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PREFACE

INE years hav. passed away since the first volume of this work
N was published, and the present volume has been in the press for
more than two years. During the last seven years bad health hasbeen
responsible for many interruptions. In the first volume manu-
scripts were sparingly used, but in the present work numerous
unpublished and almost unknown manuscripts have been referred
to. These could notbe collected easily, and it took time to read them ;
many of them were old and moth-eaten and it was not often easy to
decipher the handwriting. It has not always been possible, how-
ever, to give an elaborate account of the content of all these manu-
scripts, for in many cases they contained no new matter and had
therefore only been mentioned by name, a fact which could beascer-
tained only after long and patient study, since records of them
were previously unknown. A considerable delay was also caused
in the writing of this volume by the fact that large portions of
what will appear in the third volume had to be compiled before
the manuscripts had left the author’s hands. In any event, the
author offers his sincere apologics for the delay.

'The manuscript of the third volume has made good progress
and, barring illness and other accidents, will soon be sent to
press. This volume will contain a fairly elaborate account of the
principal dualistic and pluralistic systems, such as the philosophy
of the Pafica-ratra, Bhaskara, Yamuna, Ramanuja and his followers,
Madhva and his followers, the Bhagavata-purana and the Gaudiya
school of Vaisnavism. The fourth and the fifth volumes will
deal with the philosophy of Vallabha and some other lesser known
schools of Vaisnavism, the philosophy of the Puranas, Tantras, the
different schools of Saivas, Saktas, Indian Aesthetics, the philo-
sophy of right and law and the religious systems that have found
their expression in some of the leading vernaculars of India.

A new impression of the first volume is now in the press. The
present volume contains four chapters on Sankara Vedanta, the
Medical Speculations of the Ancient Hindus, and the Philosophy
of the Yoga-vasistha and the Bhagavad-gita. A good deal of the
Sankara Vedanta, especially in regard to its controversy with
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Bhaskara, Ramanuja, Madhva and their followers, stil’ remains to
be treated in the third volume.

Aword of explanation may be needed with regard to the inclusion
in a work on Indian philosophy of the speculations of the Indian
medical schools. Biology has recently played a great partinliberating
philosophy from its old-world ideas. In ancient India, Biology had
not grown into a separate science; whatever biological ideas were
current in India were mixed up with medical, osteological and
physiological speculations, the only branches of study in ancient
India which may be regarded as constituting an experimental
science. It was therefore thought that a comprehensive work on
the history of Indian philosophy would be sadly defective without
a chapter on these speculations, which introduce also some dis-
tinctly new ethical and eschatological concepts and a view of life
which is wholly original. The biological notions of growth, de-
velopment and heredity of these schools are no less interesting, and
their relations to the logical categories of Nyaya are very instructive.

No attempt has been made to draw any comparisons or contrasts
with Western philosophy, since in a work of this type it would
most likely have been misleading and would have obscured the
real philosophical issues. The study here presented is strictly
faithful to the original Sanskrit texts within the limits of the
present writer’s capacities. Often the ground covered has been
wholly new and the materials have been obtained by a direct and
first-hand study of all available texts and manuscripts. Nevertheless
some sources, containing, possibly, valuable materials, inevitably
remain unconsulted, for many new manuscripts will be discovered
in future, and our knowledge of Indian philosophy must advance
but slowly. In spite of the greatest care, errors of interpretation,
exposition and expression may have crept in and for these the
author craves the indulgence of sympathetic readers.

Since the publication of the first volume of the present work,
many treatises on Indian philosophy have appeared in India and
elsewhere. But it has not been possible to refer to many of these.
The present attempt is mainly intended to give an exposition of
Indian thought strictly on the basis of the original texts and
commentaries, and not to eradicate false views by indulging in
controversy ; and, since the author takes upon himself the responsi-
bility of all the interpretations of the texts that he has used, and since
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he has drawn his materials mostly from them, it has seldom been
possible to refer to the efforts of his fellow-workers in the field.
Occasionally, however, he has had to discuss and sometimes to bor-
row the views of other writers in the assessment of chronological
facts, and he also expresses his indebtedness to such other writers
who have worked upon some of the special problems of Indian
thought. It has been suggested to him that it would have been better
if the views of other writers had been fully criticized, but however
that may be, such criticism has been considered as beyond the
scope of this work, which, as at present planned, will cover some
3000 pages when completed.

The chronological views regarding the antiquity of the Gita may
appear heretical, but it is hoped that they may be deemed ex-
cusable, for this is an age of toleration, and they are not more
heretical than the views of many distinguished writers on Indian
chronology. In the chapter on the Gita, some repetition of the
same views in different contexts was inevitable on account of the
looseness of the structure of the Gita, which is an ethico-religious
treatise and not a system of philosophy. This, however, has been
studiously avoided in the other chapters. Neither the Yoga-vasistha
nor the Gita are systematic works on philosophy, and yet no
treatment of Indian philosophy can legitimately ignore their
claims. For in a country wherc philosophy and religion have
been inseparably associated, the value of such writings as breathe
the spirit of philosophy cannot be over-estimated, and no history
of Indian philosophy worth the name can do without them.

I have no words sufficient to express my gratitude to my
esteemed friend, Dr F. W. Thomas, Boden Professor of Sanskrit,
Oxford, who went through the proofs in two of their stages
and thus co-operated with me in the trouble of correcting
them. I fear that in spite of our joint efforts many errors have
escaped our eyes, but had it not been for his kind help the
imperfections of the book would have been greater. I must similarly
thank my friend, Mr Douglas Ainstie, for help with the proofs.
My thanks are also due to my pupils, Dr M. Eleade (Bucharest),
Mr Janakiballabh Bhattacharyya, M.A., and my other friends,
Messrs Satkari Mookerjee, M.A., Durgacharan Chatterjee, M.A.,
Srish Chandra Das Gupta, M.A., and my daughter, Miss Maitreyi
Devi, for the assistance they rendered me in getting the manuscript
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ready for the press, inserting diacritical marks, comparing the
references and the like, and also in arranging the index cards. But
as none of them had the whole charge of any of these tasks, and
as their help was only of an occasional nature, the responsibility
for imperfections belongs to the author and not to them.

SURENDRANATH DASGUPTA
Calcutta, 1931
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CHAPTER XI
THE SANKARA SCHOOL OF VEDANTA (continued)

11k treatment of the school of Sankara Vedanta in the preceding
chapter may be considered fairly sufficient for all ordinary pur-
poses. But the reputation of this school of thought stands so high,
and so many people are interested in it, that it was pointed out to
me that it would be desirable to go into a little more detailed study
of it. An additional justification for such a suggestion 1s to be
found in the regrettable fact that, though numerous elementary
and half-informed treatises have been published both in this
country and in Europe, I do not know of any systematic study of
the system in any of the modern languages of Europe or Asia
which has been based on a first-hand study of the works of the
great thinkers of this school who followed Sankara and developed
his system in a remarkably recondite manner. The comparatively
small compass of this chapter in a History of Indian Philosophy
cannot be expected to fulfil adequately such a demand; but still it
may be expected that an attempt to bring out some of these
materials by some amount of detailed study will be excusable,
though it may seem slightly to disturb the general plan of this work.

The World-Appearance.

The Upanisads, called also the Vedanta, contain passages which
indicate very different lines of thought, theistic, pantheistic, of
self as the only ultimate reality, creationism, etc. The works of
those commentators who wrote commentarics on the Upanisads
before Sankara and tried to interpret them on the supposition that
there was one uniform, systematic, dogmatic philosophy in them
are now practically all lost, and all that we can know of them is
contained in the meagre references that are found in Sankara’s
commentaries or the works of other, later, commentators. As an
example I may refer to Bhartrprapaiica, who tried to give a realistic
interpretation of the Brhad-aranyaka Upanisad by treating the
world and souls as rcal emanations from God or Brahmanl.

! Fragments of Bhartrprapafica from the writings of Sankara and his com-
mentator Anandajfidna and from Sure$vara’s Varttika have been collected by

Prof. Hiriyanna, Mysore, in a short paper read at the Third Oriental Conference
in Madras in 1924, published in Madras in 1925.

DII I



2 The Sarikara School of V:danta [cn.

Sankara inherited from his predecessors the opinion that the
Upanisads teach us one consistent systematic philosophy, but,
being under the influence of Gaudapada, differed from them
on the nature of this philosophy, which he propounded so elabo-
rately in all his commentaries on the Upanisads and the Brahma-
siltras.

'The main thesis of Sankara, as has already been pointed out
in the preceding chapter, consists of the view that Brahman alone
is the ultimate reality, while everything else is false. He was
interested in proving that this philosophy was preached in the
Ubpanisads; but in the Upanisads there are many passages which
are clearly of a theistic and dualistic purport, and no amount of
linguistic trickery could convincingly show that these could yield
a meaning which would support Sankara’s thesis. Sarnkara there-
fore introduces the distinction of a common-sense view (vyava-
harika) and a philosophic view (paramarthika), and explains the
Upanisads on the supposition that, while there are some passages
in them which describe things from a purely philosophic point of
view, there are many others which speak of things only from a
common-sense dualistic view of a real world, real souls and a real
God as creator. Sankara has applied this method of interpretation
not only in his commentary on the Upanisads, but also in his
commentary on the Brahma-siitra. Judging by the siitras alone,
it does not seem to me that the Brahma-siitra supports the
philosophical doctrine of Sankara, and there are some siitras which
Sankara himself interpreted in a dualistic manner. He was never
afraid of indulging in realistic interpretations ; for he could easily get
out of the difficulty by asserting that all the realistic conceptions
found in the siitras or in the Upanisad passages were merely an
estimate of things from the common-sense point of view. Though
on the basis of Sankara’s own statements, as well as those of his
later commentators and other adherents of his school, there is
hardly any room for doubt regarding the meaning and force of
Sankara’s philosophy, yet at least one Indian scholar has sought
to prove that Sankara’s philosophy was realisticl. That there was
some amount of realism in Sankara is proved by his own con-
fession, when he criticizes the uncompromising Buddhistic idealists
(vijiana-vadins) or the so-called Buddhistic nihilists (s#nya-vadins).

! ddvaita Philosophy by K. Vidyaratna, published by the Calcutta Univer-
sity Press, 1924.
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I have already discussed in a general way in what sense according
to the Vedanta, from the point of view of the Sankara school of
Vedanta as interpreted by his later adherents, the world is an
illusion. But in the present section I propose to discuss Sarnikara’s
own statements, as well as the statements of some of his important
followers, on the subject of the nature of world-illusion. This is
one of the most important points of the Sankara school of
philosophy and needs a discussion in some detail.

But before I take it up, I am naturally reminded of the views
of Buddhist idealism and the so-called Buddhistic nihilism, and it
seems desirable that Sankara’s doctrine of illusion should be treated
in connection with the doctrines of illusion in those systems of
Buddhistic thought which preceded Sankara. Taking the Sanya-
vada theory of Nagarjuna and Candrakirti, we see that they also
introduced the distinction between limited truth and absolute
truth. Thus Nagirjuna says in his Madhyamika-sitras that the
Buddhas preach their philosophy on the basis of two kinds of truth,
truth as veiled by ignorance and depending on common-sense pre-
suppositions and judgments (samuvrti-satya) and truth as unqualified
and ultimate (paramartha-satya)*. The word samurti literally means
“closed.” Candrakirti explains samvrti as meaning ‘‘closing on
all sides” and says that it is ignorance (ajfiana) which is denoted
by the term samurti here, because it covers the truth of all things2.
In this sense the whole of the world of our experience of causes
and effects, which we perceive and of which we speak, presents an
appcarance which is hidden by ignorance. This world is not con-
tradicted in our world-experience; but, as each and every entity
of this world is produced by other things or entities, and they
again by others, and as we cannot specify the nature of each one
of them without referring to others which produced them or from
which they originated, and tracing those again to other causcs and

1 dve satye samupasritya buddhanam dharma-desana
loka-samuvrti-satyam ca satvam ca paramarthatah.
Madhyamika-sitra, Xx1v. 8, p. 492, B.B. cdition.

2 Ajfianam hi samantat sarva-padartha-tattvavacchadandt samertir ity ucyate.
Ibid. Candrakirti however gives two other meanings of the word samurti, which
do not seem to be so closely connected with the etymology. In the first of the
two meanings samurti means interdependent origination or pratitya-samutpada,
and 1n the second it means the conventional world of common-sense, which can
be expressed or indicated by speech and language and which we are supposed
to know and refer to in all our experiences involving the knower and the known—
sam:itib samketo loka-vyavaharah, sa ca abhidhanabhidheya-jiiana-jiieyadilak-
sanah.

I-2



4 The Sankara School of V :danta [ch.

so on, it is not possible to assert anything as to the nature o1
characteristic (svabhava) of anything as itis. Things are known to
us only as being the result of the combination of many entities or as
product complexes. Nothing is produced of itself, and so the pro-
ducts are never by themselves self-existent, but exist only through
the coming together of different entities. That which has any nature
of its own cannot owe its origination to other complexes,and so there
is nothing in our world-experience which has a nature of its own.
The apparent reality of the world has therefore the mysterious veil
of ignorance over it,and it is this veil of ignorance which is referred
to by the term loka-samvrta. This is spoken of also as tathya-samvrti
(real ignorance), as distinguished from mithya-samorti (false ignor-
ance), properly used of the ordinary illusions and hallucinations
of magic, mirage reflections, etc.! Those appearances which are
due to sense-defects or other causes and are therefore contradicted
in experience are called mithya-samvrta, because their falsehood is
discovered in experience. The falsehood of the world-appearances,
however, can be realized only when their real nature (paramartha-
riipa) as a succession of essenceless products of causal complexes
is properly understood. The world holds good and remains un-
contradicted and has all the appearance of reality in all our practical
experiences, and it is only when it is understood that these pheno-
mena have no nature of their own that they are considered false.
All teachings in philosophy take for granted the world-appearances,
subjective and objective, and try to give a rational analysis and
estimate of them; and it is only through an experience of these
world-phenomena and a rational understanding of them that one
realizes their truth as being a mere flow of causes and effects devoid
of essence. The appearance of the world as reality is therefore true
only in a limited manner during the period when the veil of ignor-
ance is not removed from our eyes; and this is signified by
designating the truth (satya) of the world as only loka-samvrta.
This world-appearance is however relatively true when compared
with the ordinary illusions of perception (when, e.g., a piece of
rope is perceived as a snake, or when one sees a mirage in a desert).

But a question arises—if the world-appearance has no essence
of its own, how is it that it appears to have one, or how is it
that the world-phenomena appear at all? To such a question
Nagirjuna’s answer is that the appearance of the world is like the

1 Bodhi-caryavatara-pasijika, p. 353, Biblotheca Indica Series, 1go2.
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appearance of mirages or dreams, which have no reality of their
own, but still present an objective appearance of reality!. The
world is not a mere nothing, like a lotus of the sky or the hare’s
horn, which are simply non-existent (avidyamana). Thus there is
not only the ultima.e truth (paramartha); there is also the relative
truth of the phenomenal world (loka-samvrti-satya); there are,
further, the sense-illusions, hallucinations and the like which are
contradicted in ordinary cxperience (aloka-samvrta or mithya-
samorta), and also that which is merely non-existent, like the hare’s
horn. The error (viparyasa) of world-appearance is considered as
being of four kinds, viz. the consideration of the momentary as
eternal, the consideration of the painful as being pleasurable, the
consideration of the unholy as holy, and of that which has no soul
as having a soul®. And this error is due to ignorance (avidya).
Candrakirti quotes a passage from the Arya-drdhasaya-pariprecha,
in which it is said that, just as a man may see in a dream that he
is spending the night with the wife of the king, and, suddenly
realizing that he is discovered, tries to fly for fear of his life
(thus perceiving the presence of a woman, where there is none), so
we are always falling into the error of asserting that we have per-
ceived the manifold world-appearance where there is none3.

Such analogies of error naturally suggest the supposition that
there must be some reality which is mistaken as some other thing;
but, as has already been explained, the Buddhists emphasized the
fact that, in dreams, the illusory appearances were no doubt objec-
tively known as objective presentations of which we had previously
become aware—experiences through which we pass, though there
is no reality on which these appearances rest or are imposed. It
was herc that Sankara differed. Thus, in his introduction to the
commentary on the Bralma-siitra he says that the essence of all
illusory perception is that one thing is mistaken for another, that
the qualities, characteristics or attributes of one thing are taken
for the qualities, characteristics or attributes of another. Illusion
is defined as the false appearance in some object of something

1 Madhyamika-sitra, xXxii1. 8.

2 Tha catvaro viparydasa ucyante: tadyathda pratiksana-vindasint skandha-
paiicake yo nityam iti grahah sa viparyasah. . .duhkhatmake skandha-pancake yah
sukham iti viparito grahah so ’paro viparydsah,. . . Sariram asuci-svabhavam tatra
yo Sucitvena grahah sa viparyasah,. . .paiica-skandham niratmakam tasmin ya
datma-grahah anatmani atmabhinivesah sa viparydasah. Candrakirti’s commentary

on #bid. xxi11. 13. Compare it with the Yoga-siitra, 11. 5, Ananda$rama Series.
3 Candrakirti’s commentary on the Madhyamika-siitra, Xx111. 13.
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experienced before, resembling a memory image. It is explained by
some as being the false affirmation of the characteristics of one thing
in regard to another; others explain it as an error due to the non-
apprehension of the difference between that which is wrongly
apprehended and the misapprehended object which the former is
wrongly supposed to be; others think that, when one thing is
misapprehended as another, the illusion consists in the fancying of
the former entity as being endowed with strange characteristics
(viparita-dharmatva); but in all these different ways of analysis
illusion fundamentally is nothing but the false appearance of
one thing with the characteristics of another. So also it may be
that a conch-shell appears as silver or that one moon appears as
two moonsl. Sankara then suggests that, since the universal self
(pratyag-atman) is felt through our feeling of ‘I’ and since it is
immediate in all experience (aparoksa), it is not absolutely un-
related and unindicated (avisaya) in experience, and consequently
it is quite possible that the non-self (anatman) and its character-
istics may be illusorily imposed upon the universal self. This
illusory imposition of the non-self and its characteristics on the
universal self is called nescience (avidya).

