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PREFACE

The present work is substantially based upon my thesis
which was approved for the Degree of Doctorate in Philosophy
by the University of Calcutta in 1932. It has since been revised
in many places and fresh matter introduced, the last chapter being
entirely new.

Buddhist philosophy is a vast subject with a large number
of ramifications. It is not possible to do full justice to the whole
subject within so short a compass. I have here dealt with only
a particular school. The previous writings on the subject are
rather sectional and fragmentary and a systematic presentation of
Dignaga’s school was a desideratum.

I take this opportunity to offer my grateful thanks to
Syamaprasad Mookerjee, Esq., M.A., B.L., Bar.-at-Law, Bharati,
Vice-Chancellor, Calcutta University, for the constant encourage-
ment I received from him in connection with my researches and
for the provision he kindly made for the publication of my
book by the University of Calcutta.

My sincere thanks are due to my pupil, Mr. Satindrakumar
Mukherjee, M.A., for his ungrudging help in looking through
the proofs and for his valuable suggestions. Mr. Gaurinath
Bhattacharyya, M.A., Reseurch Fellow, Calcutta University, who
is carrying on researches under my guidance, also deserves my
best thanks for the preparation of the Index. I must express
my heart-felt thanks to my pupils, Mr. Durgacharar Chatterjee,
M.A., P.R.8,, Lecturer, Bethune College, and Mr. Makhanlal
Mookerjee, M.A., Research Scholar of the University, attached
to me, for their valuable help in the preparation of the Table of
Contents. To Mr. Atulchandra Ghatak, M.A., Superintendent
of the University Press, Mr, Bhupendralal Banerjee, Printer,
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Mr. Kalipada Das, B.A., and the other members of the staff of the
University Press, I offer my grateful thanks for the special care
and interest they have taken in my work. The publication of the
book within such an incredibly short time is entirely due to their
hearty co-operation.

AsuTrosH BuUILDING,
CarLcuTrTA UNIVERSITY. S. M.
November 7, 1935.
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INTRODUCTION

The present work is an humble attempt to give a ctitical
exposition of the philosophy of the Medieval school of Buddhisth
that was ushered into existence by Dignaga and Dharmakirti
and later on systematized and developed by Santaraksita, Kamala-
§1la, Ratnakirti and other authors of repute. Of this philosophy,
again, the purely idealistic side has been left untouched in tne
present work. The interest and character of this work are
purely philosophical and critical and not historical. There have
already appeared in the field several brilliant expositions and
accounts of Buddhist philosophy and religion, which have dealt
‘with the historical side with varying degrees of fullness. The
monumental works of Prof. 8ir S. Radhbakrishnan and Prof.
8. N. Dasgupta have provided an important place for Buddhist
philosophy, and though, from the very nature and scope of these
works, the treatment might appear not to be exhaustive, the
account and exposition constitute a substantial contribution to
Buddhist scholarship. The writings of Prof. Louis de La Valle
Poussin, Prof. Stcherbatsky, Prof. Guieseppe Tucci, Prof B. M.
Barua, Prof. A. B. Keith, Dr. Nalinaksha Datta, Dr. E. J.
Thomas and other scholars have already provided the learned
world interested in Buddhism with elaborate and fairly wide
acoount of the growth and development of Buddhist philésophy
and religion. Any attempt in that line would necessarily involve
a repetition or reduptication of much the same thing, though it
is not denied that there is room for expansion and elaboration
even in that direction;
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The present work has, however, stecred clear of the
bistorical side and is chiefly "preoccupied with the dry
metaphysical and epistemological sides of the Sautrantika
philosophy. What particularly impressed the present writer is
the fact that the whole course of philosophical speculations in
Indian systems of thought, Brahmanical and non-brahmanical
alike, from the third century A.D. down to 1000 A.D., which
may be described as the adolescent and fruitful period of Indian
philosophy, bears unmistakable evidence of Buddhist influence.
Even Vatsyayana and Sabarasvamin not immune from it.
Of, course, they have borrowed little or nothing from the
Buddbists and their chief interest in Buddhist philosophy is only
negative, all their energies being directed to a refutation of the
Buddhist position. But this adverse criticism does not minimise
their debt ; on the other hand, it is proof positive of their obliga-
tion. It has been very aptly observed by a modern philosopher
that ‘‘ Every writer on philosepbical subjects is indebted, beyond
all possibility of adequate acknowledgment, to the great thinkers
of the past......... But the debt is one which he makes for him-
self, or at least incalculably increases, by free and honest criti-
cism. If the labours of those whom he criticizes have rendered
his criticism possible, it is only by criticizing that he is brought
to the intelligent appreciation of their work.””* The real deve-
lopment of the Nyaya philosophy may be legitimately believed
to commence with Uddyotakara, who, on his own avowal,
derived his incentive to write bis commentary from the hostile
critics, whose sophistical (according to Uddyotakara) arguments
went a long way to bring discredit on the Nyaya Philosopby.
Uddyotakara's taciturnity in regard to names is notorious.
Vacaspati Misra has supplied the lacuna and tells us that it was
the adverse criticism of Digniga .nd men of his ilk that gave.
the much-needed fillip to Uddyotakara for writing his master-
piece. In fact, the sole justification for this attempt lay in the

1 H. H. Josohigs, Breface to The Naturs of Truth, p. 4.
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necessity of a refutation of Dignaga’s animadversions which
created a perilous situation for Nydya.}

The subsequent career of Nydya philosophy and of Post-
Digndga Dhilesophy, for the matter of that, is but a progressive
record of the daring and desperate fights between thesc two
schools, which were fought on a hundred and one battle-fields.
The fight was keen and vigorous u«nd continued with unabated
enthusiasm down to the days of Vacaspati, Jayanta, Udayana
and Sridhara, on the one hand, and Santaraksita, Kamalasila,
Ratnakirti and ftheir followers, on the other. But we have
omitted to mention another philosopher, a towering personality
and a hero of a thousand and one battle-fields, I mean, Kumarila
Bhatta. Kumarila came after Uddyotakara and he was, to all
intents and purposes, a greater fighter, who fought clean and
hard. Uddyotakara’s polemics smacked of rankling jealousy
and were rather full of transparent sopbistry and claptrap. So
the Buddhists did not find it very hard to expose his fallacies.
In Kumarila, however, they found a veritable Tartar. It is not
seldom that the Buddhists were compelled to revise their old
theories and to re-formulate them in the light of Kumarila's
criticism.* In fact, a wore formidable critic, so firmly posted
in the niceties of Buddhist philosophy and dogmas, could hardly
be imagined. Kumirila's sledge-hammer blows were telling
in their effecct and the replies of Sintaraksita, Dharmottara,®
Ratnakirti and subsequent writers indirectly acknowledged the

! yad Aksapidah pravaro muninim | §amaya &astrarh jagato jagida 1
kutarkikajiidnanivrttibetul | karigyate tasya maya nibandhbah §

N. V. Intro.
Cf. yadyap bhagyakrta krtavyutpadanam etat tathapi Dignagapra-
bhrtibhir arvicinaih kubetusantamusasamutthipanend ‘cchbaditar $astrari
na tattvanirnayiya paryaptam ity Uddyotakarena svanibandhoddyotena tad
apauiyata iti prayojanavin ayam drambba iti. Tat. i, p. 2,
¥ Vide the chapters on Apoha and Manovijiiana in particular.
3 Vide the chapter ‘ Negative Judgment,’ P¢, II,
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justice of his- criticism in more places than one, inasmuch as they
had to re-shape their theories in fundamental aspects.

What is, however, .particularly refreshing in this tense
atmosphere of fighting is the fact of the earnestness of the
fighters. Though all cannot be regarded as equally honest or
honourable in their methods, their earnestness and sincerity are
beyond doubt or cavil. The fighting has all the freshtress of life
and reality. There is no air of unreality about it. In fact, they
fought for what they believed to be a question of life and death.
Philosophy was not a matter of academic interes\ in India.
Change of philosophy meant the change of entire outlook and
orientation in life. Victory in a philosophical debate, therefore,
was essential to the preservation of one’s religion and mode of
life, and defeat spelt inglorious death or apostacy from the
accepted faith. There was, in fact, no line of demarcation
between philosophy and religion in India. A religion without a
philosophical backing was unthinkable.

