hare and horn and a
negation of the relationship between the two, mutual non-existence is only a
logical negation between two things that may not be actual. For example, “a
red river is not a blue river” is true, though there is no red and no blue river.

Those schools of Indian philosophy that accept abhava or non-existence differ
regarding the question how it is apprehended. According to the Bhattas and
the Advaitins, non-perception is the source of our knowledge of absence. In
other words, the absence of knowledge causes the knowledge of absence. When
all the conditions of perception are present but the object is not perceived,
the absence of perception produces the perception of absence. In entering a
room in the full day light, when there is an absence of the perception of an
elephant, we perceive the absence of an elephant in the room. The Nyaya-
Vaidesika, on the other hand, argue that the absence of an elephant in the room
means that the room is characterized by the adjective “absenceness,” which is
related to the room by the relation of visesanata, i.e., adjectivity, a kind of svariipa
sambandha, in which the nature of abhava or absence is itself the “term” as well as
the “relation.” In other words, “absenceness” is the distinguishing characteris-
tic as well as the relation of characterization. In short, the sense organ, i.e., eyes,
perceive the room as well as the “absenceness” of the object in the room.

To sum up: negation or absence or non-existence as a category includes both
negative entities as well as various types of negations. Acceptance of abhava as
a separate category recognizes the importance of this category for both episte-
mology and metaphysics.

We have now come to the end of our exposition of the Vaisesika padarthas.
It is close to Aristotelian and the Kantian lists, but more comprehensive and
systematic. It provides the basis for a comprehensive description of the world,
but not a list of categories used by modern science.

In its conception of the padarthas, the Vaisesika provides an enumeration of
reals without any attempt to synthesize them. It includes such categories as sub-
stance, quality, and action, but such formal categories as identity, difference,
and abhava, and such relational categories as conjunction, inherence, etc. One
wonders how the Vaisesika arrived at its list of padarthas. Why is causality not
included in the list?

There is no reason why we should accept the list of Vaisesika padarthas as
absolute, it does provide a good starting point to begin a dialogue regarding the
conceptions that underlie this list as well as reasons for its non-acceptance by
those systems which do not accept it.

It is also worth noting that the Vaisesika padarthas are not simply theoretical
concepts; they reinforce the close connection between theory and practice in
Indian thought. The very first sutra lists the padarthas, includes atma in that list,
and emphatically declares that knowledge of these padarthas helps to gain moksa.
Atmais to be known in its purity as distinguished from other substances.
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THE NYAYA DARSANA

The Nyaya school most likely had its origin in its attempt to formulate canons
of argument for use in debates, which pervaded the Indian philosophical scene
for a long time. The Nyaya derives its name from “nyaya,” meaning the rules of
logical thinking and the means of determining the right thing. Thus, originally
indicated as a system of logic, laying down the rules of logical argumentation,
Nyaya, also known as “anviksikz,” blossomed into a systematic school and found
its legitimate place among the six Vedic systems of philosophy. It found a close
ally in the Vaisesika school. The Naiyayikas accept the ontology of the Vaidesika
school, and given that these two schools are closely allied in their realistic on-
tology, they are generally studied together forming a conjoint system called
Nyaya-Vaisesika.

The Nyaya was first systematized by Gautama, also known as “Aksapada,” in
the Myaya Sutras (250-450 CE), which belong to the post-Buddhistic period. In a
brief exposition such as this, I will deal primarily with the Nyaya school as laid
down by Gautama. Nyaya begins with the Gautama’s Sutras and Vatsyayana’s
commentary (Nyaya bhasya, fifth century CE) on it, which were further explained
and commented upon by Udyotakara in his Maya varitika (seventh century
CE). Vacaspati commented on Naya varttika in his Nyaya varttika tika. Other
important works of this school are: Udayana’s Myaya varttika tatparyaparisuddhe
and Rusumarnjalr, Jayanta’s Nyayamaijart. These works elaborate and develop the
ideas contained in the Nyaya Sutras and defend the doctrines against the attacks
of hostile critics. Thus we can say that the ancient Nyaya (prachina Nyaya) devel-
oped out of the Gautama’s Sutras. The Navya-Nyaya (Neo-Nyaya) begins with
Gangesa, the author of Tattvacintamani, the most remarkable among them being
Raghunath Siromani.

The most important difference between the old Nyaya and the Neo-Nyaya
is as follows: The Neo-Nyaya discussed the same relational facts as the Nyaya
did, however, in order to express their contents more adequately, they devel-
oped a new terminology and style. What the Naiyayikas expressed in a simple
language, the Neo-Nyaya expanded into much more sophisticated expressions
using such technical jargons as avacchedakata (the property of being the limitor),
visayatd (the property of being the object), prakarata, (the property of being a
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qualifier), and samsargata (the property of being a relation). If the old Nyaya
would say that the book is on the table, the neo Nyaya would express the same
fact by stating that the book is being “qualified by the qualifier bookness,” and
state the relation of being on the table as the relation of conjunction, and also
determine the table as qualified by “tableness.” But note that this is only the
beginning of the sophistication. Such authors as Gadadhara excelled in this
sophisticated discourse. Thus, beginning with Gangesa in the eleventh century
in Mithila, Neo-Nyaya had its high period in Navadeep, Bengal, where a gal-
axy of logicians flourished. Let me now turn my attention to the old Nyaya.

The Ancient or Old Nyaya

As stated earlier, the first systematizer of ancient Nyaya (henceforth referred
to as Nyaya) was Gautama, also known as “Aksapada” who lived in Mithila.
He not only systematized the already existing logical thought, but also used the
occasion to respond to the Buddhist challenges. Vatsyayana, the author of the
principal commentary on the Satras, possibly belonged to the fourth century CE.
Subsequent commentators did the same; they not only explicated the intentions
of the bhasya but also defended the Nyaya against the opponent’s criticisms.
One may say that the Nyaya developed from the time of the Gautama up to the
time of Samkara (eighth century CE).

I will begin my discussion of the Nyaya with Gautama’s Sitras (henceforth
NS). In the first sitra sixteen entities are named, by knowing which one can
attain the highest good. The sixteen entities are: (1) pramana or the means of
knowledge, (2) prameya or the objects of right knowledge, (3) samsaya or doubt, (4)
prayojana or purpose, (5) drstanta or example (required in inference), (6) siddhanta
or conclusion, (7) avayava or components of an inference, (8) tarka or counterfac-
tual argument, and eight pseudo-logical arguments (nzrnaya, vada, jalpa, vitanda,
hetvabhasas, chala, jati, mgrahasthana). He concludes by noting that that a proper
knowledge of these entities leads to the highest good.

The primary focus of my exposition in this chapter will be the Nyaya theory
of pramanas, one of the sixteen topics mentioned in the first sutra. It is not an
exaggeration to say that the ancient Nyaya is an elaboration of these sixteen
philosophical topics. For the sake of understanding, I have divided rest of the
chapter in three sections: Section I discusses the pramanas, Section II the remain-
ing fifteen Nyaya padarthas, and Section III explores the Nyaya conceptions of
the self, bondage, and liberation.

I Pramanas

At the outset of his bhasya, Vatsyayana notes as follows:

when the object is known by the pramanas, one’s practical response
becomes successful, and the pramana becomes objectively valid. In
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the absence of a pramana there is no knowledge of the object, without
knowledge of the object there is no ability of a pravrtti to be successful.
This knower, by experiencing the object by pramana, wants either to
acquire the object or shun it. His practical effort, as qualified by his
desire to acquire or shun the object, is called pravrite . . . The intended
object or artha is either pleasure or the cause of pleasure, pain or the
cause of pain. The practical purpose of this pramana, i.e., the goal
which the pramana has to reach is innumerable, because the differences
among living beings are innumerable.!

A pramana is an unerring concomitant of an object. As a pramana articulates its
object, so is the object in itself. By the success of a practical response is meant
the response which leads to success. But a pramana does not directly lead to
successful practice. It leads to success via the true cognition of the object. After
the practice is successful, the fact the pramana has truly grasped the object is
ascertained by inference. The point is that no cognition, without being true,
can generate response which reaches the object.

Since the pramana correctly apprehends its object, the knower, the object of
knowledge, the knowledge itself, all three become invariable accompaniments
of the object. Because without a pramana there is no determination of the object.
The knower is the one who has the practical response arising out of desire to
possess the object or the hatred to shun it. Pramana is that by which he knows
the object, the object that is known is prameya. The knowledge of the object is
pramati. Since all these four invariably accompany the object, with these four,
the nature of the truth (taltva) is exhausted. But what is this tattva? It is the being
of what it is, the non-being of what is not.

This paragraph briefly, though pointedly, articulates the nature of the cog-
nitive process, its relation to the being or non-being of things, the relation of
knowledge to the object, the means of knowing, the object known, and the
practical response which follows one’s knowledge.

Vatsyayana proceeds to maintain that when the being of an existent thing
is apprehended, the non-being of what is not is also at the same time appre-
hended. Like a lamp, a cognition manifests what is there, but also at the same
time manifests what is not there. The intention is to assert that an absence is
also apprehended as much as the presence of a real entity. As a result, though
Gautama does not mention it, absence is as much a padartha as a positive entity
is, whatever is determined by a pramana is a padartha, so is an absence.

Means of knowing or pramanas are four: perception, inference, comparison,
and sabda or word.? When a pramana is defined as the specific cause of a cogni-
tion, it actually can be brought under one or more of the padarthas. If a pramana
means the resulting knowledge itself] it comes under the category of quality,
being a specific quality of the self. All the other remaining sixteen entities can
be brought under the four. With this in mind, let us discuss the four pramanas, 1
will begin with perception.
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Perception (Pratyaksa)

The word “perception” applies both to a form of valid knowledge (prama) as
well as the method or pramana of acquiring valid knowledge. Here we are con-
cerned with perception as a pramana.

For the Natyayikas, perception is cognition that is produced (janya) from the
contact of a sense organ with an object; it is not itself linguistic, is not erroneous,
and is well ascertained.? The self, the mind, sense organs, objects, and a particu-
lar kind of contact between them, are necessary conditions for perception. The
contacts take place in a succession: the self comes in contact with the mind or
manas, the manas with the sense organ concerned, and the sense organ with the
object. This operation produces a cognition of the sort “this pitcher is blue.” All
knowledge is revelation of objects, and the contact of the senses with an object
is not metaphorical, but literal.

The Nyaya definition of perception as a form of valid knowledge that origi-
nates and is caused by sense stimulation follows the etymological meaning of
the term “pratyaksa,” which means “present before the eyes or any other sense
organs,” signifying direct or immediate knowledge. Gautama takes the term
“object” to signify three kinds of objects: the physical objects (e.g., table, chair,
pitcher),* specific objects (e.g., color, hard, soft),” and internal objects (e.g.,
pleasure and pain).’ In short, perception is a cognition that is always of an
object. Cognitions of substances like tables and chairs are called “external per-
ceptions,” of pleasure and pain “internal perceptions.” Gautama further adds
that perception is avyapadesa (not impregnated by words) and vyavasayatmaka
(definite).

When we try to come to grips with the Nyaya definition of perception, we
begin to see that the definition applies only to perceptions which are “janya,”
Le., “produced”; these perceptions arise and pass away. It goes without say-
ing that all human cognitions are generated. However, if there is an eternal
being who perceives all things at all times, then the definition does not apply to
this being’s perception. The Naiyayikas were aware of this difficulty, and such
Nyaya philosophers as Gangesa define perception in a more general sense to
include both. However, to understand the Nyaya theory of perception, it is
essential that one has a clear conception of what the Naiyayikas mean by “con-
tact.” On the Naiyayika account, contact is a function of a sense organ through
which it enters into specific relations with its appropriate object resulting in
the perception of that object. This contact between the sense organs and their
objects may be of various kinds.

The Naiyayikas, after the commentator Uddyotakara, come to distinguish
between six kinds of contacts’ between a sense organ and an object. These
are:

1 Samyoga (conjunction): a direct contact of the eyes with the object, say, a
pitcher in the kitchen in full sight.
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2 Samyukta samavaya (inherence in what is conjoined): an indirect contact of
sense organ with its object through mediation of a third term that is related
to both, e.g., when my eyes come in contact with the color of the pitcher
through the pitcher in full sight.