In his commentary on Gaudapada’s Karika, 1. 17, Sankara says
that, when a piece of rope falsely appears as a snake, this is merely
false imposition or appearance, not existence. The illusory appear-
ance of the snake did not really bring into existence a snake,
which later on became non-existent when right knowledge super-
vened. It was a mere illusion, and the rope-snake had no existence
at all2, Sankara in commenting on Gaudapada’s Karika explains
with approval Gaudapada’s view that the world of common ex-
perience is as illusory as a dream. Dreams are false; for in a dream
a man may have the experience of going to distant places, and yet,
when he wakes up, he finds that he has been asleep for a few
seconds only, and has not moved a foot from his bed. The dream
experiences are therefore false, because they are contradicted by
the waking experiences. But the waking experiences, being similar
to dream experiences, are equally false. For both sets of ex-
periences involve the duality of subject and object, and are therefore

1 Sankara’s Adhydsa-bhdsya on the Brahma-sitra, Nirnaya-Sagara Press,
Bombay, 1904.

2 Rajjvam sarpa iva kalpitatvat na tu sa vidyate...na hi rajjvam bhranti-
buddhya kalpitah sarpo vidyamanah san vivekato mivrttah; tathedam prapaii-
cakhyam mayd-matram. Gaudapdda’s Karika, 1. 17, Anandagrama Series.
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fundamentally more or less the same: so that, if one of them is
false, the other also is false. The world-experience is like other
well-known instances of illusion—the mirage, for example. Since
it had no existence in the beginning, and will not have any existence
in the end, neither can it have existence in the intervening period
ot appearance. The objection that our waking experiences fulfil
practical purposes and have thus associated with them the prag-
matic test of truth, which is absent in the case of dream experiences,
is invalid; for the pragmatic tests of the waking experiences may
well be contradicted by dream experiences; a man who goes
to sleep after a sumptuous feast may well dream that he has been
starving for days together. Both our inner world of mind and its
experiences and the outer objective world are thus false creations?.
But Gaudapada and Sankara differ from the Stinyavadin Buddhists
in this—that they think that even false creations must have some
basis in truth. If a rope appears as a snake, the false creation of
the snake has some basis in the truth of the rope: there could
not be false creations and false appearances without any firm basis
of truth (aspada) underlying them?. Naigarjuna, it will be re-
membered, tried to prove the falsity of all appearances on the
ground of their being interdependent and not having anything
which could be pointed out as their own nature. The dialectic
being applicable to all appearances, there was nothing left which
was not relative and interdependent, nothing which was self-
evident by nature and which was intelligible by itself without
reference to anything else. It is this interdependence and relativity
of all appearances that was called ‘“nothingness” or sanyata by
Nagirjuna. There was nothing which could be affirmed of anything
independently by itself without reference.to something else ; nothing
therefore could be conceived as having any essence by itself.
All appearances were therefore only interdependent phantom crea-
tions; and it was precisely this interdependence that proved the
essencelessness of their natures. There was no basis of truth any-
where. There was nothing which had any essence. But neither
Sankara nor Gaudapida appears to have tried to show why the
inner world of thoughts, ideas, emotions, volitions and the outer
world of objects should be considered as being illusory appearances.

1 Sankara's commentary on Gaudapada’s Karikd, 11. 1-12.
* Na hi nira@spada rajju-sarpa-mygatysnikadayah kvacit upalabhyante. Ibid.
1. 6.
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Their main point seems to consist in a dogmatic statement that
all appearances or experiences are false just as dream experi-
ences are false. The imperfect analogy of waking experiences
is made into an argument, and the entire manifold of appearances
is declared to be false. But it is urged at the same time that these
false creations must have some basis of truth; the changing ap-
pearances must have some unchanging basis on which they are
imposed—and this basis is the self (@tman), or Brahman, which is
the only thing that is permanent, unchanging and real. This self
is the being of pure intelligence, which is one identical unit,
negating all differences and duality (visuddha-vijiiapti-matra-satta-
dvaya-riipena)!. Just as the false creation of ‘‘snake’’ appears in the
case of the ‘‘rope,” so all such judgments as ‘“‘I am happy,” “I am
unhappy,” “I am ignorant,” *“‘I am born,” “I am old,” “I am
with a body,” ““I perceive,” etc., are all merely false predications
associated with the self; they are all false, changing and illusory
predications, and it is only the self which remains permanent
through all such judgments. The self is entirely different from all
such predications; it is self-luminous and self-manifesting, shining
independently by itself.

By applying the dialectic of mutual interdependence, pratitya-
samutpada, Nagirjuna tried to prove that there was nothing which
could be pointed out as the essence of anything as it is; but he
did not explain how the appearances which were nothing more
than phantom creations came to be what they were. How did
the world-appearance of essenceless interdependent phenomena
show itself? Sankara did not try to prove with a keen logical
dialectic that the world-appearance was false: he simply took it
for granted, since the Upanisads proclaimed Brahman as the
ultimate reality. But how did the world-appearance manifest itself?
Sankara does not seem to go deeply into this question and simply
passes it over in asserting that this world-appearance is all due
to ignorance (avidya); it could not be spoken of as either existing
or non-existing ; it was merely illusory, like the conch-shell silver.
ButPadmapada,who wrote the commentaryknown as Pafica-padika
on the first four sitras of Sankara’s commentary on the Brahma-
siitras, says that the precise meaning of the term *false conception ”’
(mithya-jfiana) in Sankara’s introduction to his commentary on the
Brahma-siitras is that there is a force or power or potency (Saktt) of

1 Gaudapada’s Karika, 11. 17.
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nescience which constitutes materiality (jadatmika avidya-saktih),
and that it is this potency which transforms itself into the stuff
(upadana) of the world-appearancel. It is well to remember in
this connection that, according to Sankara’s philosophy, it is not
only the objective world that constitutes the world of appearance,
but also the subjective world of all experiences and predicates that
may be associated with the self. Thus, when one says ““‘I,” this
ego-hood is analysed as involving two parts—the one, pure in-
telligence or pure consciousness; and the other, the concept of
subjectivity, which is illuminated, expressed or manifested by the
underlying pure intelligence with which it is falsely associated.
The concept of subjectivity stands here as materiality, or objec-
tivity, which is made to float up by the power of pure intelligence,
thus causing the judgment “I am” or “I am a man2” This
avidya-sakti, or power of avidya, subsists in the pure self and, on
the one hand, arrests the revelation of its true nature as Brahman,
and, on the other hand, transforms itself into the various
concepts associated with the psychological self of our ordinary
experienced. The illusion consists in the association of the psycho-
logical qualities of thinking, feeling, willing, etc. with the trans-
cendent or universal self (pratyak-citi). These psychological deter-
minations are all mutually connected with one another. Thus, to
be able to enjoy pleasures, one must first act; one can only act
when one has attachments, antipathies and desires, and one can
have attachments and desires only when one has experienced joys
and sorrows—so these psychological determinations in a beginning-
less cycle are always naturally associated with the transcendent
self-luminous self?.

It should be clear from the foregoing discussion that, as
Padmapada or Prakisatman explains, ajiana or nescience is
some kind of indefinable stuff out of the transformations of which
subjective psychological experiences and the world of objects have
come into being. This ajfiana is not the ajfiana of the Buddhists,
i.e. a wrong notion or misconception, and this adhyasa, or illusion,

1 Pafica-padika, p. 4, the Vizianagram Sanskrit Series, 1891.

* asmat-pratyaye yo 'nidam-amsas cid-eka-rasah tasmims tad-bala-nirbhasita-
taya laksanato yusmad-arthasya manusyabhimanasya sambhedaivavabhasah sa
eva adhydasah. Ibid. p. 3.

3 atah sd pratyak-citi brahma-svaripavabhdasam pratibadhnati ahamkdarad-
y-atad-ripa-pratibhasa-nimittam ca bhavati. Ibid. p. 5.

¢ Prakasatman’s Pafica-padika-vivarana, p. 10, the Vizianagram Sanskrit
Series, 1892.
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is not the viparyaya of Nagarjuna; for here it is a positive power*
or stuff. Thus Prakagatman argues that all effects have at their
back some cause, which forms their stuff or material; the world-
appearance, being also an effect, must have some stuff out of which
it has evolved or was made up; and gjfiana, lying in the trans-
cendent self as a separate power, is such a material cause!. TLis
avidya-potency in the transcendent self is positive in its nature.
This positive ajiiana is directly perceived in such immediate per-
ceptions as “I do not know myself or others,” and can also be
inferred or comprehended by implication2. The fact that ajiiana
or avidya is spoken of as a power inherent in the transcendent self
shows that it is dependent thereon ; avidya is not,however,a power,
but a substance or entity which has certain powers by which it
transforms itself into the cosmic appearances, subjective and ob-
jective; yet it is called a power, or Sakti, because of its dependence
(para-tantrata) on the transcendent self, and it is in consideration
of the entire dependence of avidya and its transformations on the
sclf that the self is regarded as the material cause of all effects—
the cosmic appearances of the world and the mind3. The self thus
not only holds the ajfiana within it as a dependent function,
but in spite of its self-luminosity it can be reacted upon by the
ajfiana with its manifold powers in such a way that it can be
veiled by this gjfiana and made the underlying basis of all world-
appearances of ajfiana-transformations.

Appaya Diksita, referring in his Siddhanta-lesa to the view of
the writer of the Padartha-tattva, summarizes the matter thus:
Brahman and Maya form together the material cause (ubhayam
upadanam), and hence it is that in the world-appearance there are
two distinct characteristics, ‘‘being” (satta) from Brahman and
materiality (jadya) from Maya. Brahman is the cause, as the
unchanging basis of the Maya, which is the cause as being the

1 sarvam ca kdaryam sopadanam bhdva-karyatvat ghatadivad ity anumanat
...tasman wmithydrtha-taj-jiianatmakam mithya-bhiitam adhyasam upadana-
karana-sapeksam . ..mithya-jfianam eva adhyasopadanam. Pafica-padika-vivarana,
pp. 11-12.

* Ibid. p. 13.

. 3 faktir ity atma-para-tantratayd datmanah sarva-karyopadanasya nirvodh-
rtvam. Ibid. p. 13. Atma-karanatva-nirvodhytvad atma-para-tantratva ca Sakti-
matyam api Sakti-sabda upacaritah. Akhandinanda Muni’s Tattva-dipana,
p. 65, Chowkhamba Sanskrit Book Depot, Benares, 1902.

4 atah svaprakdase 'pi atmani vicitra-sakti-bhava-riipavidya-prayuktam ava-
ranam durapahnavam. Raminanda Sarasvati’s Vivaranopanydsa, p. 16, Chow-
khamba Sanskrit Book Depot, Benares, 1901.
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stuff that actually undergoes transformation!. Vicaspati Miéra
also conceives Brahman, jointly with its avidya, to be the material
cause of the world (evidya-sahita-brahmopadanam)?. 1In his adora-
tion hymn at the beginning of his Bhamati he describes Brahman
as being in association with its companion, the indefinable avidya,
the unchanging cause of the entire objective universe®. Sarva-
jiiatma Muni, however, does not wish to give maya the same degree
of co-operation in the production of the world-appearance as
Brahman, and considers the latter to be the real material causc of
the world through the instrumentality of Maya; for Brahman,
being absolutely changeless, cannot by itself be considered as cause,
so that, when Brahman is spoken of as cause, this can only be in a
remote and modified sense (upalaksana), through the instrumen-
tality of maya*. The author of the Siddhanta-muktavali is referred
to by Appaya Diksita as holding that it is the maya and maya alone
that forms the stuff of the world-appearance; and that Brahman
is not in any way the material cause of the universe, but that it is
only the basis of the subsistence of maya and is only from that
point of view spoken of as being the material cause®.

It is clear that the above differences of view regarding the
nature of the relation between maya and the self or Brahman in
the production of the world-appearance are mere scholastic dis-
putes over words or modes of expression, and have but little
philosophical significance. As has already been said, these ques-
tions do not seem to have arisen in Sankara’s mind. He did not
think it worth while to explain anything definitely regarding the
nature of avidya and its relation with Brahman, and the part that
it played in supplying the material stuff of the universe. The world
was an illusion, and Brahman was the basis of truth on which these
illusions appeared ; for even illusions required something on which
they could appear. He never faced squarely the difficulties that
are naturally connected with the theory, and was not therefore
concerned to explain the definite relation of maya to Brahman
in connection with the production of the phantom show of the
universe. The natural objection against such views is that the term

1 Siddhdnta-lesa, p. 12, V.S. Series, 1890.

* Bhamatt on Sankara’s Bhdsva, 1. 1. 2, Nirnaya-Sagara Press, 1904.

3 Anirvacyavidya-dvitaya-sacivasya prabhavato vivarta yasyaite viyad-anila-
tejob-avanayah, ibid. p. 1.

¢ Samksepa-$ariraka, 1. 333, 334, Bhat Sastri’s edition.

8 Siddhanta-lesa, p. 13, V.S. Series, 1890.
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avidya (formed by compounding the negative particle @ and
vidya ‘“‘knowledge ’) may mean either absence of knowledge (vidya-
bhavah) or false knowledge (mithya-jfianam); and in neither of these
meanings can it be supposed to behave as the material cause or
substance-stuff of anything; for a false knowledge cannot be a
substance out of which other things are made!. The answer given
by Anandabodha Bhattaraka to such an objection is that this avidya
is not a psychological ignorance, but a special technical category,
which is beginningless and indefinable (anady-anirvacyavidyasra-
yanat). The acceptance of such a category is a hypothesis which
one is justified in holding as valid, since it explains the facts.
Effects must have some cause behind them, and a mere instru-
mental cause cannot explain the origination of the substratum of
the effect; again, effects which are not true cannot have for their
material cause (upadana-karana) that which is true, nor can they
have for their material cause that which is absolutely non-existent.
So, since the material cause of the world can neither be true nor
be anything which is absolutely non-existent, the hypothesis is
naturally forced upon the Vedantists that the material cause of
this false world-appearance is an entity which is neither existent
nor non-existent?. Anandabodha in his Pramana-mala quotes ap-
provingly from the Brahma-tattva-samiksa of Vacaspati to show that
avidya is called avidya or nescience because it is a hypothetic
category which is neither “is’ nor ‘“is not,” and is therefore
unintelligible ; avidya signifies particularly the unintelligibility of
this category3. Anandabodha points out that the acceptance of
avidya is merely the logical consequence of indicating some
possible cause of the world-appearance—considering the nature
of the world-appearance as it is, its cause can only be something
which neither is nor is not; but what we understand by such
a category, we cannot say; it is plainly unintelligible; the logical
requirements of such a category merely indicate that that which is
the material cause of this false world-appearance cannot be re-
garded either as existing or as non-existing; but this does not

! avidya hi vidyabhavo mithyd-jiianam va na cobhayam kasya cit samavdyi-
karanam adravyatvat. Anandabodha’s Nyaya-makaranda, p. 122, Chowkhamba
Sanskrit Book Depot, Benares, 1go1.

2 Ibid. pp. 122—124.

3 sad-asad-ubhayanubhayadi-prakaraih anirvacantyatvam eva hy avidyanam
avidydtvam. Brahma-tattva-samiksa as quoted in Pramana-mald, p. 10, Chow-
khamba Sanskrit Book Depot, Benares, 1907.
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make this concept either intelligible or consistent!. The concept
of avidya is thus plainly unintelligible and inconsistent.

Thought and its Object in Buddhism and in Vedanta.

The Vedanta takes a twofold view of things; the first view refers
to ultimate reality and the second to appearance. This ultimate
reality is pure intelligence, as identical with pure bliss and pure
being. This is called ultimately real in the sense that it is regarded
as changeless. By pure intelligence the Vedanta does not mean the
ordinary cognitional states; for these have a subjective and an
objective content which are extraneous to them. This pure in-
telligence is pure immediacy, identical with the fact of revelation
found in all our conscious states. Our apprehensions of objects
are in some sense events involving both a subjective and an ob-
jective content; but their special feature in every case is a revelatory
inwardness or immediacy which is non-temporal and changeless.
The fact that we see, hear, feel, touch, think, remember is equi-
valent to saying that there are various kinds of cognizings. But
what is the nature of this cognizing? Is it an act or a fact? When
I see a blue colour, there is a blue object, there is a peculiar
revelation of an appearance as blue and a revelation of the “I”
as perceiver. The revelation is such that it is both a revelation of
a certain character as blue and of a certain thing called the blue
object. When a revelation occurs in perception, it is one and
it reveals both the object and its appearance in a certain
character as blue. The revelation is not the product of a certain
relation which happens to subsist at any time between the
character-appearance and the object; for both the character-
appearance as blue and the object are given in revelation. The
revelation is self-evident and stands unique by itself. Whether I see,
or hear, or feel, or change, the fact remains that there is some sort
of an awareness which does not change. Awareness is ever present
by itself and does not undergo the changes that its contents undergo.
I may remember that I had seen a blue object five minutes pre-
viously ; but, when I do this, what I perceive is the image of a blue
object, with certain temporal and spatial relations, which arises or

! Vailaksanya-vaco-yuktir hi pratiyogi-niriipanad yauktikatva-prakatana-
phald na tv evam-riapatdyah samanjasya-sampddandya ity avocama. Pramana-
mala, p. 10.
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becomes revealed; but the revelation itself cannot be revealed
again. I may be conscious, but I cannot be conscious of con-
sciousness. For consciousness as such, though ever present in its
immediacy, cannot become an object of any other consciousness.
There cannot be any such thing as the awareness of an awareness
or the awareness of the awareness of an awareness, though we mwy
multiply such phrases in language at our pleasure. When I re-
member that I have been to Trinity College this morning, that
only means that I have an image of the way across the commons,
through Church Street and Trinity Street ; my movements through
them are temporally pushed backward, but all this is a revelation
as image at the present moment and not a revelation of a past
revelation. I cannot say that this present image in any way reveals
that particular image as the object of the present revelation. But
the former revelation could not be held to be distinct from the
present one; for distinction is always based on content and not on
revelation. Revelation as such is identical and, since this is so, one
revelation cannot be the object of another. It is incorrect to say
that “ A4 is A”’ means that one A becomes itself over again. It is
owing to the limitations of grammatical terminology that identity
is thus described. Identity thus understood is different from what
we understand by identity as a relation. Identity understood as a
relation presupposes some difference or otherness and thus is not
self-contained. And it is because it is not self-contained that it
can be called a relation. When it is said that A is identical with A4,
it means that on all the various occasions or contents in which
A appeared it always signified the same thing, or that it had the
same shape or that it was the same first letter of the English
alphabet. Identity in this sense is a function of thought not
existing by itself, but in relation to a sense of opponency or other-
ness. But revelation has no otherness in it; it is absolutely ubi-
quitous and homogeneous. But the identity of revelation of which
we are speaking does not mean that the revelation signifies the
same thing amidst a diversity of contents: it is simply the one
essence identical in itself and devoid of any numerical or other
kinds of difference. It is absolutely free from ‘“now” and ‘‘ then,”
‘““here” and ““ there,” ‘“‘such” or “not such”’ and *‘ this ”’ or *“ that.”
Consciousness of the self-shining self taken in this way cannot be
regarded as the relation of an appearance to an object, but it is
the fact of the revelation or the entity of the self. If we conceive
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of revelation in this way, it is an error to make any distinction in
revelation as the revelation of the past or the revelation of the
present moment. For moments are revealed as objects are re-
vealed; they do not constitute revelation or form any part of it.
This revelation is identical with the self-shining self to which
everything else has to be related in order to be known.