The cleavage between philosophy and religion is pronounced
where religion is held to be a matter of unquestioning faith
irrespective of a philosophic sanction. But in India the two
were identical. So even the atheists had their own religion,
because philosophy and religion were one. Belief had to submit
to the test of logic, and a faith that was not warranted by philo-
sophic conviction, was rightly regarded as perverse dogmatism
which has no right to the allegiance of a man of sound education
and culture. It is this fact of inteilectual honesty and spiritual
earnestness that account for the intensity and desperate character
of this fighting for opinions among ancient philosophers of Indie.
As has been aptly observed by Prof. Dasgupta with his charac-
tetistic insight, ‘‘ The systems of philosophy in India were not
stirred up merely by the speculative demands of the human mind,
but by a deep craving after the realisation of the religious purpose
of life.”’* Ignorance of this peculiarity of the Indian mind has

1 History of Indian Philosopky, Vol. I, p. 71.
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been responsible for the so-called charge of scholasticism that has
been laid at the door of Indian philosophy. Philosophy was not
the fad of intellectual circles that indulged in these metaphysical
gymnastics for mere intellectual satisfaction or for the purpose
of whiling away their idle hours. It was, on the contrary, the
earnest quest of truth and life’s purpose and nothing short of
truth could give its votaries peace or satisfy their ardent minds.
And the intensity of this craving was not appeased except by a
thoroughgoing and meticulous application of the truth to every
detail of life. Accordingly no fictitious barrier between réligion
and philosophy was tolerated.

If religion was not sanctioned and inspired by philo-
sophy, it was regarded as a useless superstition. If philo-
sophy was not lived in actual religion, it was rightly held
to be a mere waste of time and a dereliction from life’s true
purpose and mission. As Prof. Sir S. Radhakrishnan observes
with his inimitable felicity of expression, *‘In many other
countries reflection on the nature of existence is a luxury of life.
The serious moments are given to action, while the pursuit of
philosophy comes up as a parenthesis. In ancient India philo-
sophy was not an auxiliary to any other science or art, but always
held a prominent position of independence.’’ ! The true criterion
of philosophy and scholasticism therefore should be sought not
in the identity of the interests of religion and philosophy, which,
to my mind, far from- being an occasion of halting apology,
constitutes the very apex and perfection of both of them. The
criterion, in my humble judgment, should be the crucial test as to
whether or not the pursuit of philosophy is inspired by an un-
remitting ana unhesitating enquiry after truth and whether it
is only an after-thought, a metaphysical eyewash, or a clever
subterfuge to bolster up a pet dogma. If this criterion is accepted
and applied, Indian philosophy will, we believe, come out in
triumphant glory. Unquestioning, blind faith may be shameful

! . Indian Philosophy, Vol. 1, p. 22.
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superstition, but the studious endeavour to keep religion apart
from philosophy is a perversity of mind, of which we should be
equally ashamed. To keep up philosophy again in a water-tight
compartment and to prevent it deliberately from finding its
fulilment in religion constitutes an unpardonable case of moral

cowardice, insincerity of purpose and shallow dilettantism.
There might be a semblance of justification or excuse for
The purely eriticl the charge of scholasticism against the course
outlock of Buddbism  Of philosophic thought in some Brihmanical
schools (which, we believe, we have succeeded
in proving to be without foundation); but this indictment
cannot be brought against Buddhist philosophy with any show
of plausibility. From the very beginning Buddhism has heen
critical in its spirit. Lord Buddha was an intellectual giant
and a rationalist above anything else. He exhorted his disciples
to accept nothing on trust. *‘ Just as people test the purity of
gold by burning it in fire, by cutting it and by examining it on
a touchstone, <o exactly you should, O ye monks! accept my
words after subjecting them to a critical test and not out of
reverence for me.’’ ! These werds of the Buddba furnish the key to
the true spirit of Buddhist philosopby throughout its career. And
this freedom of thought encouraged by Buddha was respon-
sible for the schism in the Buddhist church and for division of
Buddhist philosophy into so many divergent schools. This
should not be regarded as a matter of regret ; on the contrary,
we should read in it the signs of pulsating life. Dead level
monotony and formal uniformity in a religion may have a practi-
cal value in that it may conduce to the sotidarity and cohesiveness
of the body of its followers. But this uniformity and solidarity
may have been purchased at the cost of intellectual expansion.
So the bargain is not profitable, as it may appear at first

1 tiapic cheddc ca nikagdt suvarpam iva panditaih | piriksya bhiksavo
grabyazd madvaco na tu gauravat Il Quoted in T. 5. P, p. 12,
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sight. Honest difference of opinion, on the other hand, need
not necessarily mean faction and feud. It is undoubtedly the
sign of intellectual growth. Uniformity, absolute and unqualified,
can be secured only if all the members of a community reach the
same level of progress or if all intellectual growth is rendered
impossible. Deny the privilege of education and men will not
put awkward questions. So difference of opinion and birth of
diverse philosophies should not be banned, as this would prove
fatal to the intellectual growth and progress of mankind. We
have therefore no reason to mourn the lack of uniformity in the
philosophical speculations of ancient India. They furnish the
evidence of real life. Liberty of thought and difference of
opinion are not incompatible with the harmonious growth or
solidarity of a]nation. After all, if exclusive emphasis is not
laid upon the points of difference we can never fail to find out
fundamental unity and a common platform in our social, poli-
tical and economic relations. The differences, on the other hand,
may really be a source of inspiration for philosophic thought
and thus be a real factor in the development of a nation. History
contains numerous and brilliant proofs of this truth. The sharp
differences of the Buddhist and non-Buddhist schools of thought
did not lead to auy calamity ; rather they stimulated and enriched
philosophical thought in India. In one sense divergence of
thought is the very condition of growth and development of real
philosophy. A critical and sympathetic study of the history of
Indian philosophies will bear out the position we have put
forward.

It may be hoped that the importance and utility of the study
of Indian philosophy in all its varieties and branches will not be
denied by any serious student of human thought. It has all the
strength and weakness of human life, and we are inclined to
believe that the life of philosophy in- ancient and medieval India
was never languid or at a low ebb. There is a prevalent
superstition that too much interest in _philosophy brought about
the political downfall of India. It is said that. Indians were

vi
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more interested in the problems of the next world than in the
stern realities of present life. Things of the earth were looked
upon with contempt. Like the proverbial star-gazer of old their
eyes were fixed upon heaven and the result was a deterioration of
physical and economic prosperity. It enervated the people and
paved the way for foreign invasion. ‘This charge against Indian
philosophy has the apparent sanction of history, and the present
degradation and misery of India lend an casy justification for same.
But here also we beg to differ. The downfall of India is not the
result of vigorous pursuit of philosophy in the past. The vulgar
mind easily detects a family relationship between culture and
indolence and outward appearance yields an easy support to this
facile condemnation. But this very accusation carries with itself
its own condemnation and a lesson for the necessity of close
thinking, which refuses to be led away by appearances and dares
penetrate deep below the surface. The average mind will put a
premium on physical and tangible results and will ignore or
slur over the hidden springs of activity. But all grand achieve-
ments of mankind have a prolonged preparation behind them.
They are but the outward expression and fflorescence of a
long-drawn-out intellectual discipline. Ultimately it is the
brain that works and moves the body, though its activity is not
apparent to the superficial observer. In point of fact all great
political upheavals came after a long course of philosophical
discipline. Though the causal relation is not easily discoverable,
the coincidence is significant. Alexander came after Socrates,
Plato and Aristotle. Candragupta and Adoka came after the
Buddha. These may be regarded as chance coincidences, pure
and simple. But look at the life of the Buddhist monks, who
are believed to be apostles of peace and exponents of a negative
philosophy. The extra-worldly interests of the Buddhists are
too well-known to need emphasis. But were they a lot of
jdlers 7 The answer is an emphatic ‘ No.” These peace-loving
Buddhists crossed the Himalayas and the seas, at considerable
personal risk and in the face of deterring privations and
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discomfcrts, to preach the gospel of the impermanence of the
world and the message of peace. The great protagonist of
Vedanta, I mean Sankaracarya, whose philosophy is believed to
have weaned away the Indian masses from their worldly interests
and thus hastened the political downfall of India was, however,
one of the most indefatigable workers that the world knows.
Were these philosophers then false to their own teaching ? The
truth lies rather in the contrary supposition. There is no
antagonism between a vigorous philosophy and a vigorous life. 1t
is only when the living inspiration dies and people fall out of tune
with true philosophy that they sink down to idleness. It is lack
of intellectual vigour and mental lassitude that are at the root of
national despair and degeneration. The vulgar mind, which
will not and cannot probe deep into the bottom and through
sheer inertia take the surface appearance for the reality,
causally connects the two events, though the distance of time and
presence of other factors will prove the hollowness of the
conclusion to the discerning student. Philosophy stirs up the
intellect and disciplines the will and prepares a man for great
sacrifice, without which nothing great has ever been achieved in
the world. We must therefore learn to pay no heed to the
croakers and Philistines who find nothing but waste of time and
energy in the pursuit of philosophy. They look for direct practical
results. But philosophy is slow imrits results direct or indirect.
Then, again, its results are more often than not apt to be
“affiliated to the immediate causes preceding them. Only a
penetrating insight and a sturdy intellect, that can- look long and
far, deep and sure, can appraise them at their true worth and
find out the truth. Whatever may be the case, the truth can be
proclaimed from house-tops that philosophy, which trains the
iotellect and makes it active and alert, can never encourage
idleness. It is a libel against philosophy which seems to bave
acquired plausibility by sheer reiteration. It will be a calamity
if men are not found who will pursue the enquiry after truth
irrespective of the opiniori of the masses and consideration of
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material advantages. The present degradation of India is the
result not of pursuit of philosophy but rather of the want of it.
It is the result of the death of philosophy, of the unreasoning
and unquestioning acquiescence in the inevitable, which all
philosophy in India condemns in unqualified and unequivocal
language.