3 Samyukta samaveta samavaya (inherence in what is inseparably related to what
is conjoined): a still more indirect contact with the mediation of two terms
that are related, e.g., in perceiving a pitcher in the kitchen, I also perceive
“colorness” which inheres in the color of the pitcher, there is a contact of
the eyes with the “colorness” with the mediation of the two terms “pitcher”
and “color,” i.e., conjunction with the pitcher and the second kind of con-
tact with the color.

4 Samavaya (inherence): when I hear a sound, the sound inheres in the ear
(according to the Vaisesika ontology), so the sense organ of hearing is in
contact with the sound in the relation of samavaya.

5> Samaveta samavaya (the relation of inherence in that which inheres in the
sense): the contact between the sense and its object via a third term that is
inseparably related to both, e.g., in the auditory perception of soundness,
the ear is in contact with the “soundness” because it inheres in the sound,
which, in turn inheres as a quality in the ear.

6 Samyukla visesanata: here the sense is in contact with the object insofar as the
object is a qualification of the other term connected with the sense. This
happens when I see the absence of a pitcher on the floor. The Naiyayikas
explain the perception of non-existence and the relation of inherence with
the help of this contact. When I see the absence of an elephant on the floor
of my room, the visual sense organ has a conjunction with the floor, but the
absence 1s in the relation of visesanata with the floor.

These six kinds of contacts are called ordinary or laukika. The Naiyayikas, in
addition recognize three kinds of extraordinary or alaukika contacts. These
are: samanyalaksana pratyaksa, jnanalaksana pratyasattt, and yoggja. The first kind of
extraordinary contact takes place when upon seeing the cowness in a cow, I also
through that perceived cowness, perceive all other cows in whom the cowness
inheres. In other words, the cowness serves as the mode of contact with all those
individual cows in whom cowness is present. The second kind of extraordinary
contact takes place when upon perceiving a piece of velvet, I also see its soft-
ness even though I am not touching it. The color of the velvet and its softness
are so connected that when I see one of them in an ordinary contact, I also see
the other in an extraordinary manner. Here the knowledge of the one, i.e., the
texture of the piece of the cloth serves as the medium through which the soft-
ness is visually perceived. The third kind of extraordinary contact occurs when
a yogi has the extraordinary power to perceive events yet to occur, or things at
great distance or things like atoms, which are too minute to be ordinarily per-
ceived. This kind of extraordinary contact is called yoggja and is possible only
for persons adept in _yoga.
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Now, perception or rather a perceptual cognition takes place in two stages.
At first with the contact of the sense organ with the object, there arises what
1s called “nurvikalpaka” cognition, and the cognition that arises after it is called
“savikalpaka.” Most systems of Indian philosophy recognize such a succession:
first nirvtkalpaka or non-conceptual perception, and then savikalpaka perception.
But the systems differed as to the precise nature of the nirvikalpaka perception.
On the Nyaya view, all the components of a savikalpaka perception are known
in the nirvikalpaka, but only without being related to each other. In effect, nirvi-
kalpaka is knowledge of a bunch of unrelated entities (e.g., “this” and “thisness,”
“Jar” and “jarness,”
one complex structure in savikalpaka. The nirvikalpaka is a perceptual cognition,
but there is no cognition of this cognition, so that I do not know immediately
that I had a nirvikalpaka perception. Only its having occurred is known by infer-
ence after the occurrence of the savikalpaka perception. In other words, the per-
ceptual cognition “this pitcher is blue,” would not have occurred unless I had
previously apprehended such elements as “this,” “thisness,” “pitcher,” pitcher-
ness,” “blue,” and “blueness” separately. Thus nirvikalpaka is the prior knowl-
edge of the thing and its constituents as unrelated entities; it is known through
inference from savikalpaka.

“blue” and “blueness”), but these entities are related into

Inference (Anumana)

With these remarks on perception, we may now pass on to the topic of infer-
ence or anumana, which is the primary concern of Nyaya, and with which logic
in the Western sense is primarily concerned. It is important to remember that
in the Indian discourse the domain of logic is part of the theory of knowledge or
the pramana theory. The Indian theories discuss inference as a pramana, i.e., as a
mode of knowing, and not merely as a theory of valid thinking. This distinction,
which cannot be overemphasized, will become clear as we proceed.

Whereas the inference as a means of knowing is called anumana, the inferen-
tial cognition is called “anumit.” It is knowledge that arises after (anu) another
knowledge. Accordingly, it is defined as that cognition which presupposes some
other cognition. It is mediate and indirect and arises through the knowledge of
the mark or 47ga. Consider the case of seeing smoke on a distant hill. Upon see-
ing the smoke on a hill, one infers that there is fire on the hill. In this case, the
smoke serves as the mark of fire.

Inference has two aspects to it: under one aspect the theory gives a psy-
chological account of how the process goes on; and in this aspect, it is called
“svarthanumana” or inference for oneself. Earlier in his life, a person, say,
Shyam, had acquired the knowledge “wherever there is smoke, there is fire.”
Now upon seeing a column of fire rising up from a hill, Shyam remembers
what he had learnt before, viz., that smoke is always accompanied by fire, and
comes to the conclusion that the hill is fiery. With this memory, he now sees the
smoke as that which is always accompanied by the presence of fire. This last
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perception (whose cognitive structure is more complex than the initial percep-
tion of smoke) would produce, in any rational mind, the inferential cognition
“there is fire on the hill.”

So far, the account given is entirely psychological, i.e., a description of the
mental process which culminates in an inferential cognition. Clearly, the pro-
cess 1s not a logical structure; it gives the story of a causal chain of how a cogni-
tion causes another whose final member is the inferential cognition. However,
in the second aspect of the theory, for the purposes of convincing the other
(pararthanumana), one can transform the story into a logical structure, somewhat
like a syllogism with the well-known five-membered structure, represented as
follows:

there is fire on the hill (the proposition to be proved or pratijiia),
because there is smoke (states the reason or fefu),

wherever there is smoke, there is fire (vyapti),

as in the case of the kitchen (example or drstanta),

there is fire on the hill (conclusion or nigamana).

O = OO N —

The first step is the assertion, the second gives the reason, the third illustrates
the invariable concomitance (e.g., of smoke and fire), the fourth expresses
“this too is like that,” which in this context means that “this hill too is like a
kitchen because it possesses smoke which is invariably concomitant with fire,”
and the fifth step is the conclusion where the initial assertion is asserted as
established.

There are two important features of this Nyaya construction of an inference
that must be noted. First, the conclusion is stated first, not as proved, but rather
to be proved. Secondly, in (4) an example is given, an example that illustrates
the wapts, or the universal concomitance between the fetu and the major term
to be proved, or sadhya. The example rules out the possibility of using such a
universal proposition as “all men are immortal,” which are formally valid but
materially unsound. Both the parties to the dispute must agree with regard to
the instance. In other words, the inference must not only be formally consistent,
but rather requires, to the contrary, that it must be materially true.

Those familiar with Aristotelian syllogism will easily recognize that the
sadhya is the major term, the paksa the minor term, and the /efu is the middle.
Accordingly, in the example under consideration (“this hill has fire, because
there is smoke on the hill”), one could say that the “hill” is the minor term,
“fire” 1s the major term, and “smoke,” the middle, borrowing the technical
vocabulary of Aristotelian syllogism. Modern scholars claim that (1) and (5) of
the Nyaya inference are the same and so the first of them can be dispensed with,
and that (4) is a mere repetition or application of the Aefu and so it is superfluous.
There remain, thus, only three propositions. Thus, many modern scholars tend
to reduce the five-membered Nyaya anumana to a three-membered syllogism.
Such a reduction is misleading.
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It is important to remember in this context that whereas Indian logic deals
with entities, the Aristotelian logic deals with terms. In the Aristotelian logic,
the validity of a syllogism depends on the extension of the minor term. The
extension of the minor term “Socrates” (in the example, “All human beings are
mortal, Socrates is a human being. Therefore, Socrates is mortal”) is subsumed
by the middle term “human being” and the extension of the middle term by that
of the major term “mortal.” In Aristotelian logic one finds three propositions;
in Nyaya anumana one finds that the five steps in an inference are descriptions
of jiianas. A jfiana or knowledge, for Nyaya, is an event, an occurrence, and the
five steps of the Nyaya inference are descriptions of jianas which one undergoes
in the process of inference. If the first four cognitions of the inferential process
occur, the fifth one will follow.

Aristotelian syllogism concerns the formal principles of validity of argu-
ments, the Nyaya inference seeks to have both formal validity and material
truth. Material truth of an argument is assured by including the requirement
of an example, acceptable to both the proponent and the opponent, within the
logical structure of an inference. In addition, Western logic, especially in the
modern form, completely separates logic from psychology, which one does not
find in Indian logic.

Thus there are important differences between the Aristotelian syllogism and
Nyaya anumiti. As long as one keeps these differences in mind, we can still call
the Nyaya terms by their Aristotelian equivalents for easy reference. This is not
to suggest that there is one-to-one correspondence between the Nyaya sadhya,
paksa, and hetu and Aristotle’s major, minor, and the middle term respectively.

Inference is generally taken to be of two kinds: svartha and parartha; 1 have
already discussed these. Scholars raise various questions regarding the nature of
inference and the methods of establishing vyapti, and so on. In this introductory
exposition it is not possible to deal with all of them. However, to give my read-
ers a flavor of the kinds of questions raised and discussed, I will briefly review
two classifications of inference: the first deals with the nature of inference and
the second with the method of establishing vyapti.

Gautama® makes a distinction between three kinds of inference—paurvavat,
Sesavat and samanyatodrsta, 1.e., that which infers from a cause (inga), that which
infers from an effect to the cause, and that which brings together a number of
singular judgments under a universal respectively. The first two are based on
causation and the last one on simple coexistence. In the first case, 1.e., pirvavat,
Le., “like what has been before,” one infers on the basis of past experience
(hence this name): one sees dark clouds and infers rain that is to follow. In the
second case, known as sesavat (1.e., like what follows), one infers the cause from
the effect: one tastes a little water in the sea as salty, and infers that all sea water
1s so. In the third, i.e., samanyatodyrsta, we infer the one from the other not on ac-
count of any causal relation but because they are uniformly related in our expe-
rience. One observes a person, Caitra by name, now to be at a place, and some
time later sees the same person at a different place and infers that Caitra must
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have moved from one place to another. Seeing the sun in the eastern horizon in
the morning and the sun in the western horizon in the evening, one infers the
movement of the sun from the east to the west. On seeing some mango trees
blossom, one infers a// mango trees to be in blossom. The third inference is the
same as an inductive generalization or bringing individuals perceived under a
general concept that also applies to unperceived individuals.

Another way of classifying the inference is based on the nature and different
methods of establishing vyapti. These are: kevalanvayi, kevalavyatireki, and anvay-
avyatireke.

In the first, the middle term is positively related to the major term, and the
wapty is arrived at through the method of agreement in presence; there is no
instance of their agreement in absence. For example:

All knowable objects are nameable.
The pitcher is knowable.
Therefore, the pitcher is nameable.

This inference corresponds to the Mill’s Method of Agreement. In this infer-
ence the universal premise “all knowable objects are nameable,” is arrived at
by an enumeration of the positive instances of agreement between “knowable”
and “nameable.”

In the second, the middle term is negatively related to the major term, and
the vpapti is arrived at through the method of agreement in absence, there being
no instance of their agreement in presence. For example:

What is not different-from-other-elements has no smell.
The earth has smell.
Therefore, the earth is different-from-other-elements.

Here smell is the differentia of “earth.” In this inference, the smell is co-
extensive with the earth, and there is no instance of the middle term “smell”
with any term except the minor term, i.e., earth.

In the third, the middle term is both positively and negatively related to the
major term. For example:

All smoky things has fire.
This hill has smoke.
Therefore, this hill has fire.
And
No non-fiery things have smoke.

This hill has smoke.
Therefore, this hill is not non-fiery, i.e., this hill has fire.
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In this inference vyapti is based on a universal relation between the presence as
well as the absence of the middle and the major terms.