“Is cognizing an act or a fact?” Before this can be answered
the point to be made clear is what is meant by cognizing. If we
ignore the aspect of revelation and speak of mental states which
can be looked at from the point of view of temporal or qualitative
change of character, we must speak of them as acts or events. If
we look at any mental state as possessing certain characters and
relations to its objects, we have to speak of these aspects. But, if
we look at cognizing from the point of view of its ultimate truth
and reality as revelation, we cannot call it either an act or a fact;
for, as revelation, it is unique and unchangeable in itself. All
relations and characters are revealed in it, it is self-evident and
is at once in and beyond them all. Whether we dream or wake,
whether we experience an illusion or a truth, revelation is always
there. When we look at our mental states, we find that they are
always changing, but this is so only with reference to the contents.
Apart from this there is a continuity in our conscious life. By
this continuity the Vedanta apprehends not any sort of coherence
in our ideas, but the fact of the permanence of revelation. It
may be asked what remains of revelation, if the mental states are
taken away. This question is not admissible; for the mental states
do not form part of revelation; they arc rendered conscious by
coming into relation with revelation. This category is the ultimate
reality. It is not self or subject in the sense in which self or ego
is ordinarily understood. For what is ordinarily understood as the
ego or the “I” is as much a content of the perception of the
moment as any other objective content. It is not impossible that
any particular objective content may be revealed at any time
without the corresponding “I perceive” being explicitly revealed
at the same time. The notion of ego or ‘I’ does not refer to an
everlasting abiding independent self or person; for this notion is
as changing as any other objective content. The ‘I’ has no definite
real content as referring to an existing entity, but is only
a particular mode of mind which is often associated, as a
relatively abiding content, with other changing contents of the
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mind. As such, it is as changeable as is any other object. ‘I know
this” only means that there is a revelation which at one sweep
reveals both the ‘“this” and the “I.” So far as the revelation
appears as revealing the ‘“this’’ and the ‘‘I,” it is manifested in
a subjective mental state having a particular conscious centre
different from other similar centres. But, since revelation canuot
in reality be individuated, all that we may say about ‘“I”’ or
““mine,” ‘“thou” or ‘‘ thine,” falls outside it. They are all contents,
having some indefinite existence of their own and revealed by this
principle of revelation under certain conditions. This principle of
revelation thus has a reality in quite a different sense from that
which is used to designate the existence of any other object. All
other objects are dependent upon this principle of revelation for
their manifestation, and their nature or essence, out of connection
with it, cannot be defined or described. They are not self-evident,
but are only expressed by coming into some sort of relation
with this principle. We have already scen that this principle
cannot be either subjective or objective. For all considera-
tions of subject or object fall outside it and do not in any
way qualify it, but are only revealed by it. There are thus two
principles, the principle of revelation and all that which is re-
vealed by it. The principle of revelation is one; for there is nothing
else like it; it alone is real in the highest and truest sense. It is
absolute in the sense that there is no growth, decay, evolution or
change in it, and it is perfectly complete in itself. Itis infinite in
the sense that no finitude can form part of it, though through it all
finitude is being constantly revealed. It is all-pervading in the
sense that no spatial or temporal limits can be said to affect it in
any way, though all these are being constantly revealed by it. It is
neither in my head nor in my body nor in the space before me;
but yet there is nowhere that it is not. It has sometimes been
designated as the‘‘ Self ”’ or atman, but only in the sense of denoting
its nature as the supreme essence and transcendent reality of all—
the Brahman.

Apart from this principle of revelation, all else is constituted
of a substanceless indefinable stuff called maya. In some schools
of Sankara Vedanta it is said that all is pure and simple illusion,
that things exist only when they are perceived and dissolve into
nothingness as soon as we cease to perceive them; this school has
been designated the Dysti-systi school, a doctrine which has been
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vriefly explained in the tenth chapter of the present work!. One of
the most important texts of this school is the Siddhanta-muktavali by
Prakasananda?. Prakasinanda seems to have taken his inspiration
from the Yoga-vasistha, and he denied the existence of things when
they are not perceived (ajiiata-sattvanabhyupagama). He tried to
shuw that there were no grounds for holding that external objects
existed even when they were not perceived or that external objects
had a reality independent of their perceptions. Examining the
capacity of perception as a proof to establish this difference be-
tween perception and its object, he argued that, since the difference
between the awareness and its object was a quality of the awareness,
the awareness itself was not competent to grasp this quality in the
object, as it was one of the constituents of the complex quality
involving a difference of the awareness and its object; to assert
the contrary would be a fallacy of self-dependence (atmasrayatva).
If the apprehended difference is a complex, such as *difference-
between-awareness-and-its-object,” and if this complex is a quality
which is apprehended as existing in the object, it has to be assumed
that, in order that the nature of awareness may be realized, vindi-
cated or established, it must depend upon itself involved as a con-
stituent in the complex ‘difference-between-awareness-and-its-
object” directly and immediately—which comes to the same thing
as saying that awareness becomes aware of itself by being aware
of itself; this is impossible and is called the logical fallacy of self-

1 A4 History of Indian Philosophy, vol. 1. pp. 477-478, by S. N. Dasgupta,
published by the Cambridge University Press, 1922.

? Prakasananda refers to the arguments of Prakdsatman’s (A.D. 1200) Paifica-
padika-vivaranaand Sarvajiidtma Muni’s (A.D. goo) Samksepa-sartraka and refers
approvingly to Sure$vara, the author of the Naiskarmya-siddhi. Appaya Diksita
(A.D. 1620) refers to Prakasanandain his Siddhanta-lesa (pp.13,72). Nana Diksita,
a follower of the school of Prakidsinanda and author of the Siddhanta-dipika, in a
commentary on the Siddhanta-muktavali, gives a list of Vedanta teachers. In this
list he mentions the names of Prakasanubhavinanda, Nrsimha and Righavendra
Yati. Venis thinks (sce The Pandit, 1890, pp. 487-490) that Prakdsanubhava s the
same as Prakasatman and Nrsimha the same as Nrsimhasrama Muni, who is
said to have converted Appaya Diksita to Sunkara Vedidnta, and thinks that
Prakasananda lived in the last quarter of the sixteenth century, being wedged
in between Nrsimha and Appaya. Though it would be difficult to settle his
time so precisely and definitely, yet it would not be wrong to suppose that he
lived some time towards the latter half of the sixteenth century. Prakasinanda’s
doctrine of Drsti-srsti is apparently unknown to the earlier Vedantic works and
even the Vedanta-paribhasa, a work of the early sixteenth century, does not
seem to be aware of him, and it appears that the earliest mention of his name can
be traced only to Appaya, who lived in the sixteenth and the seventeenth
centuries. Prakisananda may thus be believed to have lived in the latter half of
the sixteenth century.

DII 2
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dependence?. If it is held that the complex quality (“‘difference-
of-awareness-from-the-object”’) is directly perceived in the ob-
ject through the senses, then it has to be assumed that the
said complex quality existed in the object even before the pro-
duction of the awareness, and this would involve the impossible
supposition that the complex quality of which the awareness was
a constituent was already present even before such an awareness
had already come into being. If perception or direct awareness
cannot be said to prove the difference between the awareness and
its object, there can be no inference which may be supposed to
doit. Forsuch an inference has to take form thus—*‘ the object is
different from its own awareness, because it is associated with
entirely different kinds of qualities or characteristics2.”” But how
could it be known that the object has qualities of an entirely
different character from its awareness, since a difference between
an awareness and its object was contested and could not be proved
by perception or any other means? Prakasananda further says that
the argument by implication (arthapatti), that awareness involves
the acceptance of something different from the awareness of
which the awareness is affirmed, because there cannot be any know-
ledge without a corresponding object, is invalid. In proving the
invalidity of the supposition that knowledge necessarily implies an
object, Prakasananda raises the question whether such an impli-
cation of an object as conditioning knowledge refers to the pro-
duction (utpatti) of knowledge, its persistence (sthiti) oritssecondary
cognition. As regards the first alternative Prakasananda says that
according to the Vedanta consciousncss is ever-existent and is
never a product; and, even if it is regarded as a product, the
process of cognition can itself be regarded as a sufficient cause
for its production. It can by no means be urged that the
presence of an external object is in all cases necessary for the
production of knowledge; for, though it is arguable that in
perception an object is necessary, no one will suggest that an
external object is to be considered necessary in the production of
inferential knowledge—a fact which shows that the presence of
an external object is not indispensable for the production of know-
ledge as such. As regards the persistence of knowledge it is said

1 Siddhanta-muktavall, as printed in the Pandit, 1889, pp. 247-249. .
* vimato visayah sva-visaya-jiianad bhidyate tad-viruddha-dharmasrayatvat.
Ibid. p. 252.
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that awareness has not the object that it knows for its locus or sub-
stance (@raya), in such a way that the absence of the object, as apart
from the awareness, would make it impossible for the awareness to
persist; and, if knowledge is supposed to be persisting in anything,
that something would not be a cognized object, but the cognizer
its.If—as in the Nyaya view, where knowledge is regarded as an
attribute of the self and the self is then regarded as the substance
or locus (asraya) of knowledge. Since again cognition and its
object do not exist in the same space or in the same time (this is
proved by the possibility of our knowing a past or a future object),
there cannot be any such concomitance between the two that it
would be right for any one to infer the external presence of an
object because of there being a subjective cognition or awareness.
So he argues that there is no proof that cognition and cognized
objects are different.

In the above account of Prakasananda’s views it is clear that
he does not attempt to give any positive proof in support of his
thesis that the world-appearance and all objects contained in it
have no existence while they are not perceived or that the being
of all objects cognized is their percipi. He only tries to show that
it cannot be logically established that awareness of blue and blue
are two different objects; or, in other words, that it cannot be
proved that the cognized object is different from its cognition.
It could not legitimately be held that awareness (pratiti) was
different from its object (pratyetavya). The whole universe, as we
perceive it, is nothing but cognition without there being any object
corresponding to it. As dreams are nothing but mere awareness,
without there being any real objects behind them which manifest
themselves in different ways of awareness and their objects, so
also is the world of awaking consciousness!. The world has thus
no independent substratum, but is mere cognition or mere aware-
ness (vijfiana-matra or bhava-matra).

This scheme of Vedinta philosophy is surprisingly similar
to the idealism of Vasubandhu (A.D. 280-360), as taught in his
Vimsatika with a short commentary of his own and in his Trimsika
with a commentary by Sthiramati2. According to this idealism

1 pratyetavya-pratityos ca bhedah pramanikah kutah
pratiti-matram evaitad bhati visvam cardacaram
JRana-jfieya-prabhedena yatha svapnam pratiyate
vijfiana-matram evaitat tathd jagrac cardcaram.
Siddhanta-muktavall, p.258.
3 Vijfiapti-matrata-siddhi, containing two treatises, Vimsatika and Trimsika,

2-2
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(vijiiana-vada) of Vasubandhu all appearances are but transforma-
tions of the principle of consciousness by its inherent movement,
and none of our cognitions are produced by any external objects
which to us seem to be existing outside of us and generating our
ideas. Just as in dreams one experiences different objects at
different places and countries without there being any objective
existence of them, or as in dreams many people may come together
and perform various actions, so what seems to be a real world of
facts and external objects may well be explained as a mere creation
of the principle of intelligence without any objective basis at all.
All that we know as subjective or objective is mere ideation
(vijfiapti) and there is no substantive reality, or entity corre-
sponding to it; but that does not mean that pure non-conceptual
(anabhilapyenatmana) thought, which the saints realize, is also
falsel. It is possible that the awareness of anything may become
the object of a further awareness, and that of another; but in all
such cases where the awarenesses are significant (arthavati) there
is no entity or reality represented by them; this, however,
should not be interpreted as a denial of the principle of intelligence
or pure knowledge as such. Vasubandhu then undertakes to show
that the perceptual evidence of the existence of the objective world
cannot be trusted. He says that, taking visual perception as an
example, we may ask ourselves if the objects of the visual perception
are one as a whole or many as atoms. They cannot be mere wholes,
since wholes would imply parts; they cannot be of the nature of
atoms, since such atoms are not separately perceived ; they cannot
be of the nature of combinations of atoms, since the existence of
atoms cannot be proved 2, For, if six atoms combine from six sides,
that implies that the atoms have parts; if however six atoms
combine with one another at one identical point, that would mean
that the combined group would not have a size larger than that
of one atom and would therefore be invisible. Again, if the objects
of awareness and perception were only wholes, then succession
and sequence would be inexplicable, and our perception of separate
and distinct things would remain unaccountable. So they have

Paris, 1925. It seems probable that Vasubandhu flourished in A.p. 280-360 rather
than in A.D. 420-500 as held by me in the first volume of the present work. See
B. Bhattacharya’s foreword to the Tattva-samgraha.

! yo balair dharmandm svabhavo grahya-grahakadih parikalpitah tena kalpiten-
dtmand tesam nairatmyam na tv anabhilapyenatmand yo buddhanam visaya iti.
Commentary on Vimsatikd, p. 6.

* Napi te samhata visayl-bhavanti, yasmat paramdpur ekam dravyam na
sidhyati. Ibid. p. 7.
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no real objective existence, though perception leads us to believe
that they have. People are dreaming of the world of objects in the
sleep of the sub-conscious habit of false imaginative construction
(vitatha-vikalpabhyasa-vasana-nidraya), and in their dreams they
construct the objective world; it is only when they become
awake with the transcendent indeterminate knowledge (lokottara-
nirvikalpa-jfiana-labhat prabuddho bhavati) that they find the
world-construction to be as false as the dream-construction
of diverse appearances. In such a view there is no objective
material world, and our cognitions are not influenced by external
objects; how then are our minds influenced by good instructions
and associations? and, since none of us have any real physical
bodies, how can one kill another? Vasubandhu explains this by
the theory that the thought-currents of one person can sometimes
determine the thought-currents of another. Thus the idea of
killing of a certain type may produce such a disturbance of the
vital powers of another as to produce a cessation of the continuity
of the thought-processes, which is called death!. So also the good
ideas of one may influence the ideas of another for good.

In the Trimsika of Vasubandhu and its commentary by Sthir-
amati this idealism is more clearly explained. It is said that both the
soul (or the knower) and all that it knows as subjective ideas or as ex-
ternal objects existing outside of us are but transformations of pure
intelligence (vijfiana-parinama). The transformation (parinama)
of pure intelligence means the production of an effect different
from that of the causal moment simultaneously with the cessation
of the causal moment?. There is neither externality nor subjectivity
in pure intelligence, but these are imposed upon it (vijfiana-svariipe
parikalpita eva atma dharmas ca). All erroneous impositions imply
that there must be some entity which is mistaken for something
else; there cannot be erroneous impositions on mere vacuity; so
it has to be admitted that these erroneous impositions of various
kinds of external characteristics, self, etc. have been made upon
the transformations of pure intelligence®. Both Vasubandhu and
Sthiramati repudiate the suggestion of those extreme idealists who

1 para-vijiiapti-visesadhipatydt paresam jivitendriyva-virodhini kdcit vikriya
utpadyate yaya sabhdga-santati-vicchedakhyam maranam bhavati. Commentary
on Vimsatika, p. 10.

2 kdarana-ksana-nirodha-sama-kalah karapa-ksana-vilaksana-karyasya datma-
labhah parinamak. Sthiramati’s commentary on Trimsikd, p. 16.

8 upacarasya ca niradhdarasydsambhavad avasyam vijfidna-parinamo vastuto

*sty upagantavyo yatra atma-dharmopacarah pravartate. Ibid. Compare Sankara’s
commentary on Gaudapada’s Karika, *“na hi nirdspada mrgatysnikdadayah.”
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deny also the reality of pure intelligence on grounds of inter-
dependence or relativity (samorti)’. Vasubandhu holds that pure
consciousness (vijiiapti-matrata) is the ultimate reality. This ulti-
mate consciousness is a permanent entity, which by its inherent
power (Sakti) undergoes threefold transformations as the inherent
indeterminate inner change (vipaka), which again produces the
two other kinds of transformations as the inner psychoses of mental
operations (manana) and as the perception of the so-called external
sensibles (visaya-vijiiapti). The apprehension of all appearances or
characterized entities (dharma) as cognized objects and that of
selves as cognizers, the duality of perceivers and the perceived,
are due to the threefold transformations of vipaka, manana and
visaya-vijiapti. The ultimate consciousness (vijiapti-matra) which
suffers all these modifications is called @laya-vijfiana in its modified
transformations, because it is the repository of all experiences.
The ultimate principle of consciousness is regarded as absolutely
permanent in itself and is consequently also of the nature of pure
happiness (sukha); for what is not eternal is painful, and this,being
eternal, is happy2. When a saint’s mind becomes fixed (pratisthita)
in this pure consciousness (vijfiapti-matra), the tendency to dual
thought of the subjective and the objective (grahya-grahakanusaya)
ceases and there dawns the pure indeterminate (nir-vikalpa) and
transcendent (lokottara) consciousness. It is a state in which the
ultimate pure consciousness returns from its transformations and
rests in itself. It is divested of all afflictions (klesa) or touch of vicious
tendencies and is therefore called anasrava. It is unthinkable and
undemonstrable,because it is,on the one hand, pure self-conscious-
ness (pratyatma-vedya) and omniscience (sarvajiiata), as it is divested
of all limitations (@varana), and, on the other hand, it is unique
in itself3. This pure consciousness is called the container of the
seed of all (sarva-bija), and, when its first indeterminate and inde-
finable transformations rouse the psychosis-transformations and

! Thus Lankdavatara, one of the most important works on Buddhistic
idealism, denies the real transformation of the pure intelligence or alaya-vijiiana.
See Lankavatara, p. 46, published by the Otani University Press, Kyoto, 1923.

* dhruvo nityatvad aksayataya; sukho nityatvad eva yad anityam tad duhkham
ayam ca nitya iti asmat sukhah. Sthiramati’s commentary on Trimsika, p. 44.

38 Alaya-vijfiana in this ultimate state of pure consciousness (vijfiapti-matrata)
is called the cause (dhatu) of all virtues, and, being the ultimate state in which
the dharmas or characterized appearances have lost all their limitations it is
called the dharma-kaya of the Buddha (maha-munih bhiimi-paramitadi-bhava-
nayd klesa-jfieyavarana-prahanat. . . sarva-dharma-vibhutva-labhatas ca dharma-
kdaya ity ucyate). Ibid.
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also the transformations as sense-perceptions, these mutually act
and react against one another, and thus the different series rise
again and again and mutually determine one another. These trans-
formations are like waves and ripples on the ocean, where each is
as much the product of others as well as the generator of others?.

- In this view thought (vijfiana) is regarded as a real substance,
and its transformations are also regarded as real; and it is these
transformations that are manifested as the selves and the charac-
terized appearances2. The first type of transformations, called
vipaka, is in a way the ground of the other two transformations,
which contain the indeterminate materials out of which the mani-
festations of the other two transformations appear. But, as has
already been pointed out, these three different types of trans-
formations again mutually determine one another. The vipaka
transformations contain within them the seeds of the constructive
instincts (vikalpa-vasana) of the selves as cognizers, the constructive
instincts of colours, sounds, etc., the substantive basis (@sraya) of
the attribution of these twofold constructive instincts, as well as
the sense-faculties and the localization of space-determinations
(sthana-vijiiapti or bhajana-loka-sannivesa-vijiiapti). They are also
associated in another mode with scnse-modifications involving the
triune of the sense (indriya), sense-object (visaya) and cognition
(and each of these triuncs is again associated with a characteristic
affective tone corresponding to the effective tones of the other
two members of the triune in a one-to-one relation), attention
(manaskara), discrimination (samjfia), volition (cetana) and feeling
(vedana)®. The vipaka transformations have no determinate or
limited forms (aparicchinnalambanakara), and there are here no

! tac ca varttate srotasaughavat. Ibid. p. 21.