We now propose to turn our attention to the special-claims
of Buddhist philosophy on our thought. Buddhist philosophy,
particularly of the Mahayana schools, came as a challenge
and as a surprise to the happy-go-lucky and self-complacent
attitude of contemporary philosophers. It gave a tremendous
shock to the naive, common-sense realism of the Nyaya-
Vaidesika and Mimamsa schools. By its bold denial of a
permanent ego-principle it invited and called forth the
indignant protests of the entire philosophical world. The
self-complacent realism of the Vaibhasikas was unceremoniously
brushed aside and covered with ridicule and contempt equally
with the Brahmanical and: Jaina schools of thought. The
Yogacara school by advocating an extreme form of subjective
idealism, with'its consequent denial of the objective world, came
in for 'vigorous attacks from the realistic and absolutistic
schools alike. The climax was reached when Nagarjuna and
his followers propounded their philosophy of absolute negativism
with its undisguised distrust of the empirical testimony of our
sense and intellect. The result was an all-round panic and
confusion. It provoked vigorous thought and spirited criticism.
Whatever might be the merits of these philosophies, one thing
is certain and undeniable that they produccd the expected result ;
they broke the placid contentment of the contemporary
philosophic thought in India. They created a sense of alarm
and thus gave the fillip to vigorous thinking'in all schools to
look out for the ways and means to protect their vested interests.
But, however formidable might have been these Buddhist
philosophies, the most upsetting were the dialectics of Dignaga
and Dharmakirti and their redoubtable successors. This is



INTRODUCTION xlv

evidenced by the vitriolic attacks of the Brahmanical and Jaina
philosophical writings of the period.

The present work concerns itself with this school of
Buddhist philosophy and logic. It is the result of long years of
study and thought. The present writer has endeavoured to
present the philosophy of Dignaga’s school with all its
strength and purity. The plan and arrangement are entirely
original and a critical student of Buddhist philosophy will, it
is hoped, not fail to detect in this book the working of a modern
and critical mind. The subtle dialectic of the Buddhist philo-
sophers is difficult in the extreme and demands the utmost
critical thought and minutest attention from the student. It
will be too much to expect that these difficulties have beca
minimised by the present attempt. But the present writer hopes
that his exposition is at least easier than that in the original
works. Nowhere has there been an attempt, conscious or
deliberate, to avoid the difficulties. The present writer has
boldly faced the difficulties and has tried his level best to present
them to the modern mind in an intelligible form. Fidelity to
the original has been the watch-word and motto with his humble
gelf and, though the thoughts and arguments have been
presented in the language of a modern thinker, there has not
been the slightest departure from the original. The idea
has all along been to let the philosophers speak for them-
gelves and where linguistic and verbal fidelity threatened
obscurity, he has not hesitated to give a free rendering of
their ideas and thoughts without regard to the peculiarities of
Sanskrit idiom. Nevertheless, there are places where the techni-
calities of Indian philosophy and dialectic have been presented
in their original forni and this has been done deliberately with
a view to acquainting the student with the methodology of
ancient thinkers

In conclusion the attention of the reader is particularly
invited to the chapters ‘ The objections from the point of view of
capsation’ and * A ecritical estimate of the Sautrantika theory
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of Causation,” ‘ Universals,” ‘The doctrine of Apoka,” und
‘ Nirvana' in the first part and to ‘ Universal Concomitance’ in
the second part. Although the main character of this work is
expository and the author has had to play the rle of an advocate
for the most part, it will be found that on some fundamental
points he has not hesitated to criticize the Buddhist position
where he has not been able to see eye to eye with them. In
short, an attempt has been made to give a critical and dis-
passionate presentation of the Buddhist philosophy of Universal
Flux and, in this, particular care has been taken to steer clear
of a partisan spirit.

A word of explanation seems to be necessary for my designa-
ting the philosophy of Dignaga’s school, in so far as it is
presented in this book, as the philosophy of Critical Realism.
The word ‘critical ° was adopted by Kant as the special appella-
tion of his philosophy. This has not stood in the way of a
school of American Realists from describing their system of
philosophy as ¢ critical.” For similar reasons I too have not
hesitated to adopt this expressive term in my designation of
the realistic philosophy of Dignaga’s school. I felt thay to put
the same label on this philosophy and on that of the Nydya-
Vaiesika school would be inappropriate and rather misleading.
In fact, the philosopby of Dignéga’s school, in so far as itis
realistic, will be found to have greater affinities with Kant’s
philosophy than with the commonsense naive Realism of the
Nyaya-Vaidegika and Mimarsa schools. Like Kant the Buddhist
Realist thinks the categories of thought and reality as a priori
subjective concepts and the difference lies in the latter’s insist-
ence on the evidentiary value of sensation, in which the thinge
in-itself (svalakgana) is believed to be presented ip its pure and
unsullied character. Kant, however, thinks that the things-in-
themselves are never revealed to the mind and as such, they
are bound to remain unknown and unknowable. In spite of
this fundamental divergence the two schools are found to agree
in. the proposition that all determinate knowledge, which is
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knowledge in the real sense of the term, is the result of a
synthesis of an a priori and an a posteriori element. In view of
this agreement with Kant and of its fundamental difference in
outlook and attitude from the other Realistic philosophies of
India and Europe, the designation of Critical Realism’ may
not be looked upon &s an unwarrantable misappropriation of a
respectable term.
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THE BUDDHIST DOCTRINE OF FLUX

CHAPTER 1
TueE NATURE OoF EXISTENCE

The whole universe of reals has been classified by the
Naiyayikas under two exclusive heads, viz., krtakas (products
or perishable) and akrtakas (non-products or imperishable). The
Vatsiputriyas, an independent school of Buddhists, however,
have grouped all realities under two classes, viz., kganika
(momentary) and aksanika (non-momentary). Whatever prin-
ciple of classification be adopted, the conclusion is inevitable
that non-eternal entities must-be momentary, as they are perish-
able by their very nature and constitution. Now, if a thing is
perishable by its very nature and consitution, it will perish in the
very next moment of its birth independently of the service of an
external agent. If, however, it is not constitutionally perishable,
it must be imperishable and no amount of external force, that
may be brought to bear upon it, can make it cease to exist, as
a thing cannot forfeit its own nature and assume that of another
and yet continue to remain the same entity as before. And
there is no medium between momentary and non-momentary,
the two classes embracing the whole universe of thought and
reality. To suppose, therefore, that a thing may be perishable
by its nature and constitution and yet must be dependent upon
an external agent to bring about its destruction, involves &
necessary absurdity.
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It has been urged that as a thing is seen to perish in a
determinate place and time, its destruction must be contingent
upon an extraneous cause and so long as this destructive agent
does not appear, it will naturally centinue to exist. The hypo-
thesis of spontaneous destruction is opposed to experience and
hence unacceptable. There is no absurdity in supposing that
a thing may be perishable by nature and yet may be dependent
on an external cause for its destruction, quite as much as a seed,
which, though possessed of a natural aptitude for producing a
sprout, is seen to effectuate a -sprout subject to its association
with water, air, soil, and the like and not independently.
Experience also shows that hard metals like copper and the like
are liquefied, when impinged upon by the flames of fire, but
revert to their pristine condition of hardness when the heat com-
municated by fire is withdrawn. A jug continues to exist until
it is crushed by the stroke of a club. So the dialectic of natural
constitution—that if a thing is perishable by its nature it will
perish by itself—should be accepted with a qualification, in
the light of experience, viz., as subject to action by a destructive
agent.