Comparison (Upamana)

Let us now turn to the third pramana, i.e., upamana. Etymologically the word
“upamana” is derived from “upa” meaning “similarity” and “mana” meaning
“cognition.” Accordingly, upamana means “knowledge by similarity.” Upamana
as a pramana has been defined as the “knowledge of the relationship that obtains
between a word and its denotation.” Resulting knowledge is called “upamiti.”
For example, a person who has never seen a gavaya and does not know what it
looks like is told by his friend that a gavaya looks like a cow. Later on, he sees an
animal much like, but not quite a cow. He then remembers what he was told by
his friend, namely, that a gavaya is like a cow. The person then says: “this animal
is a gavaya, because it is like a cow.” This knowledge is arrived at by upamana; the
Naiyayikas argue that this knowledge cannot be obtained either by perception
or by inference. It is based on the knowledge of similarity.

Of the nine systems of Indian philosophy, the Buddhists reduce upamana to
perception and testimony, the Samkhya and the Vaisesika reduce it to infer-
ence, and the Jainas to recognition. The Mimamsakas and Advaita Vedanta
recognize it as a separate source of knowledge, though their accounts vary.

Verbal Testimony (Sabda)

Sabda is “verbal knowledge.” This knowledge is derived from words and sen-
tences. All verbal testimony, however, is not valid. When it is said that sabda as
a pramana is a source of valid knowledge, the reference is to the authoritative
verbal testimony (aptavakya), the statements of a trustworthy person, who knows
the truth, and speaks the truth to guide other persons. But it is not enough that
the testimony is reliable; it is contingent upon understanding the meaning of
the sentences uttered by an apla person.

A sentence is a collection of words which has the power to convey its mean-
ing. In order to acquire knowledge from a reliable testimony, one has to under-
stand the meanings of the words. A word or pada is a collection of syllables or
varnas. Here a collection means “being the object of one cognition.” Such a
sentence, when uttered by a person who knows, is a pramana. Sabda as a source
of valid knowledge consists in understanding the meaning of words uttered by
an apta person. Thus we have (1) written or spoken testimony of a trustworthy
person, (2) understanding of the meaning of the words uttered by such a person,
and (3) the verbal knowledge of the objects under consideration.

A sentence, in order to make sense, must meet certain conditions. These are:
“akanks@” or expectation or mutual implication, “yogyata,” or fitness, “sannidht”
or “nearness,” and “/@parya” or intention. A mere random group of words does
not make a sentence, because they are not related by “akanksa” or expectation
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The words “cow, horse, man” do not form a sentence, because the words do not
arouse expectations. The words must be related in such a manner that they need
each other in order to make sense. The second condition outlines the fitness of
the words to convey the meaning and not contradict each other. If someone says
“sprinkle the grass with fire,” we do not have a sentence, for the word “sprinkle”
arouses an expectation which “fire” is not appropriate or fit to fulfill. Finally,
even if the words are appropriate in this sense, they must be uttered in quick suc-
cession. Uttering words at long intervals would not constitute a sentence. Thus
the words “bring a glass of- water” does not make a
sentence. In other words, the utterances must be close enough to constitute a
sentence. Words—than they arouse expectations, are appropriate, and uttered
in quick succession—constitute a sentence. For example, “there are five fruit
trees on the bank of the river.” Finally, the intention of the speaker is relevant,
where various literal meanings are possible (as in “bring the Saindhava”) the word
“Saindhava” may mean a horse or salt. It is important to know what the speaker
intends. If a man is eating dinner, he wants salt, not a horse.

Sabda as a pramana, argue the Naiyayikas, is of two kinds: laukika and alaukika.
Laukika testimony is the word of a reliable human person and the alaukika is
divine testimony, the words of the Vedas, which are uttered by God. Human
testimony is fallible but the divine testimony is infallible.

In sum: sabda or word is an important pramana. This is the way we come
to know about things, simply by hearing sentences uttered by a competent
speaker. We learn about physics or about history by listening to the lectures of a
competent physicist or historian. We learn about contemporary events by read-
ing reliable reports. This kind of knowing occupies a central place in Indian
epistemologies—partly because it is by this means that we learn about what we
ought to do, or how we ought to lead our lives, about dharma and adharma, from
the discourses in the Vedas, for example. This kind of knowing is sometimes
criticized as being dogmatic acceptance of authority, but this hasty critique fails
to recognize its ubiquitous indispensability for our knowledge of the world. Just
imagine what small fragment of the world we would be restricted to if we were
to rely exclusively upon perception and inference.

At the end, it is important to reflect on the relative strength and weaknesses
of the different pramanas. With regard to the sensible particulars, the Naiyayikas
regard perception to be stronger than inference. With regards to supersensible
entities, inference is stronger than perception, and sabda is stronger than infer-
ence, Sabda is the strongest with regard to what ought to be done. It is worth
noting that the Naiyayikas believe in pramanasamplava rather than in pramana-
wavastha. In other words, they believe that one and the same object can be
known by perception, by inference, and by sabda. The Buddhists, in contrast,
believe in pramana-vyavastha, i.e., in the thesis that to specific types of objects,
there correspond specific pramanas. In general, the Vedic philosophers believed
in pramanasarmplava, 1.e., the thesis that one and the same object is knowable by
different pramanas, e.g., by perception, inference, and by sabda.
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The Nature of Knowledge

We have examined the four sources or means of knowing that the Nyaya rec-
ognizes. Now we may turn our attention to the generic nature of “knowledge.”
Knowledge is called “anubhuty” or “jiiana.” According to the Nyaya, “conscious-
ness” and “knowledge” are synonyms: not so, however, in other Indian systems
of philosophy. The Nyaya also differs from the spiritual (adhyatmika) philoso-
phies in regarding consciousness as a quality (guna) produced in a self (atman)
only when the self is embodied, and there is appropriate contact of the sense-
organs with the object. Without a functioning body, there is no consciousness.
There is none, e.g., in the state of deep dreamless sleep. However, in spite of
such dependence on bodily functioning, consciousness does not exhibit char-
acteristics that are uniquely its own. Like a beam of light, it “shows up” or
manifests whatever it falls on. It is also intrinsically of-an-object, there being
no objectless consciousness. Knowledge is not an action, to know is not to act.
Given that it arises in the self when certain conditions are fulfilled, it is not an
essential quality of the self. However, only a self that is embodied can know.
Contrary to the position of the spiritual philosophies—the Samkhya-Yoga, the
Bauddha, and the Vedanta—the Nyaya does not regard consciousness as self-
manifesting. It only manifests whatever happens to be its object. Since it is not
its own object, it cannot manifest itself. It is manifested, known, made aware of,
only by another, subsequent, knowledge that makes it its object. Thus we have
a knowledge K| whose object is O,. K manifests O,. After K has occurred,
there may follow an introspective knowledge of K, let us call it K. K, is then
manifested to the self.

K, has the form “this is a jar.”
K, would have the form “I know that this is a jar.””

Knowledge is classified into two kinds: those that are “valid” (prama) and those
that are not (aprama). Valid knowledge or prama is of four kinds, depending
upon the causal process by which a knowledge is generated. Invalid knowledge
1s either error or doubt. Knowing a rope as a snake, or a white thing as yellow,
are instances of error. Doubt, being uncertain knowledge, cannot be prama. For
mstances of “doubt,” we don’t have to look far. Looking at a thing a little far
away, in the dusk of evening, one wonders “is that a human or a tree?” Doubt
arises from perceiving the quality common to both the alternatives (‘human”
and “tree”) and not perceiving the specific properties that go with each.

A knowledge 1s valid or prama when it i1s generated by an appropriate pramana,
and agrees with its object. A pramana thus is both the proper cause of a valid
cognition, but also its justification. This unique combination of a causal
theory and a justification theory of knowledge is almost unique in the history
of philosophy.

When the question is asked “how is true knowledge distinguished from false
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knowledge,” the Naiyayikas respond by saying that valid knowledge corre-
sponds to its object and leads to successful activity. Invalid knowledge does not
correspond to its object and leads to failure and disappointment. Suppose you
need a pinch of salt with your evening dinner. You see a white powdered sub-
stance before, you take a pinch of it and put it in your soup, and upon tasting
the soup you realize that it tastes right. On another occasion, however, when
looking for salt you take a pinch of sugar, put it in your soup, and then realize
that it is sugar and not salt. Thus, the Naiyayikas argue that whereas the truth
and falsity of knowledge depends on correspondence and non-correspondence
to facts respectively, the test of its truth and falsity consists in inference from
success and failure of our daily activities in relation to the object sought. True
knowledge leads to successful activity, false knowledge to failure and disap-
pointment.

The property of being a valid cognition is called pramanya or pramatva (or
validity). On the Nyaya theory, it is not intrinsic to a knowledge (contrary,
again, to the spiritual philosophies).

Returning to the question as to whether truth (also falsity) of a cognition is
svatah or intrinsic to the cognition or are extrinsic, 1.e., paratah, the Naiyayikas
hold that truth and falsity both are extrinsic or paratah. In other words, when
a knowledge arises from the causal condition which produce it, it is not eo is0
valid, nor it 1s, from the very beginning known to be valid (or invalid as the case
may be). Validity needs a special causal condition for it to arise, this is, some
special excellence in the generating conditions, just as invalidity is produced
by some special defect in them. When a knowledge comes into being, it simply
manifests its object, but not itself (as we have said), so it does not know its own
validity or invalidity. It is only subsequently that the knower infers on the basis
of success (or failure) of the practical action whether his knowledge was valid
(or invalid).

Thus, according to the Nyaya, practical success (or failure) is the criterion of
validity (or invalidity), while the nature of truth is taken to be correspondence
between the structure of knowledge and the structure of its object.

II Nyaya Padarthas

As stated earlier, Gautama in his NS I.1.1 mentions sixteen padarthas.'® Of the
sixteen, the pramana has already been discussed. I will in this section review the
remaining fifteen padarthas.

Prameya literally means “a knowable or an object of true knowledge,” i.e.,
reality. According to the Nyaya, there are twelve objects of such knowledge:
(1) the self (atma); (2) the body, the basis of organic activities, the senses, and the
feelings of pleasure and pain; (3) the senses, e.g., of smell, taste, sight, touch and
hearing; (4) their objects. i.e., the sensible qualities of smell, taste, color, touch
and sound; (5) cognition (buddhi), which in the Nyaya school is used synony-
mously with knowledge (ji@na) and apprehension (upalabdhi); (6) mind (manas),
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the inner sense concerned with the perceptions of pleasure, pain, etc.; (7) activ-
ity (pravrtti), includes both good or bad; (8) such mental defects (dosa) as attach-
ment (raga), hatred (dvesa) and infatuation (moha) which make us do good or bad
actions; (9) rebirth after death (pretyabhava) result of our good or bad actions; (10)
the experiences of pleasure and pain (phala); (11) suffering (dukkha); (12) libera-
tion or freedom from suffering (apavarga), the cessation of all suffering forever.

Samsaya or doubt is a state of uncertainty.!' In doubt, the mind wavers
between mutually contradictory descriptions of the same thing, each of which
1s possible. A thing is known in general terms, but there is no apprehension of its
specific nature. There is suggestion of different alternatives resulting in a doubt
of the form, e.g., “is this a man or a tree?” Nyaya literature details the condi-
tions and the many different ways in which doubts occur; all of them, however,
mvolve different alternatives but no discernment of any specific mark to decide
between them. Wherever there are conflicting opinions of philosophers such
that the two contradictory possibilities are there, there is doubt.

It is worth noting that the resolution of doubt is a rational activity. Doubt
precedes the exercise of nyaya, that is to say, of the different means of knowing
in order to ascertain the nature of a thing and remove doubt. It is arguable that
doubt and the effort to remove the doubt are rational activities, although, as
has been argued, by Mohanty," the Nyaya samsaya is perceptual doubt, while
Cartesian doubt is an intellectual doubt. But there is no doubt that the resolu-
tion of doubt itself is a rational activity even if it involves seeing the thing more
clearly and discriminatingly.