* avasyam vi)iiana-parin@mo vastuto ’sty upagantavy oyatratmadharmopacarah
pravarttate. Ibid. p. 16.

3 Feeling(vedana) is distinguishcd here as painful, pleasurable and as the basic
entity which is neither painful nor pleasurable, which is feeling per se (vedana
anubhava-svabhava sa punar visayasya ahladaka-paritapaka-tadubhaya-kara-
vivikta-svariipa-saksatkarana-bhedat). 'T'his feeling per se must be distinguished
again from the non-pleasurable-painful feeling existing along with the two other
varieties, the painful and the pleasurable. Here the vipaka transformations are
regarded as evolving the basic entity of feeling,and it is therefore undifferentiated
in it as pleasure or pain and is hence called “feeling as indifference (upeksa)’’
and undifferentiated (avyakrta). The differentiation of feeling as pleasurable or
as painful takes place only as a further determination of the basic entity of feeling
evolved in the vipdka transformations of good and bad deeds (subhdsubha-
karma-vipaka). Good and bad (subhasubha) are to be distinguished from moral

and immoral as potential and actual determinations of virtuous and vicious
actions.
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actualized emotional states of attachment, antipathy or the like,
which are associated with the actual pleasurable or painful feelings.
The vipaka transformations thus give us the basic concept of mind
and its principal functions with all the potentialities of determinate
subject-object consciousness and its processes. There are here the
constructive tendencies of selves as perceivers, the objective con-
structive tendencies of colours, sounds, etc., the sense-faculties,
etc., attention, feeling, discrimination, volition and sense-func-
tioning. But none of these have any determinate and actualized
forms. The second grade of transformations, called manana,
represents the actual evolution of moral and immoral emotions;
it is here that the mind is set in motion by the ignorant references
to the mental elements as the self, and from this ignorance about
the self is engendered self-love (atma-sneha) and egoism (atma-
mana). These references are again associated with the fivefold
universal categories of sense-functioning, feeling, attention, voli-
tion and discrimination. Then comes the third grade of trans-
formations, which is associated with the fivefold universal cate-
gories together with the special manifestations of concrete sense-
perceptions and the various kinds of intellectual states and moral
and immoral mental states, such as desire (chandah) for different
kinds of sense-experiences, decisions (adhimoksa) in conclusions
firmly established by perceptions, reasoning, etc., memory, attentive
reflection (samadhi), wisdom (prajiia), faith and firm will for the
good (sraddha), shamefulness (4ri) for the bad, etc. The term
alaya-vijfiana is given to all these three types of transformations,
but there is underneath it, as the permanent passive ground, the
eternal and unchangeable pure thought (vijiapti-matrata).

It may be pointed out here that in this system of philosophy
the eternal and unchangeable thought-substance undergoes by
virtue of its inner dynamic three different orders of superficial
changes, which are compared to constantly changing streams and
waves. The first of these represents the basic change which later
determines all subjective and objective possibilities; the second
starts the process of the psychosis by the original ignorance and
false attribution of self-hood to non-self elements, self-love and
egoism; and in the third grade we have all the concrete mental
and extra-mental facts. The fundamental categories which make
the possibility of mind, mental processes and the extra-mental
relatinns, are evolved in the first stage of transformations; and these
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abide througn the other two stages of transformations and become
more and more complex and concrete in course of their association
with the categories of the other transformations. In analysing the
knowledge situation Vasubandhu does not hold that our awareness
of blue is only a modification of the ‘‘awareness,” but he thinks
that an awareness has always two relations, a relation with the
subject or the knower (grahaka-graha) and arelation with the object
which is known (grahya-graha). Blue as an object is essential for
making an awareness of blue possible; for the awareness is not
blue, but we have an awareness of the blue. But Vasubandhu
argues that this psychological necessity is due to a projection of
objectivity as a necessary function of determinate thought, and it
does not at all follow that this implies that there are real external
objects existing outside of it and generating the awareness as
external agent. Psychological objectivity does not imply onto-
logical objectivity. It is argued that, if the agency of objective
entities in the production of sense-knowledge be admitted, there
could not be any case where sense-knowledge could be admitted to
be produced without the operation of the objective entities; but,
since in dreams and illusions such sense-knowledge is universally
regarded as being produced without the causal operation of such
objective entities, no causal operation can be conceded to the
objective entities for the production of sense-knowledge.

Sarkara, in attempting to refute the Buddhist idealism in his
commentary on the Brahma-siitra, 11. ii. 28, seems to refer to a
school of idealism which is the same as that described by
Santaraksita in his Tattva-samgraha (commented upon by Kama-
lasila), but largely different from that described in Vasubandhu’s
Trimsika. The positive arguments against the impossibility of an
external world constituted by partless atoms are the same!. But

1 Viacaspati, however, in his Bhamati commentary, 1I. ii. 28, introduces some
new points. He says that spatial extension, as perceived in visual perception,
cannot be due to the perception of partless atoms. Nor can it be said that the
colour particles produced in uninterrupted succession generate the notion of
spatial extension, though there is no spatial extension in the individual atom;
for it is not possible that the groups of colour particles are not interrupted by
taste, smell and the tactual particles. So it has to be admitted that the colour
particles are at some distance from one another and are interrupted by other
particles, and that the continuous appearance of colour in spatial distribution
is a false appearance, like the appearance of continuous trees from a distance con-
stituting a forest (gandha-rasa-sparsa-paramanv-antarita hi te riipa-paramdanavo
na nirantarah; tasmad arat santaresu vrksesu eka-ghana-pratyayavad esa sthiila-
pratyayah paramanusu santaresu bhranta eva).
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it is further argued on behalf of the Buddhist idealists that wne
awareness of a pillar, the awareness of a wall or of a jug or of a
piece of cloth, implies that these individual awarenesses are mutually
different in nature among themselves; and that consequently
the apparent differences among objects are but differences among
the ideas; and that therefore the objects are of the same nature
as the particular ideas by which we are supposed to know them;
and, if that be so, the hypothesis of an external world of objects
becomes unnecessary. Moreover the fact that both the idea of the
object and the object are taken at one and the same moment proves
that both the object and the idea are identical, just as the illusory
second moon perceived simultaneously with the moon is identical
with it'. When one of them is not perceived the other also is not
perceived. If they were by nature separate and different, there
would be no reason why there should be such a uniform and
invariable relation between them. The reason for the diversity of
our ideas is to be sought not in the diversity of external objects
which are ordinarily supposed to produce them, but in the be-
ginningless diversity of the instinctive sub-conscious roots (vasana)
which produce all our ideas in the waking state, just as they produce
dreams during sleep; as dreams are admitted by all to be produced
without any external objects, so are all ideas produced without
any external real objects; for as ideas the dream ideas are just the
same as the waking ideas. But in both cases there are the in-
stinctive sub-conscious roots (vasana), without which no ideas,
whether in the dream state or in the waking state, can be produced ;
so these, being invariably present in all cases of production of ideas,
are the cause of all ideas?.

1 This simile is adduced by Vicaspati probably from a quotation from
Dinnaga—sahopalambha-niyamad abhedo nila-tad-dhiyoh bhedas ca bhranti-
vijfianair drsyetendav tvadvaye./

Since both the blue and the idea of the blue are taken at the same moment,
they are one and the same; for any two things which are taken simultaneously
are identical. As one moon appears as two in an illusory manner, so the dif-
ference between the idea and the object is also perceived only illusorily. This
argument of sahopalambha-niyama is absent in Vasubandhu’s Vimsatika and
Trimsika.

2 Vacaspati summarizes in this connection the inference of the Sautrantikas
for the existence of an external world of objects as the causes of the corre-
sponding ideas. The argument of the Sautrintikas runs thus: When, the old
causes remaining the same, there is a new effect, that new effect must be due
to a new cause. Now, though it should be admitted that in the passing series of
inner consciousness each particular moment generates the succeeding one, and
that this power of productivity is called vdsana (tat-pravytti-vijfiana-janana-sak-
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Sankara in refuting the above position says that such a view
is untenable because it contradicts our experience, which always
distinguishes the subject and the object from the awareness.
We are directly aware of our sense-contact with external objects
which we perceive, and the object of awareness and the awareness
are not one and the same. Our awareness itself shows that it is
diffcrent from its object. The awareness of a pillar is not the same
as a pillar, but a pillar is only an object of the awareness of a
pillar. Even in denying external objects, the Buddhist idealists
have to say that what is knowable only within appears as if it was
existing outside!. Sankara argues thus: if externality is absolutely
non-existent, how can any sense-cognition appear as external?
Visnumitra cannot appear as the son of a barren woman. Again,
the fact that an idea has the same form as its object does not imply
that there are no objects; on thc other hand, if there were no
objects, how could any idea have the same form as its corresponding
object? Again, the maxim that any two things which are taken
simultaneously are identical is false; for, if the object and its
awareness are comprehended at the same moment, the very fact
that one is taken along with the other shows that they cannot be
identical. Moreover, we find that in all our awarenesses of blue
or yellow, a jug or a wall, it is the qualifying or predicative factors
of objects of knowledge that differ; awareness as such remains
just the same. The objects of knowledge are like so many ex-
traneous qualities attributed to knowledge, just as whiteness or
blackness may be attributed to a cow; so whether one perceives
blue or red or yellow, that signifies that the difference of
perception involves a difference in objects and not in the
awareness itself. So the awareness, being one, is naturally different
from the objects, which are many; and, since the objects are many,

tir vasand), and that its tendency to effectuate itself is called its power of fruition
(paripaka), even then it would be difficult to understand how each particular
moment should have a power altogether different from other moments; for, since
there is nothing clse to change the character of the moments, each moment is
just as much a moment as any other. So it has to be admitted that there are
other things which make one moment different in its power of effectuation from
any other; and these are the external objects.

1 Sankara says yad antar-jiieya-riipam tad bahirvad avabhdsate. This seems
to be a quotation from Dinniga. Dinndga’s verse, as quoted by Kamalasila in
his commentary on the Tattva-samgraha, verses 2082—2084, runs as follows:

yad antar-jiteya-riipam tu bahirvad avabhdsate
so ’rtho vijfiana-riipatvdt tat-pratyayatayapi ca.

This shows that Sankara had Dinndga in his mind when he attempted to
refute the Buddhist idealists.
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they are different from the one, the awareness. The awareness is
one and it is different from the objects, which are many!. Moreover,
the argument that the appearance of world objects may be ex-
plained on the analogy of dreams is also invalid; for there is a
great difference between our knowledge of dreams and of worldly
objects—dreams are contradicted by the waking experience, but
the waking experiences are never found contradicted.

It is curious to note here the contradictions in Sankara’s own
statements. It has been already pointed out that he himself in his
commentary on Gaudapada’s Karika built a powerful argument for
the non-existence of all objects of waking experience on the analogy
of the non-existence of the objects of dream experience. Santarak-
sita (A.D.705) and Kamalasila (A.D.728) in refuting a position
similar to that of the view of Sankara—that consciousness is one
and unchangeable and that all objects are changing, but that the
change of objects does not imply any change of the consciousness
itself —argue that, had this been so, then that would imply that all
sensibles of different kinds of colours, sounds, etc. were known at
one and the same time, since the consciousness that would reveal
those objects is constant and unchangeable?. Kamala$ila there-
fore holds that consciousness is not unchangeable and one, but
that there are only the changeable ideas of the sensibles and each
idea is different from the other which follows it in time. Sankara’s
view that consciousness is only one and that it is only the objects
that are many seems to be based on a separation due to an
arbitrary abstraction. If the commentary on Gaudapida’s Karika
be admitted to be a work of Sankara, then it may be urged that
Sankara’s views had undergone a change when he was writing the
commentary on the Brahma-siitra; for in the commentary on
Gaudapada’s Karika he seems again and again to emphasize the
view that the objects perceived in waking experience are as false
and as non-existent as objects of dream experience. His only
realism there consisted in the assertion that the world was but the
result of a false illusory imposition on the real Brahman, since

L dvabhyam ca bheda ekasya siddho bhavati ekasmdc ca dvayoh; tasmad
artha-jiianayor bhedah. Sankara’s Bhdgsya, 11. ii. 28, Nirnaya-Sagara Press,
Bombay, 1904.

2 tad yadi nityaika-jiiana-pratibhasatmaka ami Sabdadayah syus tada vicitras-
tarana-pratibhdsavat sakyd eva pratibhdseran; tat-pratibhdasatmakasya jiianasya
sarvadd wvasthitatvat. Kamalaslla’s commentary on the Tattva-samgraha,

sl. 331. Gaekwad’s Oriental Series, 1926.
Neither Santaraksita nor Kamalasila seems to be familiar with Sankara.
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iilusions such as mirage, etc. must have some underlying basis
upon which they are imposed. But in the commentary on the
Brahma-siitra the world of objects and sensibles is seen to have
an existence of some sort outside individual thought. Vacaspati in
his Bhamati commentary distinguishes the position of Sankara
from that of Buddhist idealism by saying that the Vedanta holds
that the “‘blue ”’ is not an idea of the form of blue, but * the blue”’ is
merely the inexplicable and indefinable object!.

In discussing the views of Vasubandhu in the Vimsatika and
Trimsika it has been pointed out that Vasubandhu did not try to
repudiate the objectivity of the objects of awareness, but he re-
pudiated the idea that objects of awareness existed outside of
thought and produced the different kinds of awareness. His idea
seems to have been that the sensibles are made up of thought-
stuff and, though they are the psychological objects of awareness,
they do not exist outside of thought and determine the different
ideas that we have of them. But both the sensibles and their ideas
are determined by some inner law of thought, which determines
the nature and methods of the whole process of the growth and
development of the psychosis, and which determines not only its
cognitional character, but also its moral and emotional character. All
the arguments of Sankara in which he emphasizes the psychological
duality of awareness and its object would have no force against
Vasubandhu, as Vasubandhu admits it himself and holds that
“blue” (nila) is different from the idea of blue; the blue is an
object (@lambana) and the idea of the blue is an awareness. Ac-
cording to him thought splits itself into subject and object; the
idea therefore expresses itselt as a subject-object awareness. The
subject and the object are as much products of thought as the idea
itself ; the fact that he considers the blue to be thought does not
mean that he denies the objectivity of the blue or that the only
existence of the blue is the blue-idea. The blue is objectively
present before the idea of blue as a presentation, just as there is the
subject to perceive it, but this objectivity does not imply that the
blue is somewhere outside thought in the space outside; for even
space-locations are thought-products, and so there is no sense in
attributing the sensibles of presentation to the outside world. The
sensibles are objects of awareness, but they are not the excitants

! na hi brahma-vadino niladyakaram vittim abhyupagacchanti, kintu anir-
vacaniyam niladiti. Bhamati, 11. ii. 28.
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of the corresponding awareness. It does not seem that Sankara
says anything to refute such a view. Sankara’s position in the
commentary on Gaudapada’s Karika seems to have been the same
sort of view as that of Dinnaga, which he takes so much pains to
refute in the Brahma-siitra-bhasya, and as such it was opposed
to the view of Nagarjuna that there must be some essence or reality
on which the illusory impositions are made. But in the Brahma-
siitra-bhasya he maintains the view that the objective world, as it
appears to our consciousness, is present before it objectively and
independently—only its ultimate nature is inexplicable. The
difference of the objects from the awareness and their inde-
pendent existence and activity have been accepted by most of
the later Vedanta teachers of the Sankara school; and it is well
known that in sense-perception the need of the mind-contact with
the object of perception through the specific sense is considered
indispensablel.

Prakasatman (A.D. 1200) in his Pafica-padika-vivarana raises this
point and says that the great difference between the Mahayanists
and the Vedantins consists in the fact that the former hold that
the objects (visaya) have neither any separate existence nor any
independent purpose or action to fulfil as distinguished from the
momentary ideas, while the latter hold that, though the objects are
in essence identical with the one pure consciousness, yet they can
fulfil independent purposes or functions and have separate, abiding
and uncontradicted existences2. Both Padmapada and Prakasatman
argue that, since the awareness remains the same while there is
a constant variation of its objects, and therefore that which
remains constant (anuvrita) and that which changes (vyavrita)
cannot be considered identical, the object cannot be regarded
as being only a modification of the idea3. It is suggested that the
Buddhist idealist urges that, if the object (e.g. blue) is different
from the awareness, it cannot be revealed in it, and, if the blue
can be revealed in the awareness, at that moment all the other
things of the world might as well be revealed; for there is no such

1 See Vedanta-paribhasa, ch. 1, Srivenkate$var Press, Bombay, 1911.

2 tattva-darSinas tu advitiyat samvedanat abhede ’pi visayasya bhedenapi artha-
kriya-samarthya-sattvam sthayitvam cabadhitam astiti vadanti. Pafica-padika-vi-
varana, p. 73. In addition to this work Prakdsatman also wrote two inde-
pendent commentaries on Brahma-siitra called Sariraka-mimamsa-nyaya-sam-

graha and Laukika-nyaya-muktavali.
3 anuvrttasya vydvrttan na bhedo ’nuvyttatvad akasa-ghatadivat. Pafica-

padika-vivarana, p. 73.
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specific relation with the blue that the blue alone should appear
in consciousness at that moment. If it is urged that the blue
produces the awareness of the blue, then what would be the
function of the visual organ? It is better, therefore, the Buddhist
suggests, to admit a natural and unique relation of identity of the
idea and the object!. The Vedantist objects to this and says that
such a supposition cannot be true, since we perceive that the subject,
object and the idea are not one and the same. To such an objection
the Buddhist is supposed to reply that these three do not form a
complex unity, but arise at three successive moments of time, and
then by virtue of their potency or root-impression a complex of
the three appears; and this complex should not therefore be inter-
preted as being due to a relationing of three distinct entities?.
Thus the fact that “‘I perceive blue” is not to be interpreted as a
conscious relationing of ‘“I,”” ““the blue” and the awareness, but
as an ideation arising at one particular point of time, involving all
the three constituents in it. Such a supposition is necessary, be-
cause all appearances are momentary, and because the relationing
of the three as three independent entities would necessarily be
impossible without the lapse of some time for their operation of
relationing. The theory of momentariness naturally leads us to the
above supposition, that what appears as relationing is nothing but
one momentary flash, which has the above three as its constituent
elements; so the Buddhist is supposed to admit that, psychologic-

! tasmat svabhavikasadharanabhedasambandhad eva vijiiane nilam avabhdsate,
Panca-padika-vivarana, p. 74.