The whole argument of the opponent, however, is vitiated
by a misreading of facts. The analogy of the seed is pointless
as the seed per se is not the cause of the sprout, but the particu-
lar seed-entity, vested with sprout-producing efficiency, that
cmerges in the final stage immediately before the sprout is pro-
duced. The hard copper is no firm and obdurate entity but is in
continual flux ; and when associated with the subsidiary causes,
fire and the like, it gives rise to another distinct entity liquid
in nature and, when other circumstances supervene, the liquid
moments disappear and hard moments manifest themselves. The
theory of an external, destructive agent, on the other hand, gives
rise to logital complications. The destructive agent, requisition-
ed for the destruction of an entity, can be posited if it has any
effect on the thing to be destroyed ; but this effect will transpire
to be illusory on examination. Well, what can be the nature of
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this effect ? Is it the production of another entity or noneexist-
ence of the previous entity ? On the former alternative, a
destructive agent has no useful function, as a thing is brought
into existence by its own proper cause, which is the immediate,
antecedent entity. And to say that the cause of a succeeding
event is the cause of the destruction of the previous entity is
to say that destruction is self-caused and spontaneous, which
is our position. The second alternative that the destructive
agent causes non-existeuce of the previous entity is equally un-
tenable, as only an entity can be produced and non-existence
being produced will be an entivyy—which is absurd. And if this
supposed non-existence is identical with the thing that is pro-
duced; the cause of destruction as distinct from the previous
entity need not be postulated. Moreover, the destructive agent
must be supposed to produce an effect on the thing to be destroyed.
And is this effect something distinct from the thing on which it is
produced or not distinet ? If distinet, it will not destroy the
thing, as there is no relation between the two. On the latter
alternative, it is useless as nothing new is produced. Aviddha-
karna, an old Naiydyika, whose opinions are frequently quoted
in the Tattvasarhgraha, but who has been entirely forgotten by
the later Brahminical writers, has4aken strong exception to the
Buddhist position that destruction is spontaneous. He argues,
destruction is neither contemporaneous with, nor antecedent to,
an entity, but a subsequent event occurring in the next moment,
‘as the Buddhist too would have it. And so being an event
occurring at a determinate point of time it must have a cause
and cannot be spontaneous.

Uddyotakara, again, has attacked the Buddhist position in the
following arguments : if destruction is uncaused, it will be either
non-existent like a barren woman’s son or an eternal entity like
ether (@kada), as no medium is possible between the two. If it
is non-existent, all entities will be eternal, as they will not be
subject to destruction and consequently the conception of perisha-
bility of all composite bodies will be an unfounded myth. If it
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is eterpal, it will co-exist with all entities—an absurd position,
as existence and non-existence, which is the connotation of des-
truction, are mutually contradictory. If co-existence is denied,
there will be no birth, as eternal destruction will preclude all
production.

All the objections, the Buddhist rejoins, proceed from a
confusion of the meaning of the word ¢ destruction !’ Now, this
wérd, ¢ destruction ’ can have two possible meanings : in the first
place, it may mean the fluxional nature of all entities ; in the
second place, it may connote absolute cessation of existence
(bhavasvarapa-nivrtti). Destruction in the first sense does not
connote any negative idea ; it only implies that things are in a
state of continual flux, that an entity endures only for a moment,
yielding place to another entity emerging into being. So if des-
truction means the fluxional nature of an entity, it does not
militate against our position, as we also admit it to have a cause,
but as the cause is inherent in its own constitution and nothing
foreign to its nature, we style it uncaused. But this fluxional
character is nothing distinct from the entity itself and as such
cannot be regarded as a subsequent event in regard to its own self,
although there is nothing to prevent it from being conceived as a
subsequent event in regard to the immediately preceding entity.
Destruction in this sense exists and accordingly the conception
of the perishability of composite bodies (sarnskrta) is not an
unfounded illusion. _ .

Destruction, in the sense of absolute cessation of existence,
is, however, an unreal fiction. Pure negation is an abstract idea
and has no existence and so cannot be an event, which means
the coming into existence of an entity which was previously
non-existent. It is as unreal as a sky-lotus and to affirm exist-
ence, previous or subsequent, of it is an absurdity. When we say
that there is a cessation of existence, we only mean that a thing
passes out of existence and not that non-being exists or occurs.
It is a meaningless expression. What we seek to establish is that
cessation of existence in the sense of pure non-being cannot be
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an objective category. So the contention of Uddyotakara that
the negation of non-being will entail eternal existence of all
entities falls to the ground, because all real beings, fluxional in
nature, will pass out of existence in the second moment without
any gratuitous help from an external entity. The whole conten-
tion of Uddyotakara proceeds on the assumption that negation
is an objective category, but, as we have seen, it is only an ideal
fiction and not a concrete fact, as the Nyayavaisesika school
postulates.

The whole allegation of Uddyotakara, that all uncaused enti-
ties are either eternal verities or non-entities and negation being
an uncaused fact will be eternal, has no force against the Saut-
rantika philosopher. The Sautrantika does not admit any eternal,
uncaused category. The Vaibhastkas, however, allege that there
are three eternal verities, viz., akasa (space) pratisankhyanirodha
(dissociation of the mind from impurities effected by transcen-
dental knowledge) and apratisankhyanirodha (non-emergence
due to absence of causes).! But these Vaibhagikas are not
regarded by us as the true followers of the Buddha. They are
grouped along with the other heretical schools of thought, viz.,
the Naiyayikas and the like. The Sautrintikas, who maintain
the doctrine of universal flux, have no place in their scheme of
realities for an uncaused category. These so-called eternal veri-
ties are ideal fictions (sasivrtas), pure and simple. Uddyotakara
in fathering this doctrine upon the Sautrantikas only betrays
his ignorance of the Buddhist position.*

As regards the so-called non-perishable entities such as space,
time, God and the like, they are mere fictions of imagination

1 The import and nature of these three eternal categories of the
Vaibhagikas will be elucidated in the chapter on Nirvina.

* ‘Yaccoktam akarapam bhavato dvidha nityam asacceti, tat para-
siddhantanabhijiiataya, yato nyayavadinarh bauddbanam akiaranam asadeva
eva niksipta na sadkyaputriya iti na tanmatopanyaso nyayat *—Kamalaéila
Pafijika, p. 140, Tattvasarngraha.



6 BUDDHIST DOCTRINE OF FLUX

and do not exist as objective realities, as the connotation of reality
is causal efficiency (artha-kriyakaritva) and no causal efficiency
is predicable of them. And if these be real entities, as you claim,
they must be momentary existents, as causal efficiency is predi-
cable only of things that are momentary. No other definition of
reality except causal efficiency can be logically sound. Let us
examine the definitions of reality as proposed by the Naiyayikas.
Sattasambandha or sattadsamavayae (participation or co-inherence
in universal existence) is not a tenable definition, as samaviye
is a form of relation and all relations are unreal. And
even if it is allowed, universality (samanya), particularity
(videsa) and co-inhesion (samavdya), which do not participate
in the universal, will have no existence. Nor is the attri-
bution of a sui generis .existence to each of them a clever
hypothesis, as this means too many different types of existence.
Moreover, these tentative definitions are confuted by the following
dilemma : Is this sui generis existence (svar#pasattd) something
different from existence as such or not different ? In the former
alternative, it will be non-existence and the categories concerned
will be unreal. In the latter, the sui gemeris existence will be
unmeaning, as there is nothing to differentiate it from existence
as such and the categories will be lumped into one. So also with
regard to the other categories, viz., substance, attribute and
action. If they are identical with existence as such, there is no
excuse of their being regarded as separate categories and if they
are different, they will have no existence of their own. So we see
that the very categories of the Naiyayika are reduced to unreal
fictions by his own definition.* The poor Naiyayike finds himself

1 The universal (sdmdnya) cannot participate in any other universal,
as this will lead to infinite regression. The universal too cannot be attached
to particularity, as in that case the particular will cease to be particular, if it
becomes universal in any form. Co-inherence is regarded as one, invi-
gible, eternal relation obtaining between the universal and the particular,
substance and attribute, part and whole. There can be no universal relating
to this onfity, as the idea of the universal presupposes a number of conerete
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in the predicament of defining existence as one that is * exis-
tence,” which amounts to a confession of failure.’