Praygjana®® or purpose or an end-in-view is that object for which we act: either
to desire it or to shun it. In other words, there is some goal, which, we think, we
should reach or shun, and this determination or purpose leads to an application
of npaya. The primary purpose is the attainment of happiness and the removal
of dukkha; however, everything that leads to the realization of the primary pur-
pose can also function as a secondary or subsidiary purpose.

Drstanta or example represents an undisputed fact that illustrates a general
rule." It is that entity with regard to which there is an agreement between
both parties, i.e., between ordinary persons as well as critical thinkers. In other
words, the ordinary person and the critical thinkers using logic must agree with
regard to something and it is only such an agreed entity that can be used as an
example. In other words, when one argues that the hill must be fiery because
it is smoky, the kitchen may be cited as an example of that in which one sees
smoke accompanied by fire. Example thus is a very important and necessary
part of the Nyaya reasoning; it is a component of the Nyaya five-membered
syllogism discussed earlier.

Stddhanta or conclusive view is the doctrine which belongs to a Sastra or a
discipline or a science.” Conclusion is the definite ascertainment of an entity.
Gautama divides it into four kinds'®:

1 sarvatantra siddhanta, that which is not disputed by any of the sciences;
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2 pratitantra siddhanta, that which is established by a particular discipline and
by particular philosophers;

3 adlikarana siddhanta, where in order to establish the property of a given
thing we have first to establish another property of it. For example, the
Naiyayikas argue for the omniscience of creator by first establishing that
an agent initially makes a binary combination of atoms possible;

4 abhyupagama siddhanta is provisional acceptance of a conclusion of the other.
For example, when the opponent, in this case the Mimamsaka, establishes
that sound is a substance, the Naiyayikas respond as follows: “We are not
going to challenge this thesis; however, let us discuss the issue taking the
thesis—either sound is eternal or non-eternal—for granted.” The hope is
that the idea of substantiality of sound will eventually be refuted if both
alternatives (eternal or non-eternal) are set aside. Such a provisional accep-
tance of a conclusion of the other is called “abhyupagama siddhanta,” which
clearly has the structure of a hypothetical argument of the form “if S then
either p or not-p,” but if both alternatives, p and not-p, are shown not to
apply, then the hypothesized premise must be wrong.

Avayava means “member” or “premises.” A syllogism consists of five members
or premises. These members have been discussed above.

Tarka in the Nyaya Sitras is used as a kind of hypothetical argument, an indi-
rect way of justifying a conclusion. It demonstrates that the presumed hypothe-
sis to prove the conclusion leads to absurdity.!” Tarka is an intellectual cognition
produced by desire assuming the following form: “If smoke could exist in a
locus which does not have fire, then smoke could not be caused by fire.” The
question is asked whether any absurdity would result if the given conclusion
is accepted as true or rejected as false. This kind of argument is designed to
remove any doubt in the vyapti, e.g., “wherever there is smoke, there is fire,”
and, as a result, to strengthen the inference that proves the presence of fire
upon perceiving smoke. Let me give an illustrative example of this sort of rea-
soning: in looking through the bay window of my house, I see smoke coming
out of the house across the street and say that the house across the street is
on fire. A friend sitting next to me argues that there is no fire, only smoke; in
response, I advance a tarka: “if there could be smoke without there being fire,
then one could produce smoke without fire, which is absurd.” This proposi-
tion is deduced from the hypothesis because it follows from the hypothesis as
a general rule: “whatever has a mark, has that which it is a mark of.” To put it
differently, the absence of fire is a mark of the absence of smoke. Accordingly,
the modern Naiyayikas define larka as a process of deducing from a mark that
of which it is a mark. It shows by a counter-factual argument that if things were
of such and such nature, then absurd consequences would follow. For example,
with regard to the eternity or non-eternity of the self, tarka removes the doubt by
arguing, “if the self had an origin and an end, then karma and its consequences
would not take place, which is not acceptable.”
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It is important to remember in this context that tarka does not give rise to true
knowledge, i.e., it is not a pramana, because one of its premises, the assumption
of the contradictory of the conclusion is false. It confirms a pramana; it is an aid
to pramana. This process of indirect proof in the Nyaya roughly corresponds to
reductio ad absurdum, which one finds in Western logic.

Nimaya is the ascertainment of the truth attained by pramanas and tarka."® It is
a doctrine that has been accepted and subscribed to by a school. It represents
the removal of all preceding doubts, after an examination of views for or against
a particular doctrine.

Vada stands for analytic consideration in order to ascertain the truth." It, like
niraya, also proceeds with the help of pramanas and tarka and uses arguments which
are stated formally in the form of five-membered syllogism. The goal is not to
refute any established theory but rather to arrive at the truth. In vada, each of the
parties involved in discussion—the proponent as well as the opponent—attempts
to establish his own position and refute the position of the other.

Jalpa is wrangling in which both parties involved aim to defeat each other,
but there is no attempt to ascertain the truth.*® Given that the goal is to defeat
others, it involves use of invalid arguments and reasons. (Lawyers usually use
such arguments.)

Vitanda 1s a kind of debate in which the proponent does not aim to establish
his own position, but simply aims to refute the position of the others.?' Thus,
whereas in jalpa each party’s goal is to establish his/her respective position and
to gain victory over the other, in vifanda, each party tries to win by simply refut-
ing the position of the other. It roughly approximates what is called “sophistry”
in Western logic.

Gautama defines “hetvabhasa” as a “fallacious probans,” because they do not
possess all the characteristics of true probans,” but they seem sufficiently simi-
lar to a probans.” Here hetvabhasa does not mean a defective fetu, but rather a
“seeming” or “pseudo” hetu, The Sanskrit term “hetvabhasa,” however, may be
taken to mean not only the “semblance of a hetu” (dusta-hetu), but also a “faulty
hetw” (hetu-dosa). The older Naiyayikas do not make a distinction between these
two meanings, Gangesa, however, does. For our purposes it is not necessary
to go into a detailed investigation of this distinction. Suffice it to note that a
hetvabhasa prevents an inference from taking place.

In chala one of the parties to a dispute—after failing to give a good argu-
ment against his opponent—advances irrelevant or pseudo replies.”® Here an
attempt is made to contradict the argument of another person, by giving an
unfair reply. The respondent contradicts a statement by taking it in a sense
other than the one the speaker intended. In other words, when a person, say X,
cannot respond to a fairly strong argument that Y provides, then X may con-
tradict Y’s statement by taking it in a sense that was not intended. For example,
X may say “nava-kambala” meaning that the boy possesses a new blanket, and
Y unfairly objects and points out that the boy has nine blankets, because the
compound “nava-kambala’ is ambiguous.
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Jati stands for all those futile arguments advanced by one party against the
other, which instead of destroying the opponent’s position really contradict the
position of the one who advances those arguments.?* It consists in advancing a
futile argument based on similarity or dissimilarity between things. For exam-
ple, in trying to meet the argument “sound, being an effect, is non-eternal, like a
jar,” the opponent may argue that the sound is eternal like sky because “sound
shares with sky the property of being incorporeal.” This is jati. The Naiyayikas
enumerate twenty-four kinds of jatis.

Nigrahasthana® is the last entity in Gautama’s list. “Nigraha” means “defeat”
and “sthana” means “place” so that it leads to the final defeat of the proponent
or the opponent. It includes many different kinds of arguments leading to the
final defeat of one of the parties. Gautama in the second chapter of the fifth part
of the Myaya Sitra lists twenty-two such arguments which lead to a final defeat.

This list of entities (it must be clear that these are entities in a highly abstract
sense) shows what really occurs between the parties of a dispute, beginning with
doubt and ending with ascertainment of truth, defeat of one of the parties and
the victory of the other. Such an argumentative tradition, since ancient times,
was a part of the rational discourses of the Indian philosophers, and the task
of the Nyaya commentators was to give them precise definitions and formula-
tions. It must also be evident that the concept of reason implicit in these discus-
sions makes reason inseparable from proper, precise, and goal-oriented use of
language and from intersubjective discourse.

IIT Self, Bondage, and Liberation

In the chapter on the Upanisads, we saw that they take cit or consciousness to
be the same as atman. For the Nyaya-Vaisesika school, on the other hand, atman
includes both: the finite individual selves (and souls) as well as the infinite soul, i.e.,
God. I would like to draw the attention of my readers to the fact that in the list of
prameyas, discussed in the previous section, a/ma appears first. Vatsyayana states:

The omniscient self is the seer, the enjoyer and the experiencer of all things,
the body is the place of its enjoyment and suffering, and the sense organs
are the instruments for enjoyment and suffering. Enjoyment and suffer-
ing are cognitions (of pleasure and pain). The inner sense or manas is that
which can know all objects. Action (pravriti) causes of pleasure and pain; so
do the dosas (defects), namely, passion, envy, and attachment. The self had
carlier bodies than this one, and will occupy other bodies after this one,
until the achievement of “moksa.” This beginningless succession of birth
and death is called “(pretyabhava).” Experiences of pleasure and pain, along
with their instruments, i.e., body, sense organs, etc., are the “fruit” (phala).
“Pain” is inextricably connected with “pleasure.” In order to achieve moksa
or apavarga, one should realize that all happiness is pain—which will result
in detachment and in the long run freedom.?
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It 1s worth noting that the above list not only includes the objects of true
knowledge, but also body, sense organs, objects (of these senses), intellect (bud-
dhi), mind (manas), action, (pravrthi), defects (dosa), the succession of birth and
death (pretyabhava), fruits (phala), suffering (dukkha), and release (moksa).?’

After this list of entities, the next sutra proceeds to inform us how the “self”
(or atman) is known.” We are told that the self is too “subtle,” and cannot be
perceived by any of the senses. Such judgments as, “I am happy,” “I am sad,”
do not provide any knowledge of the true nature of the self. Thus, the question
arises: how is the self known? It is said that the self is inferred from pleasure,
pain, desire, hatred, effort, and consciousness. These six are the specific quali-
ties of the self, insofar as they belong only to the self. Of these six, three, namely,
desire, effort, and consciousness, are common to both finite selves and the infi-
nite self| 1.e., God; hatred and pain belong only to the finite selves; and the sixth,
namely, happiness, belongs to both the individuals and God, though God’s
happiness is eternal, while the happiness of finite individuals is non-eternal.

The Naityayikas take great pains to demonstrate that consciousness is a qual-
ity neither of the body, nor of the sense organs, nor of an action; it is rather a
quality of the self, which exists independently and is different from the body,
the senses, the mind and consciousness. The self, on their theory, is eternal; it
cannot be produced and destroyed. Though consciousness 1s a quality of the
self, it nevertheless is not an essential quality of the self, which explains why in
deep sleep or coma one does not possess consciousness. Thus, the self may exist
without consciousness. Self, however, is capable of having consciousness under
suitable conditions; it arises in a self when the appropriate causal conditions
are present, 1.e., when the self comes in contact with the mind, the mind with
the senses, and the senses with external objects. (These contacts are needed in
the case of all kinds of cognition, including testimony and inference.) In other
words, the self, though eternal, is by itself unconscious and thus is not different
from material objects such as table and chair, excepting for the fact that the self
alone is capable of having consciousness.

In the state of liberation, the soul is released from all pain and suffering. In
this state the soul does not have any connection with the body. As long as the
soul 1s associated with a body and the senses, it 1s not possible for it to attain
liberation. If the body and the sense organs are there, there would be contact
with the undesirable objects giving rise to feelings of pleasure and pain. Once
the association between the body and the soul is severed, the soul would not
have either pleasurable or painful experiences. Liberation is the cessation of
pain, absolute freedom from pain. It is the summum bonum, the supreme good,
in which the soul 1s free from fear, decay, change, death, and rebirth; it 1s bliss
forever.

True knowledge of the distinction between the self and the not self is essen-
tial to attain liberation. To gain such a knowledge, one must hear (Sravana) the
great sayings of the scriptures about the self, establish it by manana (reflective
thinking), and meditate on the self (nididhyasana) following yogic techniques and
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practices. When one realizes that the self is distinct from the body, one ceases to
be attracted by material things, one is no longer under the influence of desires
and passions that prompt an individual to undertake wrong actions and steer
them in the wrong direction. One’s past karmas are exhausted, the connection
with the body ceases, and there is no pain, and that is moksa.