Arguing from a similar point of view, Santaraksita and Kamala$ila urge that,
if the object was not identical with the awareness, there must be some 1m-
mutable law why they should appear simultaneously. This law according to the
Buddhists could only be either of identity (t@datmya) or of causality as invariability
of production (tad-utpatti). The first alternative is what the Buddhists here are
contending for as against the Vedantists. There cannot be the law of causality
here; for there cannot be any operation of the law of causality as production
between two entities which are simultaneous. Tattva-samgraha and Pafjika,
2030, 2031.

? tad vasana-sameta-samanantara-pratyaya-samuttham sankalanatmakam pra-
tyayantaram etan neha sambandhdagamah. Padmapada’s (A.D. 820) Paifica-padika,
p. 25. This work exerted the greatest influence on the development of Vedintic
thought for about six or seven centuries, and several commentaries were written
on it. Most important of these are Prakasatman’s Paficapddika-vivarana, Pafi-
ca-padikadhyasa-bhasya-vyakhya, Pafica-padika- sastra-darpana by Amrtinanda,
Tattva-dipana by Amrtanandanitha, and also a commentary by Anandapiirna
Yati. Prakasatman’s commentary on it, called Paficapadika-vivarana, was com-
mented upon by Akhandananda Muni in his Tattva-dipana, by Riminanda
Sarasvati in his Vivaranopanyasa, and by Nrsimhasrama in his Pafica-padika-
vivarana-bhava-prakasika.
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ally, the awareness and its object seem to be different, but such
a psychological appearance can at best be considered as a mental
illusion or fiction; for logically the Buddhist cannot admit that a
momentary appearance could subsist long enough to have the
possibility of being relationed to the self and the awareness, as
in “I know the blue ”’; and, if the blue was not considered to be
identical with awareness, there would remain no way to explain
the possibility of the appearance of the blue in the awareness’.
Padmapada points out that the main point with the Buddhists is
the doctrine of causal efficiency (artha-kriya-karitva), or the maxim
that that alone exists which can prove its existence by effecting
some purpose or action. They hold further that this criterion of
existence can be satisfied only if all existents are momentary and
if all things are momentary; the only epistemological view that
can consistently be accepted is the identity of the awareness and
the object. The main reason why only momentary existents can
satisfy the criterion of causal efficiency is that, if the existents were
not assumed to be momentary, they could not effect any purpose
or action?. Padmapada urges in refutation of this that, if causal
efficiency means the productivity of its own awareness (sva-visaya-
jfiana-jananam), then an awareness or idea has no existence; for it
doesnot produce any other knowledge of itself (samvidam sva-visaya-
Jjfiana-jananad asallaksanatvam), and the awareness of one cannot be
known by others except by inference, which again would not be
direct cognition3. If causal efficiency means the production of
another moment, then the last moment, having no other moment
to produce, would itself be non-existent; and, if the last moment
is proved to be non-existent, then by turns all the other moments
would be non-existent. Existence is a nature of things; and even
when a thing remains silent after an operation it does not on that
account cease to exist?. On such a basis Prakagatman points out

Y nanubhavam asritya samvedanad abhinnam nilam briimah kintu vijiianena
nilasya pratibhasanyathanupapattyd; ksanikasya tv agantuka-sambandhabhave. . .
pratibhasa eva na syat. Pafica-padika-vivarana, p. 74.

? See the first volume of this work, pp. 163-164, where the reasons in
justification of the doctrine are briefly stated.

3 Padmapada derives the possibility of one’s being aware of an awareness,
which however hardly appears to be convincing. He thinks that an awareness,
being of the nature of light, does not stand in need of any other light to illuminate
it. na ca samvit samvido visayah samvid-dtmanda bhedabhdvat pradipasyeva
pradipantaram. Pafica-padika, p. 27.

4 nartha-kriya-karitva-laksanam sattvam kintu svabhavikam iti sakrt karyyam
krtva tusntmbhiaitasyapi sthayinah sattvam na virudhyate. Pafica-padika-vivarana,
p. 8o.
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that the supposed three notions of ‘‘I,” ‘“‘awareness’ and the
object are really not three distinct notions appearing as one on
account of their similarity, but all the three are joined together in
one identical subject-object-awareness which does not involve the
three successive stages which the Buddhists suppose. This identity
is proved by the fact that they are recognized (pratyabhijiia) to be
so. We are, again, all conscious of our own identity, that we persist
in all our changing states of consciousness, and that, though our
ideas are continually changing with the changing objects, we remain
unchanged all the same; and this shows that in knowing ourselves
as pure awareness we are successively connected with the changing
objects. But the question arises who is to be convinced of this
identity, a notion of which can be produced only by a relationing
of the previous existence (through sub-conscious impressions of
memory) to the existence of the present moment; and this
cannot be done by the Vedantic self, which is pure self-revealing
consciousness that cannot further be made an object of any
other conscious state; for it is unchangeable, indestructible, and
there cannot be in it a consciousness of relationing between a past
state and a present state through the sub-conscious impressions of
memory!. The mere persistence of the same consciousness is not
the recognition of identity; for the recognition of identity would
be a relation uniting the past as past with the present as present;
and, since there is no one to perceive the relation of identity, the
appearance of identity is false. The Vedantic answer to such an
objection is that, though the pure consciousness cannot behave as
an individual, yet the same consciousness associated with mind
(antahkarana-visista) may behave as an individual who can
recognize his own identity as well as that of others. The mind
is associated with the sub-conscious impressions of a felt ego
(ahamortti-samskara-sahitam), due to the experience of the self as
associated with a past time; being responsible for the experience of
the self as associated with the present time, it produces the notion
of the identity of the self as persisting both in the past and in the
present. A natural objection against such an explanation is that,
since the Vedianta does not admit that one awareness can be the
object of another awareness, the revival of a past awareness is

1 parvanubhava-samskara-sahitad idanimtana-vastu-pramiti-karandj jatam
ekasya kala-dvaya-sambandha-visayakam pratyaksa-jiianam pratyabhijiia it cet,

na tarhi atmani s@ sambhavalti. . .vijfiana-svabhavasya hy atmanah. . .jiananta-
ragamyatvat. .. Pafica-padika-vivarana, p. 75.
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impossible, without which recognition of identity would be im-
possible. The answer of the Vedantist is that, just as an idea is
remembered through its sub-conscious impressions, so, though
recognition of identity was absent in the preceding moment, yet
it could arise through the operation of the sub-conscious im-
pressions at a later moment!. According to the Vedanta the pure
consciousness is the only unchanging substance underlying; it is
this consciousness associated with mind (antahkarana) that behaves
as the knower or the subject, and it is the same consciousness
associated with the previous and later time that appears as the
objective self with which the identity is felt and which is known
to be identical with the knower—the mind-associated conscious-
ness. We all have notions of self-identity and we feel it as ‘I am
the same”; and the only way in which this can be explained is on
the basis of the fact that consciousness, though one and universal,
can yet be supposed to perform diverse functions by virtue of the
diverse nature of its associations, by which it seems to transform
itself as the knower and the thousand varieties of relations and
objects which it knows. The main point which is to be noted in
connection with this realization of the identity of the self is that
the previous experience and its memory prove that the self existed
in the past; but how are we to prove that what existed is also existing
at the present moment? Knowledge of identity of the self is some-
thing different from the experience of self in the past and in the
present. But the process consists in this, that the two experiences
manifest the self as one identical entity which persisted through
both the experiences, and this new experience makes the self known
in the aforesaid relation of identity. Again, when I remember a
past experience, it is the self as associated with that experience that
is remembered ; so it is the self as associated with the different
time relations that is apprehended in an experience of the identity
of self.

From all these discussions one thing that comes out clearly is
that according to the Sankara Vedanta, as explained by the Vivarana
school of Padmapada and his followers, the sense-data and the
objects have an existence independent of their being perceived;
and there is also the mind called antahkarana, which operates in
its own way for the apprehension of this or that object. Are objects
already there and presented to the pure consciousness through the

1 Pafica-padika-vivarana, p. 76.
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mind? But what then are the objects? and the Sankarite’s answer
is that they in themselves are unspeakable and indescribable. It
is easy to notice the difference of such a view from that of the
Buddbhistic idealism of Dinniga or the Lankavatara on the one hand
and that of Vasubandhu in his T7imsika on the other. For in the
case of the former there were no objects independent of their being
perceived, and in the case of the latter the objects are trans-
formations of a thought-principle and are as such objective to
the subject which apprehends them. Both the subject and the
object are grounded in the higher and superior principle, the
principle of thought. This grounding implies that this principle
of thought and its transformations are responsible for both the
subject and the object, as regards material and also as regards form.
According to the Sankara Vedinta, however, the stuff of world-
objects, mind, the senses and all their activities, functionings and
the like are but modifications of maya, which is indescribable
(anirvacya) in itself, but which is always related to pure con-
sciousness as its underlying principle, and which in its forms as
material objects hides from the view and is made self-conscious
by the illuminating flash of the underlying principle of pure con-
sciousness in its forms as intellectual states or ideas. As already
described, the Stinyavadins also admitted the objective existence
of all things and appearances; but, as these did not stand the test
of criticism, considered them as being essenceless (nihsvabhava).
The only difference that one can make out between this doctrine
of essencelessness and the doctrine of indescribableness of the
Sankara school is that this “indescribable” is yet regarded as an
indescribable something, as some stuff which undergoes changesand
which has transformed itself into all the objects of the world. The
idealism of the Sanikara Vedanta does not believe in the sahopalam-
bha-niyama of the Buddhist idealists, that to exist is to be perceived.
The world is there even if it be not perceived by the individual;
it has an objective existence quite independent of my ideas and
sensations; but, though independent of my sensations or ideas, it
is not independent of consciousness, with which it is associated
and on which it is dependent. This consciousness is not ordinary
psychological thought, but it is the principle that underlies all
conscious thought. This pure thought is independent and self-
revealing, because in all conscious thought the consciousness
shines by itself; all else is manifested by this consciousness and

-2
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when considered apart from it, is inconceivable and unmeaning.
This independent and uncontradicted self-shiningness constitutes
being (abadhita-svayam-prakasataiva asya satta)'. All being is
pure consciousness, and all appearance hangs on it as something
which is expressed by a reference to it and apart from which
it has no conceivable status or meaning. This is so not only
epistemologically or logically, but also ontologically. The object-
forms of the world are there as transformations of the indescribable
stuff of maya, which is not ‘‘being,”’ but dependent on * being’’;
but they can only be expressed when they are reflected in mental
states and presented as ideas. Analogies of world objects with
dream objects or illusions can therefore be taken only as popular
examples to make the conception of maya popularly intelligible;
and this gives the Vedantic idealism its unique position.

Sankara’s Defence of Vedanta; Philosophy of Badarayana
and Bhartrprapaiica.

Sankara’s defensive arguments consisted in the refutation of
the objections that may be made against the Vedantic conception
of the world. The first objection anticipated is that from the
followers of Samkhya philosophy. Thus it is urged that the effect
must be largely of the same nature as the cause. Brahman, which
is believed to be intelligent (cetana) and pure (Suddha), could not
be the cause of a world which is unintelligent (jada and acetana)
and impure (asuddha). And it is only because the world is so
different in nature from the intelligent spirits that it can be useful
to them. T'wo things which are identical in their nature can hardly
be of any use to each other—two lamps cannot be illuminating to
each other. So it is only by being different from the intelligent
spirits that the world can best serve them and exist for them.
Sankara’s answer to this objection is that it is not true that the
effect should in every way be similar to the cause—there are
instances of inanimate hair and nails growing from living beings,
and of living insects growing out of inanimate objects like cow-
dung. Nor can it be denied that there is at least some similarity
between Brahman and the world in this, that both have being.
It cannot be urged that, because Brahman is intelligent, the
world also should be intelligent; for there is no reason for such

1 Vacaspati Miéra’s Bhamati, p. 13, Nirnaya-Sagara edition, 1904.
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an expectation. The converse of it also has not been found to be
true—it has not been found that what is unintelligent has been
known to have been derived from a source other than Brahman!.
The whole point of this argument seems to lie in the fact that,
since the Upanisads assert that Brahman is the cause of the world,
the apparent incompatibility of the production of an impure and
unintelligent world from the intelligent and pure Brahman has to
be explained away ; for such ultimate truths can be discovered not
by reason, but by the testimony of the Upanisads. Another objec-
tion supposed to be raised by Samkhya against Vedanta is that at
the time of dissolution (pralaya), when the world of effects will
dissolve back into Brahman the cause, the impurities of the worldly
state might also make the causal state of Brahmahood impure.
Sankara refutes it by pointing out two sets of instances in which
the effects do not affect the causal state when they return to it.
Of these, one set of instances is to be found in those cases where
articles of gold, silver, etc. are melted back into their original
material states as unformed gold and silver, and are not seen to
affect them with their specific peculiarities as formed articles. The
other instance is to be found in the manifestation of magic by a
magician. The magical creations of a magician are controlled by
him and, when they vanish in this way, they cannot in any way
affect the magician himself; for the magical creations have no
reality. So also a dreamer is not affected by his dreams when he
is awake. So the reality is one which remains altogether un-
touched by the changing states. The appearance of this reality
as all the changing states is mere false show (maya-matram), like
the appearance of a rope as a snake. Again, as a man may in
deep sleep pass into a state where there is no trace of his mundane
experiences and may yet, when he becomes awake, resume his
normal vocation in life, so after the dissolution of the world into
its causal state there may again be the same kind of creation as
there was before the dissolution. So there can be no objection
that the world of impure effects will affect the pure state of
Brahman at the time of dissolution or that there could be no
creation after dissolution.

These arguments of Sarikara in answer to a supposed objection

1 kim hi yac caitanyenananvitam tad abrahma-prakrtikam drstam iti brahma-
vadinam praty uddhriyeta samastasya vastujatasya brahma-prakrtikatvabhyu-
pagamat. Sankara’s Bhdsya, 11. i. 6.
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that the world of effects, impure and unintelligent as it is, could
not have been the product of pure and intelligent Brahman are
not only weak but rather uncalled for. If the world of effects
is mere maya and magic and has no essence (vastutva), the best
course for him was to rush straight to his own view of effects as
having no substantiality or essence and not to adopt the parinama
view of real transformations of causes into effects to show that
the effects could be largely dissimilar from their causes. Had
he started with the reply that the effects had no real existence
and that they were merely magical creations and a false show,
the objection that the impure world could not come out of pure
Brahman would have at once fallen to the ground; for such an
objection would have validity only with those who believed in the
real transformations of effects from causes, and not with a philo-
sopher like Sankara, who did not believe in the reality of effects
at all. Instead of doing that he proceeded to give examples of the
realistic return of golden articles into gold in order to show that
the peculiar defects or other characteristics of the effect cannot
affect the purity of the cause. Side by side with this he gives another
instance, how magical creations may vanish without affecting the
nature of the magician. This example, however, does not at all
fit in with the context, and it is surprising how Sankara failed
to see that, if his examples of realistic transformations were to hold
good, his example of the magic and the magician would be quite
out of place. If the parinama view of causation is to be adopted,
the vivarta view is to be given up. It seems however that Sarikara
here was obliged to take refuge in such a confusion of issues by
introducing stealthily an example of the vivarta view of unreality
of effects in the commentary on siitras which could only yield a
realistic interpretation. The siitras here seem to be so convincingly
realistic that the ultimate reply to the suggested incompatibility of
the production of effects dissimilar from their causes is found in
the fact that the Upanisads hold that this impure and unintelligent
world had come out of Brahman; and that, since the Upanisads
assert it, no objection can be raised against it on grounds of reason.

In the next section the theory of realistic transformation of
causes is further supported by the siitra which asserts that in spite
of the identity of effects with their cause their plurality or diversity
may also be explained on the analogy of many popular illustrations.
Thus, though the waves are identical with the sea, yet they have
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an existence in their plurality and diversity as well. Here also
Sarkara has to follow the implication of the siitra in his interpre-
tation. He, however, in concluding his commentary on this siitra,
says that the world is not a result of any real transformation of
Brahman as effect; Brahman alone exists, but yet, when Brahman
is under the conditioning phenomena of a world-creation, there is
room for apparent diversity and plurality. It may be pointed out,
however, that such a supplementary explanation is wholly incom-
patible with the general meaning of the rule, which is decidedly
in favour of a realistic transformation. It is unfortunate that here
also Sankara does not give any reason for his supplementary
remark, which is not in keeping with the general spirit of the
siitra and the interpretation which he himself gave of it.

In the next section the siitras seem plainly to assert the identity
of cause and effect, “ because of the possibility of the effect, because
the cause exists, because the effect exists in the cause and is due
to an elaboration of the cause and also for other reasons and the
testimony of the Upanisads.” Such a meaning is quite in keeping
with the general meaning of the previous sections. Sankara, however,
interprets the s@#tra as meaning that it is Brahman, the cause, which
alone is true. There cannot therefore be any real transformation
of causes into effects. The omniscience of Brahman and His being
the creator of the world have thus only a limited validity; for they
depend upon the relative reality of the world. From the absolute
point of view therefore there is no I§vara who is the omniscient
creator of the world?. Safikara supports this generally on the ground
of the testimony of some Upanisad texts (e.g. mrttiketyeva satyam,
etc.). He however introduces an argument in support of the
sat-karya-vada theory, or the theory that the effect is already
existent in the cause. This theory is indeed common both to the
parinama view of real transformation and the wiwarta view, in
two different ways. It is curious however that he should support
the sat-karya-vada theory on parinama lines, as against the genera-
tive view of a-sat-karya-vada of the Nyaya, but not on vivarta
lines, where effects are treated as non-existent and false. Thus he

L Liita-stha-brahmatma-vadinah ekatvaikantyat isitrisitavyabhavah 1svara-
karana-pratijiia-virodha iti cet; na; avidyatmaka-nama-riipa-blja-vyakaranapek-
satvat sarvajiiatvasya. Sankara’s Bhasya on Brahma-siitra, 11. i. 14.

na tattvikam aisvaryyam sarvajiiatvam ca brahmanah kintv avidyopadhikam
it taddasrayam pratijiia-siitram, tattvasrayam tu tad ananyatva-siatram. Bhamati
on the above Bhdsya.
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says that the fact that curd is produced from milk and not from
mud shows that there is some such intimate relation of curd with
milk which it has not with anything else. This intimate relation con-
sists in the special power or capacity (Sakti) in the cause (e.g. the
milk), which can produce the special effect (e.g. the curd). This
power is the very essence of the cause, and the very essence of this
power is the effect itself. If a power determines the nature of the
effect, it must be already existent in the cause as the essence of the
effect. Arguing against the Nyaya view that the cause is different
from the effect. though they are mutually connected in an insepar-
able relation of inherence (samavaya), he says that, if such a
samavaya is deemed necessary to connect the cause with the effect,
then this also may require a further something to connect the
samavaya with the cause or the effect and that another and that
another ad infinitum. If it is urged that samavaya, being a rela-
tion, does not require any further relation to connect it with anything
else, it may well be asked in reply how “conjunction” (samyoga),
which is also regarded as a relation, should require the relation
of inherence (samavaya) to conncct it with the objects which are in
conjunction (samyogin). The conception of samavaya connecting
substances with their qualities is unnecessary ; for the latter always
appear identified with the former (tadatmya-pratiti). If the effect,
say a whole, is supposed to be existing in the cause, the parts, it
must exist in them all taken together or in each of the separate parts.
If the whole exist only in the totality of the parts, then, since all the
parts cannot be assembled together, the whole as such would be in-
visible. If the whole exist in the parts in parts, then one has to
conceive other parts of the whole different from its constituent
parts; and, if the same questions be again repeated, these parts
should have other parts and these others; and thus there would
be a vicious infinite. If the whole exists wholly in each of the
parts at the same time, then there would be many wholes. If it
exists successively in each of the parts, then the whole would at
one time be existent only in one part, and so at that time the
functions of the whole would be absent in the other parts. If it
is said that, just as a class-concept (e.g. cow) exists wholly in each
of the individuals and yet is not many, so a whole may also be
wholly existent in each of the parts, it may well be replied that
the experience of wholes is not like the experience of class-concepts.
The class-concept of cow is realized in each and every cow; but
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a whole is not realized in each and every part. Again, if the effect
is non-existent before its production, then, production being an
action, such an action would have nothing as its agent, which is
impossible—for, since the effect is non-existent before its pro-
duction, it could not be the agent of its production; and, since
being non-existent, it cannot be the agent of its production, such a
production would be either itself non-existent or would be without
any agent. If however,production is not defined as an action,butas
arelationing of an effect with its cause (svakarana-satta-sammavaya),
then also it may be objected that a relation is only possible when
there are two terms which are related, and, since the effect is as yet
non-existent, it cannot be related to its cause.