But what does demarcate such unreal fictions as a rabbit’s
horn and the like from things which are real ? Well, it is causal
efficiency alone and as these fictions cannot possess any causal
efficiency, they must be set down as unreal. An objection has
been raised that reality cannot be supposed to consist in causal
efficiency, as causal efficiency exists even in such unreal fictions
as a sky-lotus and the like. These fictions certainly generate an
impression in the mind and thus have causal efficiency in that
respect, but they cannot be accepted as real on that account.
Moreover, in dreams and illusions, unreal things are seen to have
practical efficiency. The false snake in the rope is as much a
cause of trepidation as the real one, and sometimes a man is seen
to develop all the symptoms of poisoning and on some occasions
to die, because he was falsely persuaded that he was bitten by a
snake. And a dream-elephant is seen to be as powerful as a
real elephant of our wakeful experience. If you make causal
efficiency the sole test of reality, you will be painfully obliged to
accord reality to those fictions.

The Buddhist replies that predication of causal eﬁiclency
relates to an objective reality and does not include subjective
fictions, In dreams and-illusions™ the objects that are experi-
enced, are not real, objective facts, but are evolved from the
imagination. The “contents of these experiences are but the
objectified memory-impressions and have no existence, outside
the experiencing mind. It will be a sheer perversion of facts to
apply to these mental fictions the standard of reality, which be-
longs to objective facts. Such unreal fictions, as sky-lotus and

individuals sharing in it and as samavdya is one, the question ')f its being
a universal cannot arise. See Kirndavali: vyakter abhedas tulyatvam
sankaro’ tha’ navasthitih | ripabanir asambandho ]ahbadbakasamgrahah ]

1 Compate in this connexion the observations of Prof, Mctaggart in

his * Nature of Existence,” Cb. I, Bec. 5.
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the like, are purely subjective facts without any objective founda-
tion and as causal efficiency has been postulated as the test of an
objective reality, it cannot have any application to these fictitious
representations of the imagination. When we deny causal effici-
ency to these ideal fictions, we deny it in the sense of their being
objective realities. All these objections could be enforced if we
held with Kumarila and the Naiyayikas that illusions and dreams
were conversant about realities." But according to our theory
these experiences are purely subjective and are absolutely devoid
of any objective reference. Causal efficiency therefore stands un-
refuted as the test and definition of reality, as reality connotes
real, substantive facts and not subjective fictions.*

And causal efficiency is exercisable either in succession or
simultaneity and as simultaneity and succession are incompa-
tible with the supposed permanent entity, causal efficiency is
restricted to the momentary, fluxional entity alone. One may
legitimately enquire : Why is it that practical efficiency cannot
be predicated of a non-fluxional, permanent entity 7 Because it
is redargued by the following dilemma : Has your ‘‘ permanent ”’
power of past and future practical efficiency during its exertion
of present practical efficiency or no? If it has such power, it
cannot fail to execute the past and future aclions exactly
as it does its present action, because the execution of an action is
the inevitable consequence of such efficiency, which it is
conceded to possess. And there is no reason why there should
be any délay in the effectuation of such actions as the causal

! Kumarila holds that even memory and dream experiences contain
an objective reference like perception. The contents of these experiences
are real, objective facts, though in dreams and illusions these facts are
presented under a wrong spatio-temporal relation. Nothing but an existing
fact can become an object of experience and so the objects of dreams and
illusions even are real facts though the spatial and temporal relations sre
perverted, cf. ‘‘svapnadipratyaye bahyarh sarvathd nahi negyate | sarva
tralambanam bihyam dedakialanyathatmakam Il ** Sloka-varttika, p. 242.

? Vide Tattvawfngmha, verses 425-427.
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efficiency is present intact. The point at issue can be brought
home by the following argument.

That, which has causal efficiency in respect of anything,
does execute that thing without fail, as for instance the full
assemblage of causes. And this entity has past and future
causal efficiency (and should therefore execute the past and
future actions without fail). On the second alternative (if
the permanent has no such efficiency of past and future agency),
it will never do those actions, as exertion of practical efficiency
results from power alone. The privation of past and future
efficiency in the permanant can be specifically driven home by the
following syllogism : What at any time does not do anything,
that at that time is incapable of doing it, as for instance, a gravel
is unable to produce a sprout. And this “permanent '’ does not
execute its past and future actions during its execution of present
action (and consequently does not possess the power for the same).

It is proved beyond doubt that this supposed ‘‘permanent ’’
has present practical efficiency, but it does not of a surety
possess its past and future efficiency. And as co-existence of
efficiency and non-efficiency, two contradictory qualities, is not’
possible in a single entity, the conclusion is irresistible that
the present entity is distinct from the past and the future entity
and is thus fluxional. It may be urged that causal efficiency
may exist in a thing without the effect being produced and this
is confirmed by the fact that the seed in the granary is
regarded as the cause of the sprout, though the sprout is not
immediately produced. But this objection is based upon & mis-
conception. In ordinary parlance, a remote, possible cause is
said to possess causal efficiency. But this is a loose, popular
conception and cannot be made the basis of a philosophical
enquiry. In reality, however, the cause of the sprout is the
peculiar seed-entity that immediately and invariably produces the
sprout. The seed in the granary is regarded as the cause of the
sprout only in view of a remote possibility. So there is no room
for confusion between a real cause, which is immediately and
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invariably attended with an effect, and a remote possible cause,
which can be regarded as a cause only by courtesy.

. But the Naiydyikas and other realists demur to accept the
position of the Buddhist set forth above. They urge that
fluxional cause could be accepted if the invariable concomitance
of causal efficiency with momentariness was established. But
this is impossible. It is quite plausible that a permanent entity,
though it is the sole and sufficient cause, can exercise its causal
efficiency only in conjunction with subsidiaries and as these
subsidiaries occur in succession, successive execution of past and
future actions is not incompetent to a permanent cause. The
cause does not independently produce the effect as it develops its
causal efficiency only in association with its subsidiaries. The
production of the effect is contingent upon the co-presence of the
subsidiaries and so does not take place when the set of subsi-
diaries is absent. The presence and absence of the subsidiaries,
however, do not at all affect the real nature of the cause, as the
cause is entirely distinct from them.

The co-presence of subsidiaries, the Buddhist observes, is an
idle hypothesis. If the permanent develops its causal efficiency
on its own account and is not at all assisted by the subsidiaries,
the latter become absolutely useless. And if the peculiar effect-
producing efficiency, that manifests itself in the last moment, is
identical with its past nature, nothing can prevent the production
of the effect.' If this nature is a different one, you cannot claim
the previous entity as the cause. And if you suppose that the
cause has not undergone any mutation, production becomes
impossible, as its previous inefficiency will persist. But it may
be contended that the permanent entity is one of the causes,
and not the sole and sufficient cause. It is the entire collocation
of causes (samagri) that produces the effect and not the cavse
alone, however powerful it might be. The relation between
cause and effect is not one of mutual necessary implication
(anyayoga-vyavaccheda), but non-separation with one term

1 Vide S8BNT., p. 27, 11, 6-9.
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lying independent (ayogavyavaccheda) as in invariable con-
comitance (vydpti). Thus, as in vydpti, the probandum can
exist without the probams; though the probans cannot, so
also a cause can exist independently of the effect, though not
the effect. And in this conception of causal relation the popular
view and philosophers’ estimate do coincide.!