I have given a quick sketch of the Nyaya ontology as well as of Nyaya epis-
temology. It is, to sum up, a conceptualization of our ordinary concept of the
world as consisting of many things. Perhaps this pluralism, we can safely say, is
based on the way the Naiyayikas use the category of difference.
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APPENDIX III

TRANSLATIONS OF SELECTED
TEXTS FROM THE ANCIENT
SYSTEMS

I The Mimariisa Darsana

The Mimamsa Sutras!

I.1.1 Then, therefore, an enquiry into dharma.

1.1.2 “Dharma” or duty 1s an object whose distinguishing feature (laksana) is a
command.

I.1.3 An examination of its cause (will now be made).

(The cause that will be examined is duty.)

I.1.4 Perception is the knowledge which arises from the senses coming in
contact with the self. This is not the cause of duty, because it yields knowledge
of an existing thing.

(Pratyaksa 1s perception. It gives knowledge of an existing object. The object
exists, 1.e., can be perceived by the senses. It cannot yield any knowledge of
dharma which is supersensuous. Other pramanas will be needed in the case of
dharma. With regard to dharma, the Vedas are of supreme importance.)

1.1.5 The connection between word and its meaning is eternal. (The sentence
which yields) its knowledge is (called) updesa (precept). This sentence 1s never
mistaken with regard to a supersensible object. It 1s a pramana in Badarayana’s
view, because it does not depend on any other (pramanas).

(The relation between word and its meaning is eternal. Word, or instruction
is the means of knowing dharma. This knowledge is never wrong. It is infal-
lible. It 1s under this aphorism that the other pramanas, e.g., inference, arthapatti
or presumption and abhava or negation, besides perception, are discussed by
commentators.)

I.1.6 (Eternality of words, objection:)

Some say that it is an action, because of seeing it there.

(Objection: word is not eternal, because it is an act and we see that it is
produced.)

I.1.7 (Objection continues)

1 From Jaimini’s Mumamsa Sutras.

190



TRANSLATIONS OF SELECTED TEXTS

By reason of no stability.

(The word, as soon as it 1s produced, vanishes.)

I.1.8 (Objection continues)

Because of the word “make.”

It 1s said, “make a sound,” which shows that sound is made and so is not
eternal.

I.1.9 (Objection continues)

Because, it 1s heard simultaneously by all beings (who stand at a distance
from the source.)

I.1.10 (Objection continues)

Because of the original and the modified forms.

I.1.11 (Conclusion of the objections)

When many persons pronounce it; it increases.

(What increases and decreases is not eternal.)

I.1.12 (The Mimarhsa position)

From here onwards, the objections raised against the eternity of sound will
be replied.

I.1.13 (Answer to I.1.7)

That after coming into existence, sound disappears, is due to the object not
coming in contact.

I.1.14 (Answer to 1.1.8)

After the application.

(The word existed; it 1s made audible only by pronunciation.)

I.1.15 (Answer to I.1.9)

The simultaneousness is like the sun.

(Like the sun. There is one word and it is eternal.)

I.1.16 (Answer to 1.1.10)

The changes of letters are no modifications.

I.1.17 (Answer to I.1.11)

Increase the noise concerns the tone (not the word).

I.1.18 (The conclusive Mimariisa position, aphorisms 18-26)

On the contrary (the word) is eternal by reason of the manifestation being
for the sake of others.

I.1.19 Because of simultaneity, the word produces the same effect everywhere.

I.1.20 Because there is no number.

(Even if pronounced several times, the word “cow” always produces the idea
of one individual cow.

I.1.21 Because there is no correlative term.

(The word exists independently; it has no correlative; it is therefore eternal.)

I.1.22 The collection of words has no manifestation.

(The words collectively do not denote a class, but only an individual word
does so.)

I.1.23 By seeing the force of the text.

(The Vedic text is taken to support the author’s view.)
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I.1.24 When manifested, it has no meaning, because the meaning does not
depend upon it.

(The objector raises another objection.)

I.1.25 The pronunciation of the constituent words is with the object of an
action, the sense is dependent upon them.

(The sentence, since it is composed of words which have meanings, must
necessarily have a meaning. This is the reply to the objection raised).

I.1.26 In the world, you know an object when the object is in contact with the
sense organ, so you have the knowledge of a sentence by reason of the arrange-
ment of the words which are its constituents.

I.1.27 (Objection regarding the Vedas as authorless)

The opponent holds that the Vedas are modern because their names are
derived from human names.

(The opponent argues that the Vedic names are of human origin.)

I.1.28 (Objection continues)

(The objector also) sees transitory things in them.

(Therefore the Vedas are human products.)

1.1.29 (Answer: Mimarhsa position, aphorisms 29-32)

It has already been said that the words are prior.

(Every word, human or divine, is eternal. The objection therefore has no
ground.)

I.1.30 The names are because of their explaining them.

(The Vedas are called after great sages because they expounded them. But
the Vedas themselves have no human origin.)

I.1.31 The Vedic words are used only in a general sense.

(So, names of persons are used in the Vedas, but they are common names,
not proper names.)

I.1.32 On the other hand, the inducement is for the purpose of making per-
sons do them, because such inducement is needed for the sacrifice.

(It is necessary that the person who is praised should perform the sacrifice.)

II The Sarinkhya Darsana
Sarnkhya-Kirika®

(1) Five Arguments for Causation

9 The effect is existent, because the nonexistent cannot be brought into
being, because there is a definite relation between the cause and the effect,
because everything is not possible, because the efficient cause can cause only
that which it is capable of producing, and because the effect is of the same
nature as the cause.

2 From I§varakrsna’s Samkhya-Karika and Gaudapada’s Bhasya on selected karikas.
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(Arguments are given here to show that the effects of the primal nature are
coexistent with their cause or source. They are therefore proofs of the existence
of that primary cause or nature. Production is of that which is. This is the
famous thesis of satkaryavada or that the effect exists in the material cause prior
to its production.)

(1) The Three Gunas and the Prakrti

11 The manifest is “with the three attributes,” “not able to distinguish,”
“objective,” “common,” “non-conscious,” and “productive” in nature.
The manifest Nature is likewise. The self is the opposite of this, and yet also
similar.

(Prakrti cannot discriminate between its three constituents. But the self, the purusa
has discrimination. The products of nature are objects; the self is not an object.
They, i.e., the products of nature, are common, but the self is specific. They are
irrational; the self is rational. They are prolific; nothing is produced from the
self.)

15 The unmanifest is the cause of the diverse finite things, because of homo-
geneous nature (of finitude), because of functioning through efficiency, because
of division between cause and its product, because of the merger of the entire
world.

16 It (the unmanifest) functions through the three constituents, by mixing
up and modification, like water, because of the specific nature of the three
constituents.

(ur) Purusa (Self)

17 The self exists, because all composite objects are for another’s use, because
there must be absence of the three constituents and of other properties, because
there must be control, because there must be an experiencer, and because there
must be tendency towards final release.

18 That there are many selves follows from the distributive nature of birth,
death, and the instruments of cognition, from the engagement in actions not all
at the same time, and also from different proportion of the three constituents.

(A multitude of selves is proved. From the contrary nature of the qualities,
multitude is proved: or, from birth in general, one endowed with the quality
of goodness is happy, another with the quality of foulness is wretched, and the
third having that of darkness is apathetic.)

19 From this contrast, follows that this selfis a “witness,” free from suffering,
neutral, seer, and inactive.

(The constituents as agents, act; a witness neither acts nor desists from action.
The self is also a bystander like a wandering mendicant, so also the properties
of being a spectator and passive. The self is a spectator, and not a performer of
those acts.
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But if selfis a non-agent, how does it exercise volition. But there is a dilemma
here: “I will practice virtues; I will not commit crime.” Here the self must be an
agent. The verse 20 explains this dilemma. It says that the self, the purusa, only
appears to be the agent, by reason of the union with prakrt:.)

(iv) Evolution

21 In order to perceive nature by the self and for the isolation (freedom) of
the self, there is a union of both self and nature, like that of the lame and the
blind; from this association arises creation (or, evolution).

(As the birth of a child proceeds from the union of male and female, so the
production of creation results from the connection of nature and self. The
object of the union, or the final liberation of the self by its knowledge of nature
1s then explained.)

36 These special attributes, different from each other, as in a lamp, manifest
the purpose of the self in its entirety, and present it to the intellect.

37 It is the intellect which accomplishes the self’s experiences, it is the
intellect which discriminates the subtle difference between nature and self.

(Here the function of discrimination between the self and the nature is
assigned to intellect. As the intellect accomplishes this, consequently although
it is as it were a chief principle, yet it is for another’s use, not its own. Hence
arises the purpose of liberation. Hence it is the intellect that discriminates the
subtle difference between the nature and the self.)

52 Without dispositions, there would be no subtle elements; without subtle
elements, there would be no dispositions. Therefore, there occurs two-fold evo-
lution, the evolution of the elements and of the intellect.

53 The divine evolution is of eight kinds, the animal of five kinds, the
human evolution has only one form. This in brief is the evolution of
elements.

59 Just as a dancer stops dancing after having shown herself to the audience,
so does nature desist after showing herself to the self.

III The Yoga Darsana
The Yoga Sutras?®

Chapter I Meditative Absorption (Samadhi)

1.2 Yoga is the restraint of the modifications of the mind.

1.5 There are five kinds of mental modifications; these are either detrimental
or non-detrimental (to the practice of yoga).

1.6 (The vrttzs are) right cognition, error, imagination, sleep, and memory.

3 From Patanjali’s Yoga Sitras
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I.7 (The sources of) right cognitions are perception, inference and verbal
testimony.

I.11 Memory is the retention of objects that are experienced (and not letting
them slip away).

I.12 The mental modifications are restrained by practice and renunciation.

I.13 Practice is the effort to be steadfast in concentrating.

I.15 Renunciation is the controlled consciousness of the one who has no
craving for sense-objects, whether such objects are actually perceived or heard
(from the Vedas).

Chapter I Practice (Sadhana)

II.1 The yoga of action consists of austerity, study, and submission to God.

II.2 It is for bringing meditative absorption and for the purpose of weakening
the afflictions.

II.3 The impediments to samadhi are: ignorance, ego-sense, attachments,
jealousy, and will to live.

IL.5 Ignorance regards the self—which is eternal, pure, and of the nature of
bliss—as non-eternal, impure, painful, and not-self.

I1.6 The ego is to regard the nature of the seer and the power of the instru-
ment of seeing as being the same thing.

I1.7 Attachment is the consequence of happiness.

I1.8 Aversion is the consequence of pain.

I1.9 Clinging to life is an inherent tendency of even the wise.

II.11 Meditation eliminates the mental modification caused by afflictions
(klesas).

I1.26 The means to liberation is undisturbed discernment that arises out of
discrimination.

I1.29 The eight limbs (of yoga) are: restraint, observance, posture, breath con-
trol, withdrawal of the senses, concentration, meditation, and absorption

I1.30 The yamas are: nonviolence, truthfulness, non-stealing, celibacy, and
non-possession.

I1.32 The rules to be observed are: cleanliness, contentment, austerity, study
of scriptures, and devotion to God.

I1.46 Postures are to be steady and pleasant (comfortable).

11.47 Effort should be relaxed, and the mind absorbed in the infinite.

I1.49 When the asana is accomplished, pranayama or control of breathing
follows, which consists in the regulation of breathing in and breathing out.

I1.54 When the senses do not come in contact with their respective objects,
withdrawal from sensory objects takes place, corresponding, as it were, to the
nature of the mind.
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Chapter III Attainments (Vibhitis)

IIL.1 In concentration, the mind is fixed in one place.

III.2 Meditation is the one-pointedness of the mind on one idea.

III.3 Meditative absorption occurs when the mind is without any conception
of itself as reflecting and the object alone shines forth.

III.4 When these three (dharana, dhyana and samadhi) are performed together,
it is called “samyama.”

IIL.5 As one becomes fixed in samyama, there arises insight.

II1.6 Samyama is applied in the different planes of samadh.

I1I1.7 The three limbs of samyama are internal, when compared to the previ-
ous limbs.

IIL.9 In the state of nirodha, the outgoing samskaras disappear and the samskaras
which restrain appear in the mind at the moment of restraint.