But, if the effect is already existent, what then is the necessity
of the causal operation (kd@raka-vyapara)? The answer to such a
question is to be found in the view that the effect is but an elabora-
tion of the cause into its effect. Just as a man may sit with
his limbs collected together or stretched out and yet would be
considered the same man, so an effect also is to be regarded as an
expansion of the cause and as such identical with it. The effect is
thus only a transformed state of the cause; and hence the causal
operation is necessary for bringing about this transformation; but
in spite of such a transformation the effect is not already existing
in the cause as its potency or power.

There are seven other smaller sections. In the first of these
the objection that, if the world is a direct product of the intelligent
Brahman, there is no reason why such an intelligent being should
create a world which is full of misery and is a prison-house to
himself, is easily answered by pointing out that the transcendent
creator is far above the mundane spirits that suffer misery in the
prison-house of the world. Here also Sankara adds as a supple-
mentary note the remark that, since there is no real creation and
the whole world is but a magical appearance, no such objection
that the creator should not have created an undesirable world for
its own suffering is valid. But the siitras gave him no occasion
for such a remark; so that indeed, as was the case with the
previous sections, here also his maya theory is not in keeping even
with his general interpretation of the siitras, and his remarks have
to be appended as a note which hangs loosely and which does not
appear to have any relevancy to the general meaning and purport
of the siitras.
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In the next section an objection is raised that Brahman cannot
without the help of any other accessory agents create the world;
the reply to such an objection is found in the fact that Brahman
has all powers in Himself and can as such create the world out of
Himself without the help of anything else.

In the next section an objection is raised that, if the world is a
transformation of Brahman, then, since Brahman is partless, the
transformation must apply to the whole of Brahman ; for a partial
transformation is possible only when the substance which is under-
going the transformation has parts. A reply to such an objection
is to be found in the analogy of the human self, which is in itself
formless and, though transforming itself into various kinds of
dream experiences, yet remains unchanged and unaffected as a
whole by such transformations. Moreover, such objections may
be levelled against the objectors themselves; for Samkhya also
admits the transformation of the formless prakrti.

In another section it is urged that, since Brahman is complete
in Himself, there is no reason why He should create this great
world, when He has nothing to gain by it. The reply is based on
the analogy of play, where one has nothing to gain and yet one is
pleased to indulge in it. So Brahman also creates the world by His
lila or play. Sankara, however, never forgets to sing his old song
of the maya theory, however irrelevant it may be, with regard to
the purpose of the sittras, which he himself could not avoid
following. Thus in this section, after interpreting the sitra as
attributing the world-creation to God’s playful activity, he remarks
that it ought not to be forgotten that all the world-creation is but
a fanciful appearance due to nescience and that the ultimate reality
is the identity of the self and Brahman.

The above discussion seems to prove convincingly that
Badarayana’s philosophy was some kind of bhedabheda-vada or a
theory of transcendence and immanence of God (Brahman)—even
in the light of Sankara’s own commentary. He believed that the
world was the product of a real transformation of Brahman, or
rather of His powers and energies (Sak#t). God Himself was not
exhausted by such a transformation and always remained as the
master creator who by His play created the world and who could
by His own powers create the world without any extraneous
assistance. The world was thus a real transformation of God’s
powers, while He Himself, though remaining immanent in the
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world through His powers, transcended it at the same time, and
remained as its controller, and punished or rewarded the created
mundane souls in accordance with their bad and good deeds.

The doctrine of bhedabheda-vada is certainly prior to Sankara,
as it is the dominant view of most of the puranas. It seems
probable also that Bhartrpraparica refers to Bodhdyana, who is
referred to as vrttikara by Ramanuja, and as vrttikara and Upavarsa
by Sankara, and to Dramidacarya, referred to by Sankara and
Ramanuja ; all held some form of bhedabheda doctrine'. Bhartrpra-
pafica has been referred to by Sankara in his commentary on the
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad; and Anandajfiana, in his commentary
on Sankara’s commentary, gives a number of extracts from
Bhartrprapaica’s Bhasya on the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad. Prof.
M. Hiriyanna collected these fragments in a paper read before the
Third Oriental Congress in Madras, 1924, and there he describes
Bhartrprapaiica’s philosophy as follows. The doctrine of Bhartr-
prapafica is monism, and it is of the bhedabheda type. The relation
between Brahman and the jiva, as that between Brahman and the
world, is one of identity in difference. An implication of this view
is that both the jiva and the physical world evolve out of Brahman,
so that the doctrine may be described as Brahma-parinama-vada.
On the spiritual side Brahman is transformed into the antaryamin
and the jiva; on the physical side into avyakta, sitra, viraj and
devata, which are all cosmic; and jati and pinda, which are not

1 Prof. S. Kuppusvami Sastri, in an article read before the Third Oriental
Conference, quotes a passage from Venkata’s Tattva-fika on Ramanuja’s com-
mentary on the Brahma-siitras, in which he says that Upavarsa is a name of
Bodhayana—urttikarasya Bodhayanasyaiva hi Upavarsa iti syan nama—Pro-
ceedings of the Third Oriental Conference, Madras, 1924. The commentators on
Sankara’s Bhdsya say that, when he refers to Vrttikdra in 1. i. 9, 1. i. 23, I. ii. 23
and 11. iii. 53, he refers to Upavarsa by name. From the views of Upavarsa
referred to in these sfitras it appears that Upavarsa believed in the theory of
jAdana-karma-samuccaya, held also by Bhaskara (an adherent of the bheddbheda
theory), Ramianuja and others, but vehemently opposed by Sankara, who wanted
to repudiate the idea of his opponents that the performance of sacrificial and
Vedic duties could be conceived as a preliminary preparation for making oneself
fit for Brahma-knowledge.

References to Dramidacirya’s commentary on the Chandogya Upanisad are
made by Anandagiri in his commentary on Sankara’s commentary on the Chan-
dogya Upanisad. In the commentary of Sarvajfiitma Muni’s Samksepa-sariraka,
111. 217-227, by Nrsimhaérama, the Vakyakara referred to by Sarvajfiitma Muni as
Atreya has been identified with Brahmanandin or Tanka and the bhisyakara
(a quotation from whose Bhdsya appears in Samksepa-$ariraka, 111. 221, “antar-
gund bhagavatl paradevateti,” is referred to as a quotation from Dramidacarya
in Ramanuja’s Veddartha-samgraha, p. 138, Pandit edition) is identified with
Dramidacirya, who wrote a commentary on Brahmanandin’s Chandogyo-
pantsad-varttika.
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cosmic. These are the avasthas or modes of Brahman, and re-
present the eight classes into which the variety of the universe
may be divided. They are again classified into three rasis, para-
matma-rasi, jiva-rasi and milrttamirtta-rasi, which correspond to
the triple subject-matter of Religion and Philosophy, viz. God,
soul and matter. Bhartrprapafica recognized what is known as
pramana-samuccaya, by which it follows that the testimony of
common experience is quite as valid as that of the Veda. The
former vouches for the reality of variety and the latter for that of
unity (as taught in the Upanisads). Hence the ultimate truth is
dvaitadvaita. Moksa, or life’s end, is conceived as being achieved
in two stages—the first leading to apavarga, where samsara is
overcome through the overcoming of asariga; and the second
leading to Brahmahood through the dispelling of avidya. This
means of reaching either stage is jiiana-karma-samuccaya, which
is a corollary on the practical side to pramana-samuccaya on the
theoretical side.

It is indeed difficult to say what were the exact characteristics
of Badarayana’s bhedabheda doctrine of Vedanta; but there is very
little doubt that it was some special type of bhedabheda doctrine,
and, as has already been repeatedly pointed out, even Sankara’s
own commentary (if we exclude only his parenthetic remarks, which
are often inconsistent with the general drift of his own commentary
and the context of the siitras, as well as with their purpose and
meaning, so far as it can be made out from such a context) shows
that it was so. If, however, it is contended that this view of real
transformation is only from a relative point of view (vyavaharika),
then there must at least be one sittra where the absolute (para-
marthika) point of view is given; but no such siztra has been dis-
covered even by Sankara himself. If experience always shows the
causal transformation to be real, then how is one to know that in
the ultimate point of view all effects are false and unreal? If,
however, it is contended that there is a real transformation
(parinama) of the maya stuff, whereas Brahman remains always
unchanged, and if maya is regarded as the power (saktz) of Brahman,
how then can the akti of Brahman as well as its transformations
be regarded as unreal and false, while the possessor of the sakt: (or
the faktimat, Brahman) is regarded as real and absolute? There
is a great diversity of opinion on this point among the Vedintic
writers of the Sankara school. Thus Appaya Diksita in his Sid-
dhanta-lesa refers to the author of Padartha-nirnaya as saying that
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Brahman and maya are both material causes of the world-appear-
ance—Brahman the vivarta cause, and maya the parinama cause.
Others are said to find a definition of causation intermediate
between vivarta and parinama by defining material cause as that
which can produce effects which are not different from itself (sva-
bhinna-karya janakatvam upadanatvam). The world is identical with
Brahman inasmuch as it has being, and it is identical with nescience
inasmuch as it has its characteristics of materiality and change. So
from two different points of view both Brahman and maya are the
cause of the world. Vacaspati Misra holds that maya is only an acces-
sory cause (sahakari), whereas Brahman is the real vivarta causel.
The author of the Siddhanta-muktavali, Prakasananda, however,
thinks that it is the maya energy (maya-sakti) which is the material
cause of the world and not Brahman. Brahman is unchangeable
and is the support of maya; and is thus the cause of the world in
a remote sense. Sarvajiiatma Muni, however, believes Brahman
alone to be the vivarta cause, and maya to be only an instrument
for the purpose?. The difficulty that many of the sitras of
Badarayana give us a parinama view of causation was realized by
Sarvajfiatma Muni, who tried to explain it away by suggesting that
the parinama theory was discussed approvingly in the sitras only
because this theory was nearest to the vivarta, and by initiating
people to the paripama theory it would be easier to lead them to
the vivarta theory, as hinted in s@itra 11. i. 143. This explanation
could have some probability, if the arrangement of the si#tras was

1 Viacaspati Misra flourished in about A.b. 840. In addition to his Bhamatt
commentary on the Brahma-siitra he wrote many other works and commentaries
on other systems of philosophy. His important works are: Tattva-bindu, Tattva-
vaisaradi (yoga), Tattva-samiksa Brahma-siddhi-gtka, Nyaya-kanika on Vidhi-
viveka, Nyaya-tattvaloka, Nydya-ratna-ttka, Nydya-varttika-tatparya-tika,
Brahma-tattva-samhitoddipani, Yukti-dipika (Samkhya), Samkhya-tattva-
kaumudi, Vedanta-tattva-kaumudi.

2 He lived about A.D. goo during the reign of King Manukuliditya and was
a pupil of Deve$vara.

3 vivarta-vadasya hi piirva-bhiimir
vedanta-vade parinama-vadah
vyavasthite *smin parinama-vade
svayam sam@yati vivarta-vadah.

Samksepa-$ariraka, 11. 61.
upayam atisthati piirvam uccair
upeyam aptum janata yathaiva
Srutir munindras ca vivarta-siddhyai
vikara-vadam vadatas tathaiva. Ibid. 11. 62.
vikara-vadam Kapiladi-paksam
upetya vadena tu sitra-karah
Srutis ca samjalpats pirvabhiimau
sthitva vivarta-pratipadandya. Ibid. 11. 64.
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such as to support the view that the paripama view was intro-
duced only to prepare the reader’s mind for the wvivarta view,
which was ultimately definitely approved as the true view; but it
has been shown that the content of almost all the siitras of 11. i.
consistently support the parinama view, and that even the siitra
II. i. 14 cannot be explained as holding the vivarta view of
causation as the right one, since the other siitras of the same
section have been explained by Sankara himself on the parinama
view; and, if the content be taken into consideration, this s#tra also
has to be explained on the parinama view of bhedabheda type.

Teachers and Pupils in Vedanta.

The central emphasis of Sarikara’s philosophy of the Upanisads
and the Brahma-siitra is on Brahman, the self-revealed identity of
pure consciousness, bliss and being, which does not await the
performance of any of the obligatory Vedic duties for its realiza-
tion. A right realization of such Upanisad texts as ‘That art
thou,” instilled by the right teacher, is by itself sufficient to dispel
all the false illusions of world-appearance. This, however, was
directly against the Mimamsa view of the obligatoriness of certain
duties, and Sankara and his followers had to fight hard on this
point with the Mimamsakas. Different Mimamsa writers empha-
sized in different ways the necessity of the association of duties with
Brahma-wisdom; and a brief reference to some of these has been
made in the section on Sure§vara. Another question arose re-
garding the nature of the obligation of listening to the unity texts
(e.g. ‘“that art thou”) of the Vedinta; and later Vedanta writers
have understood it differently. Thus the author of the Prakatartha,
who probably flourished in the twelfth century, holds that it is
only by virtue of the mandate of the Upanisads (such as “thou
shouldst listen to these texts, understand the meaning and medi-
tate’’) that one learns for the first time that one ought to listen
to the Vedanta texts—a view which is technically called apirva-
vidhi. Others, however, think that people might themselves
engage in reading all kinds of texts in their attempts to attain
salvation and that they might go on the wrong track; and it is just
to draw them on to the right path, viz. that of listening to the
unity texts of the Upanisads, that the Upanisads direct men to
listen to the unity texts—this view is technically called niyama-vidhi.
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The followers of Sarvajfidtma Muni, however, maintain that there
can in no sense be a duty in regard to the attainment of wisdom of
Brahma-knowledge, and the force of the duty lies in enjoining the
holding of discussions for the clarification of one’s understanding;
and the meaning of the obligatory sentence “thou shouldst listen
to’’ means that one should hold proper discussions for the clarifi-
cation of his intellect. Other followers of Sure§vara, however, think
that the force of the obligation lies in directing the student of
Vedanta steadily to realize the truth of the Vedanta texts withoutany
interruption; and this view is technically called parisamkhya-vidhi.
Vacaspati Misra and his followers, however, think that no obliga-
tion of duties is implied in these commands; they are simply put
in the form of commands in order to show the great importance
of listening to Vedanta texts and holding discussions on them, as
a means of advancement in the Vedantic course of progress.