Well, we Buddhists, have no quarrel with you on the point
that several factors combine to produce a self-same effect. What
we contend for is that a permanent cause cannot ex hypothesi
stand in need of any auxiliary factors. If the invariable efficient
or inefficient nature of the permanent continues, there will be
either production or’ non-production of the effect for all times.
So there is no logic in the position of the upholders of the
permanent entity that it is the full collocation of causes and not
a single cause, that is productive of the effect. We have it
from experience that several causal factors combine to produce
a self-identical effect and we do not challenge this position.
But the point at issue is whether the ‘‘ permanent’’ undergoes
any mutation or not. If there is no mutation, either production
or non-production will be inevitable, as indicated above. If,

! Tasmad vyaptivat karyakaranabhavo ‘py ekatra anyayogavyavacche-
dena, snyatra ayoga-vyabacchedena’ va boddhavyah, tathsiva laukika-
pariksakanim sampratipatteh (op. cit., p. 87). Vyapti is the invariable
concomitance of the probans (middle term) with the probandum and this
is the very ground and conditio sine qua non of all inference. This
relation is stated in the major premiss of Aristotelian syllogism, in
which the middle term is invariably distributed, though not necessarily
the major term, which may be taken in its entire or partial extension
sccording to circumstances. Accordingly vydpti has been spoken of as
of two distinct types, to wit (1) samavydpti in which the two terms are
co-extensive and (2) asamavyapti, in which the probandum is of wider
extension than the probans. The contention is whether the relation of
causality is of necessity onme of co-extensive concomitance or may be a
relation of unequal extension with one term wider than, and hence in-
dependent~ of, the other. The Buddhist maintains the former view and
the Naiydyika affirms the latter possibility with emphasis.
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however, the permanent mutates, it ceases to be permanent.
And this dilemma is unavoidable. No reliance again can be
vlaced on recognition ((pratyabhijiid), on the strength of whose
testimcny the unchanged identity of the cause could be estab-
lished. Recognition is an unsafe gnide, as we see there is recog-
nition even in the case of growing hair and nails and the like.
Apparently therefore the relation of cause and effect is one of
mutual necessary implication and not non-separation with one
term lying independent, as the Naiyayika affirms. The analogy
of vydpti is inapplicable, as vydpti is a relation between two
concepts and not entities and as concepts are remotely related
to reals, the relation is found to congiue with facts. But the
cause, you posit, has a real existence as distinct from conceptual
existence.! An objection is sometimes raised in this connection
that as there is no permanent entity, according to the Buddhist,
he cannot have any experience of such, much less can he make
it the term of a syllogistic argument. And if he has direct or
indirect experience of such permanent entity, he cannot con-
sistently deny his own experience. When he asserts that the
‘“ permanent '’ cannot have causal efficiency, he admits the
existence of the permanent and cannot deny it without contradict-
ing himself. The objection is a frivolous one, but will be dwelt
on at length in a separate section, because the Naiyayikas bave
made capital out of this.’ Suffice it to say here that the

1 tgsmat saksat karya-karana-bhavépeksayd ubbayatrapy anyayoga-
vyavacchedah. vyéptau tu sdksdt paremparaya karanamatrapeksaya
kirane vyipake ayogavyavacchedsh kirye vyapye anyayogavyavacchedah
...... vikalparadbaripapekgaya vpaptau dvividham avadbaranam. SBNT.,
pp- 88-89.

2 Cf. ‘The Nature of Existence:’ ‘It bas been objected to this that,
¢ g.. the fourth angle of & triangle must be real, if we can predicate
anything of it with truth. And thus any predication of unreality would
contradict itself. But this seems to me to be mistaken. In order to make
any predication about anything, I must have an idea of that thing, end
the idea—the psychical event in my mind—must be real. But a real idea
of such an angle does not involve the reality of the angle.” P. 1, fn. 2.
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permanent in our syllogism is a hypothetical entity and not an
experiential fact. What we mean by the ‘‘ permanent ’’ is this :
if the nature of causal efficiency, that is evinced ir the subsequent
entity, be the same with the nature of the previous entity,
or if the inefficient nature of the previous entity be identical
with the efficient nature of the subsequent entity, there will be
either production or non-production of the effect always. So
we do not go beyond our experiential data, as the efficient
and the non-efficient momentary entities are real objective facts.
What we seek to prove is that there can be no identity between
the two entities on pain of either of the undesirable issues, viz.,
constant production or non-production.

It has been sufficiently proved that a self-sufficient perma-
nent cause can have no need of auxiliaries, which can have no
function. If, bowever, these auxiliaries are supposed really to
assist the main cause, they can have a legitimate function and
can become necessary. But if they assist, they will produce
some supplementation (atifaya) in the causal entity and the
question naturally arises as to the nature of its relation
to the causal entity. Is this supplementation something
distinct or non-distinct from the thing on which it is produced ?
If it is distinct from the causal entity, then this adventitious
supplement'ution will be the cause and not the non-fluxional
entity ; for the effect will follow, by- concomitance and non-
concomitance, the adventitious supplemetation." In this case,
causal efficiency will be possible only in the momentary,.fluxional
entity and not the permanent, which the opponent has sought to
prove. If the supplementation is considered to be non-distinct,
that is to say, identical with the permanent causal entity, we
ask whether the previous' inefficient nature continues or ceases
to exist On the former alternative, there will be no production,
as the previous inefficiency will operate as a bar. On the second

1 ¢ taamin sati hi karyanam utpadas tadabhavatah | anutpadat sa
evaivar hetutvena vyavasthitah Il T. 8. Kar, p. 400.
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alternative, the previous inefficient entity has ceased and a new
entity identical with supplementation, designated in Buddbist
technology as Kurvadripa (effect-producing object) comes into
being and so the cause becomes fluxional.

The hypothesis of the permanent cause as discharging
successive functions in association with successive subsidiaries,
has transpired to be illusory. But there may be another alter-
native, viz., that a permanent entity exerts its several causal
efficiencies all at once and not in, succession. But this will not
stand the following dilemma. This ‘‘permanent,’’ endued with
the power of producing all its effects simultaneously, either con-
tinnes to exist or does not continue after production of its effects.
On the first alternative there will be production of all its effects
just as much at one time as at another. On the second, the
expectation of its permanency is as reasonable as expecting a
seed, eaten by a mouse, to germinate.!

The Naiyayika will perhaps seek shelter under his pre-
cious theory of samavaya (co-inherence)—a relation, which,
they claim, has the miraculous efficiency of harmonising identity
with difference. Certainly the subsidiaries produce some supple-
mentation in the permanent causal entity, but the supplementa-
tion, though a distinct entity, coinheres in the causal entity and
thus becomes a part and parcel of its being. But the question
naturally arises that if the supplementation in question is some-
thing distinct, how can it have a relation with the basic entity
without producing another supplementation. And this second
supplementation, too, being a distinct entity, will hang loose and
can be connected with the help of another supplementation and
so on ad infinitum. The co-inherence theory thus transpires to
be a dodge to take in the credulous, unenquiring fellows. But
the never-ending series of supplementations is not the only
difficulty in the theory of successive subsidiaries. There are

' dvitiye sthayitvavrttyasa migikabhaksitabijudav ankuradijanana-
prirthsnam anubaret. SDS., p. 24.



THE NATURE OF EXISTENCE 15

many-sided regressions in infinitum. There will be infinite
regressions of all the factors involved in production. Thus, the
seed, the subsidiaries, and supplementation are the three necessary
conditions of production. We have seen that there wili be a
never-ending series of supplementations and these supplemen-
tations can be produced with the help of subsidiaries. And
thesé subsidiaries can be of help if they produce supplementation
in the supplementations themselves—otherwise they will not be
required. Thus, there will be an infinite chain of supplemen-
tations afforded by the subsidiaries. So with regard to the
basal cause and so with regard to the subsidiaries in their
mutual relations. It is plain, therefore, that nothing can be
explained by relations, as these relations will for ever fall apart
and infinite regressions in each and every case will be inevitable.
But the theory of flux is wonderfully immune from these diffi-
culties—as it does not posit any relation at all. The factors
being momentary units stand self-contained and self-sufficient.

Relations are requisitioned to harmonise permanence with
change, but we have seen how they fail. Permanence and
change, being mutually contradictory, cannot be made to consti-
tute a harmonious whole even by virtue of these relations, which
have been exposed to be hollow devices.