II1.10 It is due to these samskaras that the mind flows undisturbed.

III.11 With the attainment of samadhi, the all-pointedness of the mind is
destroyed and one-pointedness arises.

III1.34 (Concentration) on the heart brings about knowledge of the mind.

III.54 The liberation is knowledge born out of discrimination; it knows
everything as its object at all times simultaneously.

Chapter IV Complete Independence (Kaivalya)

IV.34 When the gunas return to their original states, and when the power of
consciousness is located in its own essential nature, liberation (complete isola-
tion) takes place.

IV The Vaisesika Darsana

The Vaisesika Sutras*

I.1.1 Now, therefore, we shall explain dharma (righteousness, duty).

(Dharma leads to knowledge by purifying the mind and producing thirst after
knowledge.)

I.1.2 Dharma is that from which one achieves exaltation and the supreme
good.

I.1.3 The authoritativeness of the Vedas is due to the words of God (or from
being an exposition of dharma).

I.1.4 The supreme good arises from the knowledge produced by a particu-
lar dharma which teaches the categories, substance, attribute, action, universal,
species, and inherence along with their common and differentiating features.

(This aphorism gives a list of the categories whose knowledge leads to the

4 From Kanada’s Vai$esika Sitras with the commentary by Sankara Misra
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supreme good. Although six categories have been listed in this aphorism, the
seventh, 1.e., nonexistence or abhava, is implied.)

I.1.5 The only substances are: earth, water, fire, air, ether, time, space, self,
and mind.

(Substances are nine only, no more or no less.)

I.1.6 The qualities are: color, taste, smell, touch, number, measures, separ-
ateness and conjunction and disjunction, priority and posterity, understanding,
pleasure, pain, desire, jealousy, and effort.

I.1.7 Throwing upwards, throwing downwards, contraction, expansion, and
movement are actions.

I.1.8 Substance, quality, and action have the common attributes insofar as
they are existent and non-eternal, have substance as their cause, are effect as
well as cause, and are both genus and species.

I.1.9 What is common to substance and attribute is the property of being the
cause of what belongs to their universals in common

I.1.10 Substances originate another substance, and qualities originate
another attribute.

I.1.11 (But) an action that is producible by another action is not known.

(The question is: How is substance different from attribute and action?)

I.1.12 A substance is not destroyed by (its own) effect or by (its own) cause.

(T'wo substances that have the relation of effect and cause cannot have the
relation of destroyer and destroyed. A substance is annihilated only by the anni-
hilation of the supporting substratum and the dissolution of the parts that give
rise to it.)

I.1.13 Qualities (are destroyed) in both ways.

(In both ways = by effect and by cause, e.g., the beginning sound in a series
is destroyed by the effect, but the last sound by its cause, i.e., the last but one
sound.)

I.1.14 Action is opposed by its effect.

(Action is destructible by subsequent conjunction produced by itself.)

I.1.15 Dravya possesses action and quality; it is an inherent cause—this is the
defining mark of substance.

I.1.18 Substance is the one and the same cause of substance, qualities and
action.

I.1.19 Likewise, attribute is the cause of substance, qualities and action.

I.1.20 Action is the common cause of conjunction, disjunction, and
impetus.

I.1.21 Action cannot be the cause of substances.

I.1.22 (Action cannot be the cause of substances) on account of cessation.

(Substance is produced, when action ceases to be by conjunction. Therefore
action is not a cause.)

I.1.23 A single substance may be the general effect of many substances.

I.1.24 An action cannot be the (joint) effect of many actions, because of the
difference of their qualities.
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I.1.25 Two-ness (duality) and other numbers, separateness, conjunction and
disjunction (are caused by many substances).

I.1.26 An action, which is the joint effect of two or more substances, is not
known as it cannot inhere in two or more substances.

(An action does not reside in an aggregate.)

I.1.27 A substance can be the (joint) effect of many conjunctions.

1.1.28 Color (can be the joint effect) of many colors.

I.1.29 Throwing upwards (as also throwing downwards, etc.) is the joint
effect of gravity, volition, and conjunction.

(A single action may be the effect of many causes.)

I.1.30 Conjunction and disjunction are effects of actions.

I.1.31 Under the topic of causes in general, it is being said that action cannot
be a cause of substances and actions.

V The Nyaya Darsana

The Nyaya Sutras®

I.1.3 Perception, inference, comparison and verbal testimony are pramanas.

I.1.4 Perception is the knowledge which arises from the contact of the sense
organs and (their) objects, knowledge which is not-linguistic, which is not erro-
neous (from the object) and which is of the nature of judgment.

(The cause of such knowledge is perception as a pramana.)

I.1.5 After determining perception, inference is being determined. Inference
“has that as its antecedent” or is a knowledge that is grounded in perception. It
1s of three kinds: “like what is before” (purvavai), “like what comes after” (sesavat)
and “inference based on universal” (samanyatodysta).

By “purvavat” is meant that where the effect is inferred from the cause, as for
example, from the increase of cloud, one infers there is going to be rain.

Sesavat is that in which the cause is inferred from the effect. Upon seeing the
river being full of water and the strength of the current, as contrasted with the
water which was in the river in the past, one infers “there has been rain.”

Samanyatodrsta inference takes place e.g., when as contrasted with the thing
seen earlier, the now seen object has fast moving current; with regard to the sun,
which was seen at one place in the morning and is seen elsewhere now, one infers
that even if it is imperceptible, the sun has motion (on the basis of inference).

Pirvavat also signifies cases where upon seeing an entity, from among two
entities which were earlier perceived together, which is the pervaded one, there
1s inference about the existence of the other entity which pervades the former,
but is not being perceived now. This inference is also called “purvavat.”

Sesavat also means an inference of what remains. By denying this “remain-
der” and the entity which remains, there is no objection with regard to the

5 From Gautama’s Nyaya Satras.
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other entity. In such a case, the ascription of existence to the “remainder” entity
is the cause of true knowledge which is inferential.

An example: if there is a doubt whether sound is a substance, quality, or
action, then the one sound is not a substance since it is one, it is also not an
action since it produces another sound, what remains is that sound must be a
quality, this is the only remaining possibility.

Samanyatodrsta inference is the case where the relation between the mark and
what is to be to-be-established, or the relation between that which is pervaded
and the pervader, is not perceivable, and yet the mark leads to the inference of
the to-be-established property, as when the selfis inferred from desire, etc.

The object of perception is existent, but the object of inference is either exis-
tent or nonexistent. Why? Because inference apprehends “all three times,” that
is to say, an object which is related to the three temporal dimensions such as
“shall be,” “it becomes,” and “it became.” “Nonexistent” here means what is
past and what is yet-to-be, future, entity.)®

I.1.6 Upamana is the means by which one arises at a valid determination of an
entity based on similarity with a well-known object.

1.1.7 Sabda is the verbal instruction of a person who knows what he is talking
about.

I.1.8 That (sabda) is of two kinds: that whose object is perceived and that
whose object is not perceived.

I.1.9 The objects of knowledge (prameyas) are: self, body, sense organs, sen-
sory objects, intellect, mind, effort, fault, beginningless stream of birth and
death, enjoyment of pleasure and pain, pain, and release.

I.1.10 Desire, jealousy, effort, pleasure, pain and knowledge are marks of
the self.

I.1.11 Effort, sense organs and pleasure-pain are located in the body.

I.1.12 The five elements are apprehended by five sense organs: the organ of
smell and taste, visual organ or the eyes, the skin which is the organ of touch,
and the ear or organ of hearing.

I.1.13 The five elements are earth, water, fire, air, and ether.

I.1.14 The qualities of these elements are smell, taste, color, touch, and
sound.

1.1.15 “Buddhi,” “upalabdh’” and “‘jiana” are synonymous, or mean the same
thing.

I.1.16 The non-origination of several cognitions at the same time is a mark
of existence of the mind.

I.1.17 Effort is the beginning of speech, knowledge, and of body (in that
order).

I.1.18 The defects have urging for their mark.

I.1.19 Rebirth after death is called “pratyabhava.”

I.1.20 The “result” is that which results from effort and fault.

6 Vatsyayana’s bhasya (commentary) on Nyaya Sitra, 1.1.5.
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I.1.21 Sorrow is attachment to the objects (defined earlier).

I.1.22 Freedom from all sorrow is release.

1.1.23 “Doubt” is (1) caused by the substantives which possess the common
quality; (2) produced by the knowledge of the substantive which possess an
uncommon quality; (3) due to the presence of contradicted opinions, (4) uncer-
tainty attaching to perception, and uncertainty attaching to non-perception, is
called “vimarsa” or wavering judgment.

I.1.24 Purpose is that object which, by being determined either as desirable
or as fit to be shunned, gives rise to effort.

I.1.25 Example is that with regard to which both the ordinary, and those
who are critical examiners, entertain similar beliefs.

I.1.26 Conclusion is the final determination that the entity has this

property.
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12
THE BUDDHIST SCHOOLS

After the death of the Buddha, the Buddhist monks began doubting and debat-
ing the Buddha’s teachings and practices, and as a result of their inability to
reach consensus, the basic ethical-philosophical teachings of the Buddha went
through a long process of development. One may consider this process as con-
sisting of three turns of the wheel of dharma, each turn spanning a period of
five hundred years, determined by how the Buddha’s teachings came to be
interpreted. The Buddhist schools began proliferating, giving rise to as many
as thirty schools in India, China, Tibet, and Japan. Whereas some took the
Buddha’s refusal to answer any metaphysical questions to mean a denial of the
existence of reality and the means of knowing it, others took it to be a sign of
empiricism. Some of the basic questions that arose are as follows: what is real?
Is reality mental or non-mental? How do we know that external reality exists?
Sarvastivadins argued for the reality of all things; they took both the mental and
the non-mental to be real. Regarding the question how we come to know the
existence of the external world, the Sarvastivadins were divided: the Vaibhasikas
held that we perceive the external world directly and the Sautrantikas held
that we infer the external world; but we do not perceive the external objects.
The Madhyamikas argued that there is no reality, either mental or non-
mental; all is void (sunya). The Yogacaras held that only the mental is real and
that the non-mental or the physical has no reality. Thus we have four main
schools of Buddhism and in chronological order they are: the Vaibhasikas, the
Sautrantikas, the Madhyamikas, and the Yogacaras. Correlating these four to
a familiar but misleading distinction between two phases of the Buddhist reli-
gion, Hinayana and Mahayana, one could say that the Vaibhasikas and the
Sautrantikas belong to the Hinayana school, while the Madhyamika, and the
Yogacara to the Mahayana school. This chronology, though helpful, is mis-
leading because the Mahayana, 1.e. both Madhyamika, and the Yogacara, had
their beginnings very early in the history of Buddhism, even in the presumed
Theravada writings, so that many scholars have come to doubt the validity of
keeping the Hmayana and Mahayana completely separate. In any event, these
four schools have much philosophical importance, and in such a short exposi-
tion as this, it 1s difficult to do justice to them. So without going into the details
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of the Buddhist hermeneutic, in this chapter I will discuss the basic doctrines of
these four schools.

I The Vaibhasikas

The Abhidharma works form the foundation of this school of Buddhism. This
school 1s called Vaibhasikas because they follow the commentary Vibhasa on
Abhidharma jianaprasthana. The term “abhidharma” literally means “with regard
to the doctrine,” and initially referred to the commentarial literature. In time,
however, Abhidharma teachers began systematizing their teachings and came
to be known as the “superior” (abfz) “doctrine” (dharma), 1.e., the study of the
dharmas. 'This work also includes a comprehensive description of Buddhist doc-
trines, ranging from cosmology and theories of perception to issues surrounding
moral problems, the virtues to be cultivated to attain nirvana, yogic practices, and
the meaning and significance of rebirth. Originating primarily in Ka$mir, some
of the principal teachers of the Vaibhasika school are: Dharmatrata, Ghosaka,
Vasumitra, and Buddhadeva.

The Vaibhasikas were realists, pluralists, and nominalists. The characteristic
doctrines of this school are as follows:

1 Everything real is instantancous, a thesis that is based on the Buddhist
doctrine of conditioned arising or dependent arising;

2 Although everything is momentary, there are substantial entities (dravyasat),
the basic constituents (dharmas) of reality;

3 Everything exists including the three dimensions of time, 1.¢., the past, the
present, and the future; and

4 The existence of the external world is directly perceived, not inferred.

I will next elaborate on these theses.