But the central philosophical problem of the Vedanta is the
conception of Brahman—the nature of its causality, its relation
with maya and the phenomenal world of world-appearance, and
with individual persons. Sankara’s own writings do not always
manifest the same uniform and clear answer; and many passages
in different parts of his work show tendencies which could be
more or less diversely interpreted, though of course the general
scheme was always more or less well-defined. Appaya Diksita
notes in the beginning of his Siddhanta-lesa that the ancients were
more concerned with the fundamental problem of the identity
of the self and the Brahman, and neglected to explain clearly
the order of phenomenal appearance; and that therefore many
divergent views have sprung up on the subject. Thus shortly after
Sankara’s death we have four important teachers, Sure§vara and
his pupil Sarvajiatma Muni, Padmapada and Vacaspati Misra,
who represent three distinct tendencies in the monistic interpre-
tation of the Vedanta. Suresvara and his pupil Sarvajfidtma Muni
held that maya was only an instrument (dvara), through which
the one Brahman appeared as many, and had its real nature hidden
from the gaze of its individual appearances as individual persons.
In this view maya was hardly recognized as a substance, though it
was regarded as positive; and it was held that maya had, both for
its object and its support, the Brahman. It is the pure Brahman
that is the real cause underlying all appearances, and the maya
only hangs on it like a veil of illusion which makes this one thing
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appear as many unreal appearances. It is easy to see that this
view ignores altogether the importance of giving philosophical
explanations of phenomenal appearance, and is only concerned to
emphasize the reality of Brahman as the only truth. Vacaspati’s
view gives a little more substantiality to maya in the sense that
he holds that maya is coexistent with Brahman, as an accessory
through the operation of which the creation of world-appearance
is possible; maya hides the Brahman as its object, but it rests on
individual persons, who are again dependent on maya, and maya on
them, in a beginningless cycle. The world-appearance is not mere
subjective ideas or sensations, but it has an objective existence,
though the nature of its existence is inexplicable and inde-
scribable; and at the time of dissolution of the world (or pralaya)
its constitutive stuff, psychical and physical, will remain hidden
in aqvidya, to be revived again at the time of the next world-
appearance, otherwise called creation. But the third view, namely
that of Padmapada, gives maya a little more substantiality, re-
garding it as the stuff which contains the double activity or power
of cognitive activity and vibratory activity, one determining the
psychical process and the other the physical process, and regarding
Brahman in association with maya, with these two powers as
I$vara, as the root cause of the world. But the roots of a very
thoroughgoing subjective idealism also may be traced even in the
writings of Sankara himself. Thus in the Brhadarapyaka-bhasya he
says that, leaving aside theories of limitation (avaccheda) or reflec-
tion (pratibimba), it may be pointed out that, as the son of Kunti
is the same as Radheya, so it is the Brahman that appears as
individual persons through beginningless avidya; the individual
persons so formed again delusively create the world-appearance
through their own awvidya. It will be pointed out in a later section
that Mandana also elaborated the same tendency shortly after
Sanikara in the ninth century. Thus in the same century we
have four distinct lines of Vedantic development, which began to
expand through the later centuries in the writers that followed one
or the other of these schools; and some additional tendencies also
developed. The tenth century seems to have been very barren in
the field of the Vedanta, and, excepting probably Jiianottama Misra,
who wrote a commentary on Sure$vara’s Varttika, no writer of great
reputation is known to us to have lived in this period. In other
fields of philosophical development also this century was more or
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less barren, and, excepting Udayana and Sridhara in Nyaya-
Vaisesika, Utpala in Astronomy and Abhinavagupta in Saivism,
probably no other persons of great reputation can be mentioned.
There were, however, a few Buddhistic writers of repute in this
period, such as Candragomin (junior) of Rajshahi, the author of
Nyaya-loka-siddhi, Prajiiakara Gupta of Vikramadila, author of
Pramana-vartikalarnkara and Sahopalambha-niscaya, Acirya Jetari
of Rajshahi, the author of Hetu-tattvopadesa, Dharma-dharmi-
viniScaya and Balavatara-tarka, Jina, the author of Pramana-
vartikalarikara-tika, Ratnakirti, the author of the Apoha-siddhi,
Ksana-bhanga-siddhi and Sthira-siddhi-disana, and Ratna Vajra,
the author of the Yukti-prayoga. The eleventh century also does
not seem to have been very fruitful for Vedanta philosophy. The
only author of great reputation seems to have been Anandabodha
Bhattarakicarya, who appears to have lived probably in the latter
half of the eleventh century and the first half of the twelfth century.
The mahavidya syllogisms of Kularka Pandita, however, probably
began from some time in the eleventh century, and these were often
referred to for refutation by Vedantic writers till the fourteenth
century, as will be pointed out in a later section. But it is certain
that quite a large number of Vedantic writers must have worked on
the Vedinta before Anandabodha, although we cannot properly
trace them now. Anandabodha says in his Nyaya-makaranda that
his work was a compilation (semgraha) from a large number of
Vedantic monographs (nibandha-pusparijali). Citsukha in his com-
mentary on the Nya@ya-makaranda points out (p.346) that Ananda-
bodha was refuting a view of the author of the Brahma-prakasika.
According to Govindananda’s statement in his Ratna-prabha,
pP- 311, Amalananda of the thirteenth century refuted a view of
the author of the Prakatartha. T'he author of the Prakatartha may
thus be believed to have lived either in the eleventh or in the
twelfth century. It was a commentary on Sankara’s Bhasya, and
its full name was S&'riraka—bhﬁ;ya—praka;ﬁrtha; and Anandajﬂﬁna
(called also Janardana) wrote his Tattvaloka on the lines of Vedantic
interpretation of this work. Mr Tripathi says in his introduction
to the Tarka-samgraha that a copy of this work is available in
Tekka Matha; but the present writer had the good fortune of
going through it from a manuscript in the Adyar Library, and
a short account of its philosophical views is given below in a
separate section. In the Siddhanta-lea of Appaya Diksita we
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hear of a commentary on it called Prakatartha-vivarana. But,
though Anandajfiana wrote his Tattvaloka on the lines of the
Prakatartha, yet the general views of Anandajfiana were not
the same as those of the author thereof; Anandajfiana’s position
was very much like that of Sarvajiiatma Muni, and he did not
admit many ajranas, nor did he admit any difference between
maya and avidya. But the author of the Prakatartha,so far as canbe
judged from references to him in the Siddhanta-lesa,gavea separate
place to the antahkaranas of individual persons and thought that,
just as the jivas could be cognizers through the reflection of pure
intelligence in the antahkarana states, so I$vara is omniscient by
knowing everything through maya modifications. The views of
the author of the Prakatartha regarding the nature of vidhi have
already been noted. But the way in which Anandajfiana refers to
the Prakatartha in Mundaka, p. 32, and Kena, p. 23, shows that
he was either the author of the Prakatartha or had written
some commentary to it. But he could not have been the author of
this work, since he refers to it as the model on which his Tattvaloka
was written; so it seems very probable that he had written a
commentary to it. But it is surprising that Anandajfidna, who
wrote commentaries on most of the important commentaries of
Sankara, should also trouble himself to write another commentary
on the Prakatartha, which is itself a commentary on Sankara’s
commentary. It may be surmised, therefore, that he had some
special reasons for respecting it, and it may have been the work of
some eminent teacher of his or of someone in his parental line.
However it may be, it is quite unlikely that the work should have
been written later than the middle of the twelfth century!.

It is probable that Gangapuri Bhattiraka also lived earlier than
Anandabodha, as Citsukha points out. Gangapuri must then have
lived either towards the latter part of the tenth century or the first
half of the eleventh century. It is not improbable that he may
have been a senior contemporary of Anandabodha. Ilis work,
Padartha-tattva-nirnaya, was commented on by Anandajfiana. Ac-
cording to him both maya and Brahman are to be regarded as the
cause of the world. All kinds of world-phenomena exist, and being
may therefore be attributed to them; and being is the same what-
ever may be the nature of things that exist. Brahman is thus the
changeless cause in the world or the vivarta-karana; but all the

1 See Tripathi’s introduction to the Tarka-samngraha.
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changing contents or individual existents must also be regarded
as products of the transformation of some substance, and in this
sense maya is to be regarded as the parinami-karana of the world.
Thus the world has Brahman as its vivarta-karana and maya as its
parinami-karana. The world manifests both aspects, the aspect of
changeless being and that of changing materiality; so both maya
and Brahman form the material cause of the world in two different
ways ( Brahmamaya caity ubhayopadanam ; sattva-jadya-ripobhaya-
dharmanugaty-upapattis ca). Tarka-viveka and Siddhanta-viveka
are the names of two chapters of this book, giving a summary
of Vai§esika and Vedanta philosophy respectively. The view of
Gangapuri in the Padartha-tattva-nirnaya just referred to seems
to have been definitely rejected by Anandabodha in his Pramana-
mala, p. 16.

When Kularka had started the maha-vidya syllogisms, and great
Nyaya authors such as Jayanta and Udayana in the ninth and tenth
centuries had been vigorously introducing logical methods in philo-
sophy and were trying to define all that is knowable, the Vedantic
doctrine that all that is knowable is indefinable was probably
losing its hold ; and it is probable that works like Anandabodha’s
Prainana-mala and Nyaya-dipavali in the eleventh century or in the
early part of the twelfth century were weakly attempting to hold
fast to the Vedantic position on logical grounds. It was Sriharsa
who in the third quarter of the twelfth century for the first time
attempted to refute the entire logical apparatus of the Naiyayikas.
Sriharsa’s work was carried on in Citsukha’s Tattva-pradipika in
the early part of the thirteenth century, by Anandajiiana in the
latter part of the same century in his Tarka-samgraha and by
Nrsimhasrama Muni in his Bheda-dhikkara in the sixteenth century.
On the last-named a pupil, Narayanasrama, wrote his Bheda-
dhikkara-satkriya, and this had a sub-commentary, called Bheda-
dhikkara-satkriyojjoala. The beginnings of the dialectical argu-
ments can be traced to Sankara and further back to the great
Buddhist writers, Nagarjuna, Aryadeva, Candrakirti, etc. Interest
in these dialectical arguments was continuously kept up by com-
mentaries written on these works all through the later centuries.
The names of these commentators have been mentioned in the
sections on Sriharsa, Citsukha and Anandajfiana.

Moreover, the lines of Vedanta interpretation which started
with Sure§vara, Padmapada and Vacaspati were vigorously

4-2
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continued in commentaries and in independent works through-
out the later centuries. Thus in the middle of the thirteenth
century Vicaspati’s Bhamati was commented on by Amaliananda
in his Kalpa-taru; and this Kalpa-taru was again commented on by
Appaya Diksita in the latter part of the sixteenth century and the
first quarter of the seventeenth century, and by Laksminrsimha
in his Abhoga towards the end of the seventeenth century or the
beginning of the eighteenth!,

Padmapada’s Pafica-padika was commented on by Prakagatman
in the thirteenth century in his Pafica-padika-vivarapa,by Akhan-
dananda in the fourteenth century in his Tattva-dipana, by Vidya-
ranya in the same century in his Vivarana-prameya-samgraha, by
Anandaptirna and Nrsimha in the sixteenth century and by
Riama Tirtha in the seventeenth century?. The line of Sure$vara
also continued in the summary of his great Varttika (called Vart-
tika-sara) by Vidyaranya and its commentaries, and also in the
commentaries on the Samksepa-sariraka from the sixteenth cen-
tury onwards. Many independent works were also written by
persons holding more or less the same kinds of views as Sarvaj-
fiatma Muni®. The philosophy of drsti-srsti-vada Vedanta, which
was probably started by Mandana, had doubtless some adherents
too; but we do not meet with any notable writer on this line,
except Prakasananda in the sixteenth century and his pupil Nana
Diksita. The Vedanta-kaumudi is an important work which is

! Allala Siiri, son of Trivikramicirya, wrote a commentary on the Bhamati,
called the Bhamati-tilaka.

? Samyagbodhendra Samyamin, pupil of Girvinendra (A.D. 1450), wrote a
summary of the main contents of the Pafica-padika-vivarana in six chapters (var-
naka), and this work is called by two names, Advaita-bhiisana and Vivarana-
prameya-samgiaha.” There are again two other commentaries on Prakasitman’s
Paiica-padika-vivarana: the Riju-vivarana by Visnubhatta, son of Janirdana
Sarvajfia and pupil of Svimindrapirna, and the 77kd-ratne by Anandapirna.
The Riju-vivarana had again another commentary on it, called the 7rayyanta-
bhava-pradipika, by Raminanda, pupil of Bharati Tirtha.

There are, however, two other commentaries on the Pafica-padika called
Paiica-padika-vyakhya (by an author whose name is not definitely known) and
the Prabandha-parisodhint by Atmasvariipa, pupil of Nysimphasvartpa. Dharma-
raiyddhvarindra also wrote a commentary on Pafica-padika, called the Pafica-
padika-tika.

3 Apart from the two published commentaries on the Samksepa-$ariraka, there
is another work called the Samksepa-sariraka-sambandhokti by Vedinanda,
pupil of Vedidhyaksa-bhagavat-piijyapada, in which the author tries to show the
mutual relation of the verses of it as yielding a consistent meaning. Nrsimhi-
§rama also wrote a commentary on the Samksepa-sariraka, called the Tattva-
bodhint. One Sarvajfiatma Bhagavat wrote a small Vedantic work, called Pafica-
prakriya; but it is not probable that he is the same as Sarvajfiatma Muni.



x1] Teachers and Pupils in Vedanta 53

referred to by Appaya Diksita in his Siddhanta-lesa. In this work
the omniscience of Brahman consists in the fact that the pure con-
sciousness as Brahman manifests all that exists either as actually
transformed or as potentially transformed, as future, or as latently
transformed, as the past in the maya; and it is the Parame$vara
who manifests Himself as the underlying consciousness (saksin) in
individual persons, manifesting the gjfiana transformations in them,
and also their potential gjfigna in dreamless sleep. Many other
important Vedanta views of an original character are expressed in
this book. This work of Ramadvaya has been found by the present
writer in the Govt. Oriental MSS. Library, Madras, and a separate
section has been devoted to its philosophy. From references in
it to followers of Madhva it may be assumed that the Vedanta-
kaumudi was written probably in the fourteenth century.

From the fourteenth century, however, we have a large number
of Vedanta writers in all the succeeding centuries; but with the
notable exception of Prakagananda, Madhustidana Sarasvati in his
Advaita-siddhi (in which he tried to refute the objections of Vyisa
Tirtha against the monistic Vedanta in the sixteenth century) and
probably Vidyaranya’s Vivarana-prameya-samgraha and Dhar-
marajidhvarindra’s Paribhasa, and its Sikhamani commentary by
Ramakrsna, there are few writers who can be said to reveal any
great originality in Vedantic interpretations. Most of the writers of
this later period were good compilers, who revered all sorts of past
Vedantic ideas and collected them in well-arranged forms in their
works. The influence of the Pajica-padika-vivarana,however,isvery
strong in most of these writers, and the Vivarana school of thought
probably played the most important part in Vedantlc thought
throughout all this period.

These Vedantic writers grew up in particular circles inspired
by particular teachers, whose works were carried on either in their
own families or among their pupils; a few examples may make this
clear. Thus Jagannathasrama was a great teacher of south India in
the latter half of the fifteenth century; he had a pupil in Nrsimh-
aSrama, one of the most reputed teachers of Vedanta in the early
half of the sixteenth century. He was generally inspired on the one
hand by the Vivarana and on the other by Sriharsa and Citsukha
and Sarvajiidtma Muni: he wrote a number of Vedanta works,
such as Advaita-dipika (his pupil, Narayanasrama, wrote a com-
mentary called Advaita-dipika-vivarana on it), Advaita-paiica-
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ratna, Advaita-bodha-dipika, Advaita-ratna-kosa, Tattva-bodhini, a
commentary on the Samksepa-Sariraka, Tattva-viveka (which had
two commentaries, Tattva-viveka-dipana of Naridyana§rama and
Tattva-vivecana of Agnihotra, pupil of Jiianendra Sarasvati), Pai-
ca-padika-vivarana-prakasika, Bheda-dhikkara, Advaita-ratna-vya-
khyana (a commentary on Mallanarodiya’s Advaita-ratna), and
Vedanta-tattva-viveka. The fact that he could write commentaries
both on Sarvajiiatma Muni’s work and also on the Vivarana, and
also write a Bheda-dhikkara (a work on dialectic Vedanta on the
lines of Sriharsa’s dialectical work) shows the syncretistic ten-
dencies of the age, in which the individual differences within the
school were all accepted as different views of one Vedanta, and in
which people were more interested in Vedanta as a whole and felt
no hesitation in accepting all the Vedantic ideas in their works.
Nrsimha$rama had a pupil Dharmarajadhvarindra, who wrote a
Vedanta-paribhasa, a commentary called Tarka-ciidamani on the
Tattva-cintamani of Gangesa, and also on the Nyaya-siddhanta-
dipa of Sasadhara Acarya, and a commentary on the Pafica-padika
of Padmapada. His son and pupil Ramakrsna Diksita wrote a com-
mentary on the first, called Vedanta-sikhamani; and Amaradasa,
the pupil of Brahmavijfiina, wrote another commentary on this
Sikhamani of Ramakrsna'. Ramakrsna had also written a com-
mentary on Rucidatta’s Tattva-cintamani-prakasa, called Nyaya-
sikhamani, and a commentary on the Vedanta-sara. Other authors,
such as Kiaginatha Sastrin and Brahmendra Sarasvati, had also
written separate works bearing the name Vedanta-paribhasa after
the Vedanta-paribhasa of Dharmaraja in the seventeenth century.
Under the sphere of Nrsimha’s influence, but in the Saiva and
Mimiamsaka family of Rangaraja Adhvarin,was born Appaya Diksita,
who became one of the most reputed teachers of the sixteenth and
the seventeenth centuries. His works have all been noted in the
section devoted to him. He again was a teacher of Bhattoji Diksita,
who in addition to many works on grammar, law and ritual (smrti)
wrote two important works on Vedanta, called Tattva-kaustubha
and Vedanta-tattva-dipana-vyakhya, the latter a commentary on
the commentary, Tattva-viveka-dipana, of Narayanasrama (a pupil
of Nrsimha§rama) on the latter’s work, Vedanta-tattva-viveka.
This Narayanasrama had also written another commentary on

1 Petta Diksita, son of Naridyana Diksita, also wrote a commentary on
the Vedanta-paribhasa, called Vedanta-paribhasa-prakasika.
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Nrsimhasrama’s Bheda-dhikkara, called Bheda-dhikkara-satkriya;
and later on in the eighteenth century another commentary was
written on Nrsimha’s Bheda-dhikkara, called Advaita-candrika, by
Narasimha Bhatta, pupil of Ramabhadrasrama and Nage$vara in
the eighteenth century. Bhattoji Diksita’s son Bhanuji Diksita was
a commentator on the Amara-kosa (Vyakhya-sudha or Subodhini).
Bhattoji was, however, a pupil not only of Appaya, but also of
Nrsimhasrama Muni. Bhattoji’s younger brother and pupil, Ran-
goji Bhatta, wrote two works, the Advaita-cintamani and the Ad-
vaita-Sastra-saroddhara, more or less on the same lines, containing
a refutation of Vaisesika categories, a determination of the nature
of the self, a determination of the nature of ajfiana and the nature of
the doctrine of reflection, proofs of the falsity of world-appearance
and an exposition of the nature of Brahman and how Brahmahood
is to be attained. His son Konda Bhatta was mainly a grammarian,
who wrote also on Vaidesika. Again Madhustdana Sarasvati, who
was a pupil of Visvesvara Sarasvati (pupil of Sarvajiia Visvesda
and pupil’s pupil of Govinda Sarasvati), lived in the early half
of the sixteenth century and was probably under the influence of
Nrsimhasrama, who is reputed to have defeated Madhusiidana
Sarasvati’s teacher, Madhava Sarasvati. Madhustdana had at
least three pupils, Purusottama, who wrote on Madhustdana’s
commentary the Siddhanta-tattva-bindu a commentary called
Stddhanta-tattva-bindu-tika'; the others were Bilabhadra and
Sesagovinda (the latter of whom wrote a commentary on Sarkara’s
Sarva-darsana-siddhanta-samgraha, called Sarva-siddhanta-raha-
sya-tika). Again Sadananda, the author of the Vedanta-sara, one
of the most popular and well-read syncretistic works on Vedanta,
was a contemporary of Nrsimhi§rama; Nrsimha Sarasvati wrote
in 1588 a commentary thereon, called Subodhini. Devendra,
the author of the Svanubhiiti-prakasa, was also a contemporary of
Nrsimha$rama. It has already been pointed out that Prakasananda
was probably a contemporary of Nrsimhd$rama, though he
does not seem to have been under his influence. This shows how
some of the foremost Vedianta writers of the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries grew up together in a Vedantic circle, many of
whom were directly or indirectly under the influence of Nrsim-
hagrama and Appaya Diksita.