Trilocana,' the teacher of Vacaspati Miéra, contends that
the whole controversy of the Buddhist turns upon a false basis.
Tke permanent cause is absolutely independent of the subsidiaries
and is not at all assisted or benefited by them. It is the effect

1 From frequent references to, and quotations of opinions of, Trilocans
made by Ratnakirti in his treatises on ‘Apoha’ and ‘Kganabhangasiddhi’ it can
be legitimately inferred that Trilocana was an author of repute and he must
have written either & commentary or an independent standard work on
Nyaya philosophy. It is certainly a pity that all his works are lost. That
Trilocana profoundly influenced Vacaspati Miéra is not open to doubt,
as the latter has recorded his debt to the former in unmistakable language.
(Cf. Trilocans-gurinnitamarginugamanonmukhsih | yathamanarh yathavastu
vydkhyatam jdam idpfam || Tat. T., p. 188.)
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which is so benefited being dependent upon the subsidiaries as it
cannot come into being if the set of subsidiaries be absent. For,
causal power (sdmarthya) is of two kinds : natural and adventi-
tious, the latter consisting in the presence of subsidiaries. There
is no logical difficulty, therefore, that the cause does not produce
the effect always, as the requisite power constituted by the subsi-
diaries is lacking. But this is mere shifting of the ground. How
can the effect, which is not yet born, have any necessity for the
subsidiaries? We could accept this view, however, if the
effect could independently come into being. But then the
subsidiaries and all that they connote become unavailing. If the
effect is independent, how can the seed be the cause? Andif the
geed is the cause, why should it fail to produce the effect? Nor is
it supposable that the effects are perverse and sometimes do not
come into being inspite of the causes, as in that: case they will
not be the effects of those causes. But it may be contended
that a particular entity is regarded as the effect of a cause, not
because it happens when the cause is there, but because it
disappears when the cause disappears. But this interpretation
of causal relation is indefensible. Logically we can set down
the absence of the effect to the absence of the cause, only if the
presence of the effect is dependent upon the presence of the
cause. Otherwise the effect will be independent of the cause
and the disappearance of the cause will not entail the disappear-
ance of the effect. So the presence of the cause must be
invariably followed by the presence of the effect, just as much
as the absence of it is followed by the absence of the other.
Otherwise the so-called cause will cease to be the cause at all.?
Nyayabhiigana ? however, contends that the argument, that a

1« tadbhive’pi na I;hﬁvaéced abhave’ bhavita kutah |
tadabhavaprayuktadca so’bhava iti tat kutah |) '* SBNT., p. 41.

2 Nyayabhiigana is the name of a very old commentary on the Nyaya-
siira of Bhasarvajfia and it exercised a very pronourced influence on the
later development of Nyaya thought and perhapr created a sub-section of
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cause should discharge all its future functions even while it
discharges its present function, because the future causal
efficiency is present in it at the time, is a case of plain self-
contradiction just like the statement—‘ My mother is barren.’
How can the future causal efficiency function in the present ?
If it did, it would cease to be future efficiency. Certainly causal
efﬁclency for blue cannot result in the production of yellow.

The contention of Nyayabhisana, Ratnakirti observes, is
but a mere jugglery with words. If the permanent cause possesses
permanent causal efficiency, why should it function at some
future time and not in the immediate present, on the basis of
which future efficiency is postulated ? The opponent may
answer, ° because, we see it actually functioning in the future.’
Yes, but as this is incompatible with its permanency, you should
regard it as momentary. You cannot suppose that it is the
nature of the permanent to function in the future, because such a
supposition is logically absurd. A thing is supposed to have a
particular nature only when there is logical necessity for such a
supposition ; and no hypothesis, however convenient, can be
accepted if it violates the canons of logic.' The Buddhist

thinkers, who were oalled Bhiiganiyss. Bee Bibliography of Nydya
Philosophy by Prinoipal Gopinath Kavirsj and the introauction to Nydya-
sdra by Dr. 8. C. Vidy&bhisana.

1 SBNT., pp. 41-43.

Roferences :
T, 8., éls. 850-546.
8BNT., pp. 20-58.

It may be interesting to observe in this connection that Mr. Bertrand
Russell arrives at the same conclusion that there is no persistence in the
world, each entity being momentary and the idea of persistence is only
an illugion due to continuity in the series. He takes his cue from the
oinemutograph and avers that not only the cinema-man, but ‘‘ The real
man too, I believe, however the police may swear to his identity, is really
a series of momentary ‘men, each different one from the other, and bound
together, not by & numerioal identity, bub by ocontinuity and certain
intrinsio laws. And what applies to men applies equally to tables and chairs,.



18 BUDDHIST DOCTRINE OF FLUX

therefore concludes that as the theory of permanent cause fails
to explain facts and on the contrary introduces logical compli-

the sun, moon and stars. Bach of these is to be regarded, not as one
single persistent entity, but as a series of entities, succeeding each other
in time, and lasting only for a brief period, though probably not for a mere
mathematical instant.”” (P. 129.) The Buddhist philosophers long ago anti-
cipated Mr. Bertrand Russell and I amx tempted to believe they are more
logical and consistent than Mr. Russell. Mr. Russell seems to suffer from a
confusion in this respect. His abhorrence for the *infinitesimal,’”” which he
borrows from modern mathematical speculations, is responsible for this
aberration. Now, moments cannot be finite divisions of time, as this means
that there are no moments at all. If a span of time consisting of many
smaller divisions be regarded as the unit, the smaller divisions will have no
meaning. The mathematical instant, of+ which he speaks, is not an
empirical fact but a logical presupposition. Nor does the introduction of
the ‘‘infinitesimal *’ re-open the gates of the puzzles of Zeno. The
Buddhist philosopher does not admit the reality of motion. Motion is only
8 ‘‘logical construction ”’ or a ‘* symbolic fiction’’ to quote Mr. Russell’s own
words. There being no permanence anywhere in the world, no single thing
can be in two places. The things are different and distinet. That the ‘‘arrow
in its flight is truly at rest '’ (p. 8l) is also the finding of the Buddhist
philosopher, but only subject to a proviso, viz., that the arrow is not one
but many arrows successively appearing in the horizon, which give rise to
the illusion of a persistent identity owing to continuity of similar entities.
The Buddhist emphasises the aspect of similarity as the cause of the illusion
of permanence, which Mr. Russell omits to emphasize. Continuity alone
cannot be credited with this capacity for producing illusion, as continuity
of dissimilar things does not have this effect. The syllables of & word are
quickly uttered, but the quickness of succession does not stand in the way
of their being perceived as disorete and distinct entities. 8o by continuity
we must understand uninterrupted succession of similar entities, which
should be emphasised for the saks ct clarity and precision. The ** intrinsic
laws *’ of which Mr. Russell speaks, are regarded by the Buddhists as the
law of causality, in the language of the Buddhist, as the law of relative
origination (pratityasamutpdda). Tha superstitions of ages which have
olustered round the concept of cause have been smashed into smithercens
by the sledgehammer blows of the Buddhist dislectic and it has been
formulated in a manner which can be accepted without prejudice to facts.
Mr. Russell seems to play into the hands of sceptics, when he declares
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cutions, which are insurmountable, the theory of flux should be
adopted as it is the happiest possible explanation of the world of
reality.

the causal relation to be a mere case of probability. The failure of
prophecy, by which he sets so much store, does not go against the law of
caugality. It is due to imperfect knowledge. The nature of the causal
relation will be explained in the third chapter of the present book and to
ask for a logical & priori explanation will lead 5~ scepticism or idealism,
as will be shown in Chapter IV, Vide Mysticism and Logic.