One of the most important doctrines of the Vaibhasikas is ksantkavada, the
thesis that everything real is instantaneous. Both mind and matter are momen-
tary. Becoming is real; there is neither being nor non-being. The main prem-
1se of their argument is: “to exist is to be causally efficacious,” 1.e., to possess
arthakriyakaritva. T'o be causally efficacious for them means to produce an effect.
The production takes place at the very first moment of its being. With the pro-
duction of the effect, all its causal power is spent out and the entity ceases to
exist. The argument 1s examined threadbare by other schools, e.g., the Nyaya
and the Vedanta, who believed and argued that a thing may have causal effi-
cacy but may not produce all its effects in the very first moment of its being. The
Vaibhasikas however, argued that if a being can withhold its power potentially
without being actualized, then it might as well become eternal, an alternative
they found unacceptable. Accordingly, they reject the possibility of unactual-
1zed power as an abstract concept. Everything real arises, produces its effects,
passes away, and 1s replaced by its successor. Reality is a series of instantaneous
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events; there is no permanent substance, just as there is no universal property,
Jati or samanya, instantiated in a class of particulars. There is only similarity
between momentary events and mistaking similarity for identity we regard the
particulars as possessing an identical feature in common. The illusion is sus-
tained when we give the particulars the same name as jar, or tree, or God. The
identity of name together with the resemblance among the particulars creates
the illusion of real universals.

Not only the external world but also the alleged inner self consists of a series
of changing particulars. The self according to the Vaibhasikas is not an identi-
cal substance; it consists of the intertwining of five different series: of material
bodily changes, of thoughts, of feeling (vedana), of volitions and forces (samskaras),
and of changing events of consciousness (vyiiana). These five series, like five
ropes, are intertwined in a complicated manner and create the illusion of an
identical inner self. There is no lasting underlying substance; the series is held
together by causality.

The Vaibhasikas accept the reality of the basic substantial constituents
(dravyasat) called “dharmas.” The term “dharma” has a variety of meanings in
Indian tradition. In Buddhism the term usually refers to the teachings of the
Buddha; however, in the Abhidharma context, a dharma denotes the basic, most
primary, constituent present in experience. An element that cannot be further
analyzed is a real existent (dravpasaf) and has its own self-nature (svabhava); it
exists “in and of itself.” An object, say, a chair, on the other hand, is an aggre-
gate of dharmas, which are impermanent, momentary, and durationless.

Abhidharmakosa discusses seventy-five dharmas divided into conditioned
(“samskrta,” literally, “co-operating”) and unconditioned (“asamskria,” literally,
“non-co-operating”). The conditioned dharmas arise and perish, but the uncon-
ditioned, viz., nirvana, empty space, and meditative emptiness of consciousness
are eternal. Conditioned dharmas are classified into five groups: form (ritpa),
mind (¢itta), mental faculties, forces not concomitant with the mind, and uncon-
ditioned dharmas. Of these ripa includes eleven dharmas: five sense organs, five
sense objects and unmanifested matter; mind includes, forty-six mental func-
tions, and fourteen forces which are not concomitant with the mind. There
are three unconditioned dharmas, viz., nirvana, apratisamkhyanirodha, and akasa
(two kinds of cessation and space). In short, dharmas refer to such elements
as mind, matter, reality, ideas—in general to the basic factors or elements of
experience.

It is not possible to go into an analysis of seventy-five dharmas. For our pur-
poses it is sufficient to note that the conditioned dharmas constitute phenom-
enal existence. They are subject to the law of causality and in their flow they
co-operate and perpetuate phenomenality. The unconditioned dharmas, on the
other hand, are not subject to the causal law. Dharmas are also classified into
impure and pure, bad and good in the moral sense. In this classification, the
same dharmas are influenced by ignorance or wisdom (prajia). Unconditioned
dharmas are pure in the sense that they are free from defilements (klesas),
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which cause body and mind to suffer. Greed, hatred, delusion, pride, wrong
view, doubts, sloth, and distractions are the eight defilements, which defile any
dharma to which they get attached. Conditioned elements, when defiled, taint
each other, for example, lust may taint wisdom, as may an object of cogni-
tion which arouses passion. The Buddhist writers classified defilements into
one hundred and eight, and proclivities into ninety-eight. The Buddha’s saying
“all are impermanent” is interpreted by the Vaibhasikas as referring only to
conditioned dharmas.

There is a real transformation of the conditioned into unconditioned through
insight. The dharmas conditioned by ignorance cause pain and sorrow, and the
same dharmas when separated and suppressed by the ethical/spiritual discipline
and knowledge, become nirvana and apratisamkhyanirodha (cessation without a
residue). Space (@kasa), on the other hand, neither obstructs nor is obstructed; it
1s empty. In short, these dharmas combine in different ways and account for the
phenomenal existence and the world-process.

As stated earlier, the Vaibhasikas were Sarvastivadins because they believed
in the existence of everything (sarva astr): the mental as well as the non-mental.
Citing the Buddha’s assertions that the past, the present, and the future exist,
the Vaibhasikas argue that not alone the present but also the past and the future
are real (dravyasat). They admit six categories of reality: the past, the future, the
just arising, cessation with a residue (pratisamkhyanirodha), cessation without a
residue (apratisamkhyanirodha), and space (akasa). For the existence of the past and
the future, they advance the following argument:

There cannot be any knowledge if there is no “objective support” (alambana).
There does arise knowledge of the past and the future alambana. Therefore, the
past and the future must exist.

There is an important philosophical problem with the above position, inas-
much as the Vaibhasikas tried to combine two seemingly incompatible posi-
tions: on the one hand, they accept that nothing is eternal, that all reality is
momentary, on the other hand, they make every moment eternal, inasmuch as
each dharma, the past and the future as much as the present us or exists. When
the Vaibhasikas were asked how they could hold that an object exists in three
points of time and also hold that nothing endures, different Vaibhasikas gave
different answers. Among these, four are worth noting.

1 Dharmatrata advances the thesis of differences in forms (bhavas): An entity,
as it passes from the present to the past, remains the same, only its bhava
changes (in the same way as the form of gold changes from one jewelry to
another). The substance or dravya remains the same.

2 Ghosaka held that what changes is laksana (e.g., a person is attached to one
woman, but gradually becomes non-attached).

3 Vasumitra held that the state or position or avastha changes, not the sub-
stance (analogous to the value of “0” from the unit position to the hundred
or the thousand depending on the place).
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4 Buddhadeva held it is the relations that change depending on the context
(just as the same woman in relation to one person is a daughter and in rela-
tion to another is a wife, etc.)

The first view looks like the Samkhya position. The three temporal positions are
related to three different relations to causal efficacy: when there is no efficacy,
the entity is not yet; when it is causally active, the entity 1s present; when there
1s no causal activity, it is past.

The Vaibhasikas hold that the external objects are directly perceived by us.
This 1s similar to the direct, common-sense realism of Western philosophy,
according to which the color that I perceive is itself the color of the object in front
of me. My mind directly knows the external world. We infer fire upon seeing
smoke because in the past we have perceived smoke and fire together. One who
has never perceived a fire would not be able to infer fire upon seeing smoke com-
ing out of a building. If we never perceive external objects, as the Sautrantikas
believe, then we would not be able to infer them simply from their form (@kara).

Concluding Remarks

1 The minute analytical listing of entities bears testimony to remarkable
power of subtle observation, faithful articulation, and openness to new
metaphysical thinking.

2 In this school, the ontological and valuational judgments are insepara-
bly linked together. Every element of reality 1s either good or evil and the
causal theory is as much about ontology as about values/disvalues. The
two are not separated.

3 Given that there is a real transformation of the conditioned into uncondi-
tioned dharmas, conditioned and unconditioned have to be totally differ-
ent. The unconditioned, the nirvana, is a total extinction of the conditioned
or the phenomenal. There are two levels of reality, samsara and nirvana
(worldly and non-worldly) but nevertheless real. This dualism between
the two levels of reality became a matter of great controversy among the
Buddhist schools that followed. The Madhyamikas argue against the
Vaibhasika position and hold that samsara and nirvana are two sides of the
same coin; the Sautrantikas accept only the reality of the world and no
separate reality of nirvana, which on their view is a mere negation and not a
positive entity; and the Yogacaras hold that samsara is not real, only nirvana
1s. Thus, it is not an exaggeration to say that the Vaibhasikas laid the foun-
dation for the subsequent discussion of many philosophical issues among
the Buddhists and the non-Buddhists alike.

II The Sautrantikas

The Sautrantikas accept the final authority of the sufra literature which are
the Buddha’s own words. Of the three Pali Tripitakas, the Sautrantikas accept
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the Vinaya and the Sutta pitakas, but do not accept the abhidharma pitaka as the
Buddha’s words. Accordingly, the Sautrantikas are said to be sutrapramanika, not
Sastrapramanika,

The founder of this school is taken to be Kumaralata of Taksasila. The
main literature of this school seems to have been lost. Our knowledge of the
Sautrantika doctrines is derived from what the followers of other schools have
to say about them in the process of refuting them. Many of the Sautrantika
doctrines are known to us from the Abhidharmakosa of Vasubandhu, who prior
to converting to Mahayana, was a Sautrantika. The Abhidharma texts take
Kumaralata, Dharmatrata, Buddhadeva, and Srelata to be the “Four Suns” of
the Sautrantika. Although they are said to belong to the Hmayana, Sautrantikas
are often considered as marking the beginnings of Mahayana. The Sautrantikas
were realists, pluralists, ksanikavadins, and nominalists.

Some of the doctrines held in common by the Sautrantikas are as follows:

1 The Sautrantikas believe in momentariness and process-theory; every
dharma is momentary. “Momentariness” means “perishing” in the moment
after arising. It has no existence beyond arising. Perishing, being an
absence, is not produced; it 1s aketuka. Only being 1s causally produced, not
non-being. Therefore, a dharma’s being is caused,; it arises and then of itself
perishes.

2 The Sautrantikas rejected the existence of the conditioned or composite
dharmas, because these elements are not real elements. The very existence
of the dharmas consists in the process, stream or pravaha. There is no “ori-
gin,” “existence,” or “perishing.” About the three unconditioned dharmas
of the Vaibhasikas, the Sautrantikas argue that “akase” is nothing but the
absence of anything tangible. Nivana 1s not a positive entity; it is mere
absence. Itis neither caused nor an effect. The same characterizes the “ces-
sation without wisdom” or apratisamkhyanirodha; it too 1s a negative entity.

3 The Sautrantikas do not recognize the past and the future to possess real-
ity. To accept them would be to regard them as present, which would be
inconsistent.

4 When a dharma arises, along with it co-arise: arising-arising, existence-exis-
tence, decay-decay and non-eternity-non-eternity (the four ana-laksanas).
These are conditioned entities. All conditioned entities have the marks of
non-being becoming being, and being becoming non-being. A dharma’s
being is its process; there is no substance called “arising.”

5  Life again is not a separate entity; it is not a substance. It is a special ability
(samarthya) which lasts for a definite period of time.

6  Word (Sabda) 1s a mere utterance by a speaker whose function is to announce
that the speaker has cognition of such and such thing.

The above theses of the Sautrantikas make it obvious that they departed from
the Vaibhasikas on several points; I will elaborate on the following three:
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1 the reality of the past and the future;
2 the reality of the unconditioned or incomposite dharmas (akasa, nirvana);
3 whether the external world is directly perceived or inferred.