1 Brahminanda wrote on the Siddhanta-bindu another commentary, called
Siddhanta-bindu-fika.
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Passing to another circle of writers, we see that Bhaskara
Diksita, who lived in the latter half of the seventeenth century,
wrote a commentary, Ratna-tilika, on the Siddhanta-siddharijana of
his teacher Krsnananda. The Siddhanta-siddhafijana is an excellent
syncretistic work on Vedanta, which contains most of the im-
portant Vedanta doctrines regarding the difference of dharma-vicara
and brahma-vicara, the relation of Mimamsa theories of commands,
and the need of Brahma-knowledge; it introduces many Mimamsa
subjects and treats of their relations to many relevant Vedanta
topics. It also introduces elaborate discussions on the nature of
knowledge and ignorance. It seems, however, to be largely free from
the influence of the Vivarana, and it does not enter into theories
of perception or the nature of the antahkarana and its ortti.
It is thus very different from most of the works produced in the
sixteenth century in the circles of Nrsimha or Appaya. Krsnananda
lived probably in the middle of the seventeenth century. He had
for teacher Rimabhadriananda; and Ramabhadrananda was taught
by Svayamprakasinanda, the author of the Vedanta-naya-bhiisana,
a commentary on the Brahma-siitra on the lines of Vacaspati Misra’s
Bhamati. This Svayamprakdas$a must be distinguished from the
other Svayamprakiasa, probably of the same century, who was a
pupil of Kaivalyananda Yogindra and the author of the Rasabhi-
vyafijika, a commentary of Advaita-makaranda of Laksmidhara
Kavi. Rimabhadriananda had as his teacher Ramananda Sarasvati,
the author of the Vedanta-siddhanta-candrika, on which a commen-
tary was written by Gangadharendra Sarasvati (A.p. 1826), pupil of
Ramacandra Sarasvati and pupil’s pupil of Sarvajfia Sarasvati, and
author of the Samrajya-siddhi with its commentary, the Kaivalya-
kalpadruma. Prakasananda was a pupil of Advaitananda, author of
the Brahma-vidyabharana, a commentary on Sankara’s Sariraka-
bhasya—Advaitananda was a disciple of Ramatirtha, author of the
Anvaya-prakasika (a commentary on the Samksepa-sariraka of
Sarvajiiatma Muni) and a disciple of Krsnatirtha, a contemporary
of Jagannathasrama, the teacher of Nrsimhasrama. Ramatirtha’s
Anvaya-prakasika shows an acquaintance with Madhusiidana’s
Advaita-siddhi ; and he may thus be considered to have lived in the
middle of the seventeenth century. Svayamprakasananda, again, had
for pupil Mahidevinanda, or Vedantin Mahadeva, the author of
the Advaita-cinta-kaustubha or Tattvanusandhana. It seems very
clear that these writers of the seventeenth and the early eighteenth
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centuries flourished in a different circle of Vedantic ideas, where
the views of Vicaspati, Sure§vara and Sarvajfidtma Muni had
greater influence than the authors of the Viwvarana school of
Vedanta. Another important syncretistic Vedanta writer is Sada-
nanda Ka$miraka, author of the Advaita-brahma-siddhi, wholived in
the early part of the eighteenth century. The Advaita-brahina-siddhi
is an excellent summary of all the most important Vedanta doc-
trines, written in an easy style and explaining the chief features of
the Vedantic doctrines in the different schools of Advaita teachers.
Narahari’s Bodha-sara may be mentioned as one of the important
products of the late eighteenth century?!.

The sort of relationship of teachers and students in particular
circles that has been pointed out holds good of the earlier authors
also, though it is difficult to trace them as well as can be done in
the later years, since many of the earlier books are now missing
and the footprints of older traditions are becoming more and more
faint. Thus it may be pointed out that Vidyiranya was a con-
temporary of Amalananda in the fourteenth century,as both of them

! A number of other important Vedanta works, written mostly during the
seventeenth to nineteenth centuries, may also be mentioned. Thus Lokanatha,
son of Sarvajfianiridyana and grandson of Nrsimhiérama, wrote a metrical work
in three chapters refuting the views of the dualists, called Advaita-mukta-
sara with a commentary on it called Kanti; Brahmiananda Sarasvati wrote
the Advaita-siddhanta-vidyotana; Gopilananda Sarasvati, pupil of Yoginanda,
wrote the Akhandatma-prakasika; Harihara Paramahamsa, pupil of Sivarima,
pupil of Visvedvara§rama, wrote the Anubhava-vildsa, and early in the nineteenth
century Samin, a pupil of Brahmiananda, wrote a big work in twelve chapters,
called Brahmananda-vildsa. In this connection it may not be out of place to
mention the names of some important works of Vedanta dialectics in refutation
of other systems of philosophical views more or less on the lines of those dialec-
tical writings which have been noticed in the present volume. Thus Ananda-
piina (a.D. 1600), who commented on Sriharsa’s Khandana-khanda-khadya, wrote
the Nydya-candrika in four chapters, refuting the views of the Nyaya, Mimamsa
and Vaiéesika ; Anandinubhava, pupil of Naridyana Jyotisha, who lived probably
in the same century, wrote a similar work, called Paddartha-tattva-nirnaya;
Jiiinaghana, who probably lived in the thirteenth century, wrote an elaborate
dialectical work in thirty-three chapters (prakarana), called Tattva-suddhi;
Srinivdsa Yajvan, who probably lived in the sixteenth century, wrote the Vada-
valt in twenty-six chapters in refutation of Visistddvaita and Dvaita views;
Bhavanisankara also wrote a similar dialectical work, called Siddhanta-dipika.
As examples of semi-popular Vedanta works of a syncretistic type, such works
as the Tattva-bodha of Vasudevendra, the Guna-traya-viveka of Svayamprakasa
Yogindra, the Yagan-mithyatva-dipika of Ramendra Yogin, the Ananda-dipa of
Sivinanda Yati (which had a commentary called Ananda-dipa-ttkar by Rimanatha),
the Svatma-yoga-pradipaby Yogiévara (which had a commentary by Amarinanda)
and the Vedanta-hydaya (on the lines of the Yoga-vasistha and Gauda-
pada) by Varada Pandita may be mentioned. This latter work was probably later
than Prakisananda’s Vedanta-siddhanta-muktavali, which followed the same line
of thought.
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were pupils of Sankarinanda and Anubhavinanda respectively;
these in turn were both pupils of Anandatman. Sankarinanda
was the author of the Gita-tatparya-bodhini and of a number of
commentaries on the various Upanisads, and also of a summary
of the Upanisads, called Upanisad-ratna. Amalinanda, however,
had as teacher not only Anubhavinanda, but also Sukhaprakasa
Muni, who again was a disciple of Citsukha, himself a disciple of
Gaudegvara Acarya (called also Jiianottama).

Vedanta Doctrine of Soul and the Buddhist
Doctrine of Soullessness.

One of the most important points of Sankara’s criticism of
Buddhism is directed against its denial of a permanent soul which
could unite the different psychological constituents or could behave
as the enjoyer of experiences and the controller of all thoughts
and actions.

The Buddhists argue that for the production of sense-cognition,
as the awareness of a colour or sound, what is required in addition
to the sense-data of colours, etc. is the corresponding sense-
faculties, while the existence of a soul cannot be deemed indispens-
able for the purpose. Vasubandhu argues that what is experienced
is the sense-data and the psychological elements in groups called
skandhas. What one calls self (@tman) cannot be anything more
than a mere apparent cognitional existence (prajfiapti-sat) of what
in reality is but a conglomeration of psychological elements. Had
the apparent self been something as different from the psycho-
logical elements as colours are from sounds, it would then be
regarded as an individual (pudgala) ; but, if its difference from these
psychological elements be of the same nature as the difference of
the constituents of milk from the appearance of milk, then the self
could be admitted only to have a cognitional existence (prajiiapti-
sat)®. The self has, in fact, only a cognitional appearance of
separateness from the psychological elements; just as, though

! T'he arguments here followed are those of Vasubandhu, as found in his
Abhidharma-kosa, and are based on Prof. Stcherbatsky’s translation of the ap-
pendix to ch. viii of that work, called the Pudgala-viniscaya, and Ya$omitra’s
commentary in manuscript from Nepal, borrowed from Vidvabharati, Santini-
ketan, Bengal.

2 yadi yatha riapadih $abdader bhavantaram abhipreyate pudgala iti abhyu-
pagato bhavati bhinna-laksanam hi rispam Sabdad ityadi ksiradivat samudayas cet
prajiiaptitah. Abhidharma-kosa-vyakhya, Visvabharati MS. p. 337.
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milk appears to have a separate existence from the proper com-
bination of its constituent elements, yet it is in reality nothing
more than a definite kind of combination of its constituent
elements, so the self is nothing more than a certain conglomeration
of the psychological elements (skandha), though it may appear to
have a separate and independent existence. The Vatsiputriyas,
however, think that the individual is something different from the
skandhas or psychological entities, as its nature is different from
the nature of them. The Vitsiputriyas deny the existence of a
permanent soul, but believe in momentary individuals (pudgala)
as a category separate and distinct from the skandhas. Just as fire
is something different from the fuel that conditioned it, so the
name ‘‘individual” (pudgala) is given to something conditioned
by the skaindhas at a given moment in a personal lifel. Vasuban-
dhu, however, argues against the acceptance of such an individual
and says that there is no meaning in accepting such an individual.
Rain and sun have no effects on mere vacuous space, they are of
use only to the skin; if the individual is, like the skin, a deter-
miner of the value of experiences, then it must be accepted as
external; if it is like vacuous space, then no purpose is fulfilled
by accepting it2. The Vaitsiputriyas, however, thought that, just as
the fuel conditioned the fire, so the personal elements conditioned
the individual. By this conditioning the Vitsiputriyas meant that
the personal elements were some sort of a coexisting support3.
What is meant by saying that the pudgala is conditioned by the
personal elements is that, when the skandhas or psychological
elements are present, the pudgala is also present theret. But
Vasubandhu urges that a mere conditioning of this kind is not
sufficient to establish the cognitional existence of an individual;
for even colour is conditioned by the visual sense, light and
attention in such a way that, these being present, there is the
perception of light; but can anybody on that ground consider the

1 Stcherbatsky’s translation of the Pudgala-viniscaya, Bulletin de I’ Académie
des Sciences de Russie, p. 830.
The exact textof Vasubandhu, as translated from Tibetan in a note, runs thus:
grhita-pratyutpannabhyantara-skandham upadaya pudgala-prajiiaptih.Ibid.p.953.
2 Vatstputriyanam tirthika-drstih prasajyate nisprayojanatvam ca
vargata-pabhyam kim vyomnas carmany-asti tayoh phalam
carmopamas cet sa nityah khatulyas ced asatphalah.
MS. of Yadomitra’s commentary, p. 338.
3 asraya-bhiitah saha-bhiitas ca. Ibid.
s riipasyapi prajiiaptir vaktavyd caksur-adisu satsu tasyopalambhat, tani cak-
sur-adiny upadaya ripam prajiiapyate. Ibid.
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existence of colour to be a cognitional one? And would cognitional
entities deserve to be enumerated as separate categories? Again it
may be asked, if such an individual exists, how is it experienced?
For, if it be experienced by any of the senses, it must be a sense-
datum: for the senses can grasp only their appropriate sense-data,
and the individual is no sense-datum. Therefore, just as milk is
nothing but the collected sense-data of colour, taste, etc., so also
the so-called individual is nothing more than the conglomerated
psychological elements!. The Vatsiputriyas argue that, since the
psychological elements, the sense-data, etc., are the causes of our
experience of the individual, the individual cannot be regarded as
being identical with these causal elements which are responsible
for their experience; if it were so, then even light, eye, attention,
etc., which are causes of the experience of the sense-data, would
have to be regarded as being identical in nature with the indi-
vidual2. Butitisnot so maintained ; the sense-datum of sounds and
colours is always regarded as being different from the individual,
and one always distinguishes an individual from a sense-datum and
says ‘‘this is sound,” “this is colour” and ‘‘this is individual 3.”” But
the individual is not felt to be as distinct from the psychological
elements as colour is from sound. The principle of difference or
distinctness consists in nothing but a difference of moments; a
colour is different from a sound because it is experienced at a
different moment, while the psychological elements and the indi-
vidual are not experienced at different moments%. But it is argued
in reply that, as the sense-data and the individual are neither
different nor identical (ratio essendi), so their cognition also is
neither different nor identical in experience (ratio cognoscendi)®.
But Vasubandhu says that, if such a view is taken in this case, then
it might as well be taken in all cases wherever there is any con-
glomeration®. Moreover, the separate senses are all limited to their
special fields, and the mind which acts with them is also limited

1 yatha riipadiny eva samastani samuditani ksiram iti udakamiti va prajiiapyate,
tatha skandhas ca samasta pudgala iti prajidpyate, iti siddham. MS. of Yaso-
mxtra s commentary, p. 339

2 yatha riapam pudgalopalabdheh karanam bhavati sa ca tebhyo ’nyo na

vaktavyah aloka-caksur-manaskara api riapopalabdheh karanam bhavati tad api
tad-abhinna-svabhavah pudgalah prapnoti. Ibid. 3" Ibid. p. 339 B.

4 svalaksanad api ksandantaram anyad ity udaharyam. Ibid.

S yatha riipa-pudgalayor anyananyatvam avaktavyam evam tadupalabdhyor
api anyananyatvam avaktavyam. Ibid.

8 yo ’yam siddhantah pudgala eva vaktavyah so ’yam bhidyate samskrtam
api avaktavyam iti kytva. Ibid,
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to the data supplied by them; there is, therefore, no way in which
the so-called individual can be experienced. In the Ajita sermon
Buddha is supposed to say: ‘‘ A visual consciousness depends upon
the organ of sight and a visible object. When these three (object,
sense organ and consciousness) combine, a sensation is produced.
It is accompanied by a feeling, a representation and a volition.
Only so much is meant, when we are speaking of a human being.
To these (five sets of elements) different names are given, such
as a sentient being, a man, Manu’s progeny, a son of Manu, a
child, an individual, a life, a soul. If with respect to them the
expression is used ‘he sees the object with his own eyes,’ it is false
imputation (there being in reality nobody possessing eyes of his
own). In common life such expressions with respect to them are
current as ‘that is the name of this venerable man, he belongs to
such a caste and such a family, he eats such food, this pleases him,
he has reached such an age, he has lived so many years, he has
died at such an age.” These O brethren! accordingly are mere
words, mere conventional designations.

‘Expressions are they, (but not truth)!
Real elements have no duration:
Vitality makes them combine
In mutually dependent apparitions!.’”’

The Vatsiputriyas however refer to the Bhara-hara-siitra, in
which Buddha is supposed tosay : ‘O brethren, I shall explain unto
you the burden (of life), and moreover I shall explain the taking up
of the burden, the laying aside of it and who the carrier is....What
is the burden? All the five aggregates of elements—the substrates
of personal life. What is meant by the taking up of the burden?
The force of craving for a continuous life, accompanied by pas-
sionate desires, the rejoicing at many an object. What is the laying
aside of the burden? It is the wholesale rejection of this craving
for a continuation of life, accompanied as it is by passionate desires
and rejoicings at many an object, the getting rid of it in every
circumstance, its extinction, its end, its suppression, an aversion
to it, its restraint, its disappearance. Who is the carrier? We must
answer: it is the individual, i.e. ‘this venerable man having this
name, of such a caste, of such a family, eating such food, finding
pleasure or displeasure at such things, of such an age, who after a

1 Stcherbatsky’s translation in Bulletin de I’ Académie des Sciences de Russie.
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life of such length will pass away having reached such an age!.’”

But Vasubandhu points out that the carrier of the burden is not
to be supposed to be some eternal soul or real individual. It is
the momentary group of elements of the preceding moment that
is designated as the burden, and the immediately succeeding one
the carrier of the burden (bhara-hara)?.

The Vitsiputriyas again argue that activity implies an active
agent, and, since knowing is an action, it also implies the knower
who knows, just as the walking of Devadatta implies a Devadatta
who walks. But Vasubandhu’s reply to such a contention is that
there is nowhere such a unity. There isnoindividual like Devadatta:
what we call Devadatta is but a conglomeration of elements. ““The
light of a lamp is a common metaphorical designation for an un-
interrupted production of a series of flashing flames. When this
production changes its place, we say that the light has moved.
Similarly consciousness is a conventional name for a chain of
conscious moments. When it changes its place (i.e. appears in
co-ordination with another objective element), we say that it ap-
prehends that object. And in the same way we speak about the
existence of material elements. We say matter ‘is produced,’ ‘it
exists’; but there is no difference between existence and the
element which does exist. The same applies to consciousness
(there is nothing that cognizes, apart from the evanescent flashing
of consciousness itself)3.”

It is easy to see that the analysis of consciousness offered by the
Vedanta philosophy of the Sankara school is entirely different from
this. The Vedanta holds that the fact of consciousness is entirely
different from everything else. So long as the assemblage of the
physical or physiological conditions antecedent to the rise of any
cognition, as for instance, the presence of illumination, sense-
object contact, etc., is being prepared, there is no knowledge, and
it is only at a particular moment that the cognition of an object
arises. This cognition is in its nature so much different from each
and all the elements constituting the so-called assemblage of con-
ditions, that it cannot in any sense be regarded as the product of

1 Stcherbatsky’s translation.
? Yadomitra points out that there is no carrier of the burden different from

the collection of the skandhas—bharadanavan na skandhebhyo ’rthantara-bhiitah
pudgala ity arthah. Abhidharma-kosSa-vyakhya, Viévabharati MS.
3 Stcherbatsky’s translation in Bulletin de I’ Académie des Sciences de Russte,

PpP. 938-939.
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any collocation of conditions. Consciousness thus, not being a
product of anything and not being further analysable into any
constituents, cannot also be regarded as a momentary flashing.
Uncaused and unproduced, it is eternal, infinite and unlimited.
The main point in which consciousness differs from everything
else is the fact of its self-revelation. There is no complexity in
consciousness. It is extremely simple, and its only essence or
characteristic is pure self-revelation. The so-called momentary
flashing of consciousness is not due to the fact that it is
momentary, that it rises into being and is then destroyed the
next moment, but to the fact that the objects that are revealed
by it are reflected through it from time to time. But the conscious-
ness is always steady and unchangeable in itself. The immediacy
(aparoksatva) of this consciousness is proved by the fact that, though
everything else is manifested by coming in touch with it, it itself
is never expressed, indicated or manifested by inference or by
any other process, but is always self-manifested and self-revealed.
All objects become directly revealed to us as soon as they come in
touch with it. Consciousness (samuvid) is one. Itis neitheridentical
with its objects nor on the same plane with them as a constituent
element in a collocation of them and consciousness. The objects
of consciousness or all that is manifested in consciousness come
in touch with consciousness and themselves appear as conscious-
ness. This appearance is such that, when they come in touch
with consciousness, they themselves flash forth as consciousness,
though that operation is nothing but a false appearance of the non-
conscious objects and mental states in the light of consciousness,
as being identical with it. But the intrinsic difference between
consciousness and its objects is that the former is universal (pratyak)
and constant (anuvrita), while the latter are particular (apratyak)
and alternating (vyavrita). The awarenesses of a book, a table, etc.
appear to be different not because these are different flashings of
knowledge, but because of the changing association of conscious-
ness with these objects. The objects do not come into being with
the flashings of their awareness, but they have their separate
existence and spheres of operation!. Consciousness is one and
unchanging; it is only when the objects get associated with it that

1 tattva-darsi tu nityam advitlyam vijiidnam visayas ca tatradhyastah prthag-
artha-kriya-samarthas tesam cabddhitam sthdyitvam astiti vadati. Vivarana-
prameya-samgraha, p. 74, the Vizianagram Sanskrit Series, Benares, 1893.
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they appear in consciousness and as identical with it in such a way
that the flashing of an object in consciousness appears as the
flashing of the consciousness itself. It is through an illusion that
the object of consciousness and consciousness appear to be welded
together into such an integrated whole, that their mutual difference
escapes our notice, and that the object of consciousness, which is
only like an extraneous colour applied to consciousness, does not
appear different or extraneous to it, but as a specific mode of the
consciousness itself. Thus what appear as but different aware-
nesses, a