Let me elaborate on these three:

The most important point of difference between the two concerns the real-
ity of the past and the future. As we have seen, the Vaibhasikas hold that the
past, the present, and the future, are all real. They hold that the present is
undoubtedly real and it cannot be the effect of an unreal past and the cause of
an unreal future. The Sautrantikas argue that only the present is real. What is
past has gone out of existence and is no longer real, and what is future has not
yet come into existence and so is not yet real. The Vaibhasikas, on the other
hand, argue that the past and the future are real; they are known, become
objects of present knowledge, and exercise causal efficacy. The Sautrantikas
reject this argument, because reality, they argue, is prajiiapatisat, not vastu sat as
the Vaibhasikas believe. It is worth noting that although both the Vaibhasikas
and the Sautrantikas subscribe to “momentaries,” their understandings of a
moment is different. The Vaibhasikas understand by “moment” the last indi-
visible segment of time. For the Sautrantikas, a ksana is the time it takes for a
dharma to arise; it perishes in the next ksana. If it lasted for another moment, it
would need another cause. The same cause, however, cannot produce a new
effect, given that it has already produced its effect. Consequently, ksanikavada
is transformed into a philosophy of process, because it does not make sense to
say that every instant— even when it is gone and has not yet been—is eternally
existing. Additionally, the Sautrantikas argue that their conception is closer
to the Buddha’s doctrine of Dependent Arising. In the twelve-link chain of
Dependent Arising, each link is both conditioned and that which conditions;
one link does not cause the other link. Finally, they argue that to attribute dura-
tion to instants is to assign them a sort of permanency which goes against the
doctrine of Dependent Arising. Thus, arising and passing are not two different
processes, but rather a single continuous process.

The second difference concerns the reality of simple unconditional dharmas,
viz., akasa or empty space and nirvana. The Sautrantikas reject that these two
are unconditioned dharmas. They do not agree that the empty space is real. It is
not a positive reality; there is absence of any tangible object. Likewise, nirvana,
which the Buddhist aspirant aims to attain, is a mere cessation comparable
to the extinguishing of a lamp. Existence being dukkha according to the First
Noble Truth, and nirvana being the nirodha satya (the Third Noble Truth), i.e.,
the cessation of duikha amounts to the cessation of existence, so that a person
after attaining nirvana ceases to exist. There is simply a blank nothingness. Its
being is prajiiaptisat and not vastu sat. It is to be noticed that many Western
readers of Buddhism have wondered if n#rvana is not simply an extinction of
dukkha. Only the Sautrantikas held such a view, no other school did. Even
Nagarjuna in asserting that nivana is Siunya, was not affirming the Sautrantika
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position. As we will see shortly, sunyata, for Nagarjuna, is not of the nature of
simple negation.

The third point of difference concerns the knowledge of the external world.
The external objects, argue the Sautrantikas, are not directly perceived; they
are inferred, because being momentary, they disappear and cannot be per-
ceived. The object of cognition, though it passes as soon as it appears, leaves
behind a form, an image, and from these forms or representations of the objects
in the mind we infer the existence of the objects, which are reproduced in the
act of cognition. The Sautrantika philosophy therefore came to be known as
Bahyanumeyavada. The objects exist outside the mind. However, our perceptions
depend not simply on the mind, but on four conditions: causes as a condition
(hetupratyayata), an equal and immediately antecedent condition (samanantarpra-
lyayata), an object as condition (alambanapratyayatd), and a predominating influ-
ence as a condition (adhipatipratyayaia). The object must be there to impart the
form to consciousness, the ability of the mind to receive the form, determina-
tion whether consciousness is visual, tactual, etc., and finally, auxiliary condi-
tion, e.g., light, etc. All these conditions combine and facilitate the perception
of the object. When the form of the object is generated in the mind, the mind
perceives not the object, but the copy of the object in one’s own consciousness.

In many ways, the Sautrantikas and the Vaibhasikas laid the foundations
for the emergence of subsequent schools that developed within the fold of
Buddhism. Many writers in English compare the Sautrantika position to the
Lockean representationalism as opposed to the direct naive realism of the
Vaibhasikas. The existence of the external world is inferred on the basis of
the constraint to which our internal representations are subject. We shall see
that Vasubandhu rejects this argument and holds that consciousness appre-
hends only its own @kara or form. The issue becomes whether this form of con-
sciousness is derived from the supposed external object as the Sautrantikas take
it to be, or it is derived from the supposed a@laya vyiiana, the store-house of the
needed prior experiences. Thus the Sautrantika position on the one hand led to
the Vifianavada view that consciousness alone is real and, on the other hand, to
the Madhyamika dialectic that there is no origination or cessation, no coming
to be or going out, that everything is sinya, which I will discuss next.

IIT The Madhyamikas

The Madhyamikas are those that follow the Middle Way of the Buddha. In
his first sermon, the Buddha rules out the extremes of self-indulgence and self-
mortification. In Sanskritlexicons, one of the words for the Buddhais “advayavadin,”
1.e., “the one who asserts not-two.” What are these two views? The Madhyamikas
take the “not-two” to mean that one should avoid all extremes of being and
non-being, self and non-self, self-indulgence and self-mortification, substance
and process—in general, all dualistic affirmations. The followers of this school
take a middle position and subsequently came to be known as Madhyamikas.
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It is not an exaggeration to say that Nagarjuna is the most important phi-
losopher of the Madhyamika school. It is generally believed that he was born
in a brahmin family in Andhra Pradesh, in South India, in 150 CE. Many leg-
ends surround his name. According to some accounts, Nagarjuna initially
studied the Vedas and other important Hindu texts, but eventually converted
to Buddhism. Numerous works have been attributed to Nagarjuna. These
works include public lectures and letters to numerous kings, in addition to
metaphysical and epistemological treatises that form the foundation of the
Madhyamika school. But there is no doubt that his most important works are
Malamadhyamakakarika (abbreviated as MMK in this work) with his own com-
mentary and Vigrahavyavartani.

The above account makes it obvious that Nagarjuna lived five hundred years
after the Buddha’s death, during the transitional era of Buddhism when the
Buddhist monks began debating Buddhist teachings and practices. One of the
most important literatures belonging to this era is Prgjiaparamita, which literally
means “transcendent insight or wisdom,” but usually translated as “Perfection
of Wisdom.” The principal theme of this work is the notion of Sinyata (empti-
ness). Nagarjuna analyzes this notion and develops its ramifications clearly and
systematically. Although Prgjiiaparamita has been commented upon by both the
Madhyamika and Yogacara schools of Mahayana Buddhism, in time it came
to be used synonymously with the teachings of Nagarjuna.

The Buddha had refused to answer any metaphysical questions. He char-
acterized his teaching as madhyama pratipad, the Middle Way. Nagarjuna was
puzzled by the Buddha’s silence and searched for the rationale behind it. He
took the Buddha’s silence to mean that reality could not be articulated by any
of the commonly held metaphysical positions, e.g., the thesis of permanence
and change, substance and causality, and so on. Because he rejected all such
metaphysical positions, he thought he was taking a middle position and thus he
called his philosophy “Madhyamaka.”

In my discussion of the Madhyamika school in this chapter, I am primarily
going to draw from the Mulamadhyamakakarika, Fundamental Verses on the Middle
Way. It contains 448 verses divided in to 27 chapters. The terse and dense
nature of these verses continues to generate significant philosophical dialogue
up to this day. The central theses of this work revolve around the notions of
Sunyata (emptiness) and nihsvabhavata (lack of inherent essence or absence of
essence of things).

Nagarjuna rejects the doctrine of dharmas of the Vaibhaska Buddhists and
argues that all dharmas are foundationless. No dharma has its own being or
svabhava. Things have no essence of their own, no immutable defining property;
they are all dependent on one another. All these together form Nagarjuna’s
famous thesis of Sunyata (emptiness). It is important to keep in mind that
Nagarjuna is rejecting not only the philosophical thesis that things have their
own essence, e.g., cowness belonging to all cows, but also the brahiman-atman of
the Upanisads, the purusa and the prakrti of Sarhkhya, and the nine dravyas of the
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Vaisesika. Rejecting svabhava (own being) amounts to rejecting the identity of a
substance, the presence of a universal in many particulars, and any thesis which
posits unchanging essences of things. Thus, Nagarjuna rejects all metaphysical
positions advocated by his predecessors, the Buddhists and the non-Buddhists
alike. Taking the Buddha’s doctrine of pratityasamutpada, i.e., Dependent Origi-
nation as his point of departure, Nagarjuna uses a method known as prasanga
or reductio ad absurdum to demonstrate that all perspectives about reality involve
self-contradiction.

Prasanga or Reductio ad Absurdum

Prasanga is a method of analysis that exposes the inherent self-contradiction of
any perspective to demonstrate its absurdity. The analysis consists in demon-
strating that the proponent’s theses lead to absurdity even when one uses the
same rules and principles that the proponent himself has used. Let us examine
how Nagarjuna uses this method to accomplish his goals.

Nagarjuna begins by noting that there are two possible predications about
an object A: “A 1s” and “A is not.” The conjunction and the negation of the
conjunction give rise to yet two more possibilities: “A both is and is not” and
“A neither is nor is not” (catuskoti or quadrilemma). This is also known as four-
cornered negation. Nagarjuna analyzes these four alternatives and, by drawing
the implications of each alternative, demonstrates that it is impossible to erect
any sound metaphysics on the basis of reason. Let me give an example. With
respect to causation, these four possibilities translate into: (1) a thing arises out
of itself, (2) a thing arises out of not-itself, (3) a thing arises out of both itself
and not-itself, and (4) a thing arises neither out of itself nor out of not-itself.
Nagarjuna argues that on the first alternative (the Sarhkhya view) cause and
effect become identical; their identity points to their non-difference. Thus any
talk about their being causally related is superfluous. On the second alternative
(the Nyaya view) cause and effect become entirely different, and, accordingly,
there can be no common ground between the two to make the relation of cau-
sality possible. Thus, the second alternative is equally meaningless. He further
argues that since the first and the second possibilities are meaningless, the two
remaining possibilities that arise out of the conjunction and the negation of the
conjunction are equally meaningless.

The point that Nagarjuna is trying to make is as follows: If the thing is already
there, then it cannot not come into being. If it is not there, nothing can bring it
into existence. To say that i originates, then ¢, i.e., the entity, must be there to
originate, but if it is already there, then it cannot originate. Things arise neither
at random nor from a unique cause nor from a variety of causes. An entity is
neither identical with its causes nor different from them, nor both identical and
different from them.

Nagarjuna further argues that both the opposing views outlined above (i.c.,
(1). that the effect, prior to creation, is contained in the cause, and, accordingly,
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is not a new creation and (2). that the effect is an event, which is totally different
from the cause and, accordingly, is a new creation) presuppose that the event
which is called “cause” and the event that is called “effect” will have its own
svabhava or self-nature. If an event has a nature of its own then it will always
have that nature; it will never change. When events have a nature of their own
or are ascribed eternal essences, they are either totally identical or totally dif-
ferent. Qualification of the sort “some,” or “partially” (i.e., to say that they are
partially identical or partially different) is not permissible. In other words, such
a self-nature by definition being eternal is free from conditions. Thus, it cannot
be said to be caused in as much as being caused implies conditions; and there-
fore it cannot be brought into existence.

In short, we have two aspects of a causal relation that are not compatible
with each other. One of these aspects is that causation involves Dependent
Origination, the other points out that each cause and effect has eternal essence
of its own which is not capable of origination. If we choose the latter, there
is no Dependent Origination; if we choose the former, neither the cause nor
the effect could have an eternal essence. If neither of the two has an eternal
essence or self-nature, everything becomes conditional. Nagarjuna argues that
causes and effects when taken absolutely lead to absurdities; they are not self-
existent entities that exist independently and unconditionally. Causal relations
donotimply temporal sequence butrather mutual dependence. The conditioned
entities have no essential nature of their own (nihsvabhava); they are sunya.

Sﬁnyaté (Emptiness) and the Levels of the Truth

Nagarjuna makes use of his theory of causal relation and applies it ruthlessly to
demonstrate that not only the concepts and the doctrines of the rival schools
(permanence, substantial self, etc.), but also the central Buddhist doctrines
(momentariness, karma, skandhas, and even the very idea of Tathagata), contain
inherent self-contradictions. If there is no causality, then there is no change
either, because change requires that one thing become another, which is impos-
sible logically. The concept of time as consisting of the past, the present, and the
future also goes with this. That which is present cannot become the past, that
which is future cannot become the present, because in that case a thing would
become what it is not, which, on Nagarjuna’s argument, is unintelligible

On Nagarjuna’s thesis, a being cannot change nor can it cease to