CHAPTER II
LiogicAL DIFFICULTIES EXPLAINED
Section 1

The doctrine of flux rests on the fundamental principle that
co-existence of two contradictory qualities is impossible in one
and the same substratum and that this fact alone constitutes the
ground of difference of mutually different objects. But even this
fundamental position has been challenged. It is argued that
there is no logical repugnance in the fact that a thing may
possess different attributes without prejudice to its integrity. The
Buddhist assumes that the seed which is admittedly the cause
of the germinating sprout, is the cause as well of the supplement-
ary phenomena, viz., changed soil and the like, found in associa-
tion with the sprout! Now, is the causal efficiency in
respect of the subsidiaries the same efficiency which produces the

1 This would appear to be an unusual view, but it follows from the
Buddhist theory of causation, which will be elucidated in the next chapter.
But I think it to be still necessary that something should be said in
advance on this knotty issue, as I am afraid that the point may escape
the reader. To be brief, the Buddhist holds that several factors,
the basic cause and the subsidiaries, combine to produce a self-same
effect, For instance, the sprout is believed o be the joint product
of seed, soil, water and the like and each of these causal factors is
oredited with independent productive efficiency for the same. It we
look closely we cannmot fail to note that the sprout is not an isolated
product, though perhaps the most remarkable and most expected, but
that there are other phemomena associated with it, to wit, the changed
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sprout ? -If the two efficiencies are identical, the soil, etc., and
the sprout will be identical in nature. If, however, they are
different, the self-same seed will be split up into different euti-
ties, because different efficiencies, being exclusive of each other,
are mutually contradictory and cannot inhere in the same entity
on your own theory. Such is the case with regard to the burn-
ing lamp, which consumes oil and burns the wick at the same
time. And so also with regard to the colour-form amalgam
(r@pa), which produces an after-entity vested with colour, taste
and smell. And these effects being 'different from each other,
presuppose different causal powers, which will spilt up the
causal integer into so many different causal entities. Moreover,
the seed is efficient in regard to the sprout but it is inefficient
with respect to the ass and the like ; and efficiency and ineffi-
ciency, being contradictory, will divide even one and the same
seed-entity into different entities—a contingency which even
the Buddhist will demur to accept. So efficiency and inefficiency
can subsist in perfect accord in the same causal entity and can-
not of necessity make it different at different moments. The
whole plea of the Buddhist that contradictory attributes cannot
co-exist in the same substratum therefore falls to the ground and
with it his theory of flux.

These thinkers, the Buddhist observes, are obviously
labouring under & confusion of thought. That a particular
causal entity may possess different natural powers in the shape
of different attributes without detriment to its integrity is not
denied. What we seek to emphasise is that different attributes

soil, fermented water and so on. Now, what would be the cause of these
phenomena? Certainly, the previous entities, viz., the seed and the
so-called subsidiaries, each in their individual capacities, as co-operation
in the sense of mutual service is denied. Bo the seed should be looked
upon as the cause not only of the sprout, but also of the other pheno-
mens found together, precisely in the same fashion as the subsidiaries
are believed to be the cause of the sprout.
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may connote contrariety, but not contradictory -opposition.
Contradiction is a relation which exists between two particular
terms—where the affirmation of one necessarily implies the
denial of the other and vice versa—they being mutually exclu-
sive, Thus, the existence of a particular power is contradictorily
opposed by the non-existence of that power and not by the exist-
ence of a different power. The production of sprout is opposed
by the non-production of sprout and not by the production of any
other entity. Besides, perceptual evidence testifies to the identity
of a particular entity though it might be possessed of manifold
distinct attributes or powers. Thus, for instance a single jug is
seen to possess two distinct attributes—substantiality (dravyatva)
and the generic nature of a jug (ghatatva) and there is no con-
tradiction between them. And even two contradictory qualities,
e. g., efficiency and non-efficiency, can co-exist without logical
opposition in one and the same entity, provided they relate to
different objects. There is no repugnance in the fact that the
seed is efficient in regard to the sprout and not so in respect of the
ass. But the opposition is manifest if two contradictory qualities
are supposed to relate to one and the same substance. Thus we
cannot conceive by any stretch of imagination that the two con-
tradictory qualities, such as efficiency and non-efficiency in
relation to the self-same product, can co-exist without splitting
up the identity of the thing concerned. If there is no contra-
diction between such exclusive attributes, there will be no con-
tradiction anywhere in the world and all distinctions will be
nugatory.

It has been urged by the opponent that though contradiction
is undeniable between two mutually exclusive attributes at one
and the same time, there is no reason why these two characters
may not be found in the same entity at different times. There
it no contradiction in the fact that the self-same seed produces
sprout in one place and does not do so in another place. And if
efficiency and non-efficiency can co-exist without opposition in
the same entity by virtue of the different place-relations, there is
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no earthly reason why there should be any opposition if two
mutually exclusive attributes should appear in the same sub-
stratum if the time-factors are different. The same crystal that
was inactive before, may become active at a subsequent moment,
and the same seed that was lying inactive in the granary, may
subsequently develop causal efficiency for sprout without involy-
ing.any logical absurdity. There is no logical inconsisteney
between permanent efficiency and inconstant production subject
to variation of time.

The whole controversy, the Buddhist rejoins, is based upon
an apparent misapprehension. We do not hold that difference
of place is an antidote to opposition in contradiction, we only
insist ‘that there is no contradiction in such cases. Causal effi-
cieney in a particular place is oppused by its absence in that
place only and not in a different place, nor by a different sort of
efficiency. But this analogy of difference in place cannot be
extended to difference in time, as contradiction is a relation of
opposition constituted by two mutually incompatible attributes
and tite and place relations have no direct bearing ‘upon it.
The principal factor of contradiction is mutual incompatibility
and as permanent efficiency has been redargued by the dialectical
necessity of constant production or non-production, permanent
efficiency and variable production have been found to be mutually
incompatible. But as there is no incompatibility in the fact that
the sced produces a sprout in a particular place but is inactive
outside that place, we cannot regard the seed per se as different
entities. On the contrary, the unity of the seed is attested by
strong, unmistakable perceptual experience, which must be
accepted as absolutely authentic as there is no invalidating evi-
dence, & priori or @ posteriori.!

1 pa car varh saminakélakaryaparh desabhede’pi dharmibhedo
yuktah, bbhedasddhakapramanabhdvat indriyapratyaksena nirastavibhram-
#sankend 'bhedaprasadhandc ca. SBNT., p. 46,
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Section 2

CoNcoMITANCE OF ExIsTENcE wiTH FLuX.

The entire theory of flux is pivoted on the truth of the
proposition ‘whatever is existent is momentary.” And existence
has been proved to consist in causal efficiency alone and this
efficiency is exercisable in succession or simultaneity. But as
succession and simultaneity are not, predicable of a permanent
non-fluxional entity, all existents are perforce proved to be
momentary. But what is the proof that causal efficiency is not
competent to a permanent entity ? Because succession or non-
succession, in which causal efficiency can be exercised, is incom-
patible with it. Permanency consists in the identity of a thing
in'both previous and subsequent moments and succession or
non-succession implies difference of identity in different moments.
And identity and change, the ccnnotations of permanence and
succession on the one hand and non-succession on the other res-
pectively, being contradictory in npature, cannot co-exist in a
permanent substratum.’ . And succession or non-succession being
the condition precedent, in Sanskrit terminology vyapaka
(pervader or container), the absence of the former in a non-
momentary entity will necessarily entail the absence of the latter,
according to the rule that the exclusion of the continent implies
the absence of the content.’

The Naiydyi*~ has raised a storm of controversy over the
above position of the ouddhist e contends that the rule—the
exclusion of the continent implies the exclusion of the contained—
cannot be enforced in the case of the  permanent,” which is the
subject of the syllogism advanced by the Buddhist : ‘‘ whatever is

1 ¢ tatha hi purvaparayor ekatve nityatvam, ksanadvaye ’pi bhede
kramitvam. tatadca nityatverh kramakramitvara ce 'ty abhinnatvarh bhin.
natvam ce’ tyuktarh bhavati. etayos ca parasparapariharasthitilaksapataya
virodhak. tat katharh nitye kramakramasambhavah.’” SBNT., p. 55.

8 « yyapakavydvrttya vyadpyavydvritic iti nydyena vyapaka-kramdkra-
mavyavpttya ‘keanikat sattvavyavriteh siddhatvac ca.”” SDS., p. 20,
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lacking in causal agency, in succession or non-succession has
not causal efficiency, as a rabbit’s horn. The supposed  perma-
nent ’ entity has no such agency (and therefore has no causal
efficiency).”” ! Evidently the argument is not a hypothetical
argument of the type of reductio ad absurdum that is employed
to enforce an undesirable contingency in the adversary’s position
(prasanganumana), because the probans, ‘the absence of succes-
gsive or non-successive agency’ is a proved fact and not assumed
(for argument’s sake) on the affirmation of the adversary and
lastly, it does not tend to establish the contradictory position—all
the three conditions of prasanganumdna being conspicuous by
their absence.®? Nor can it be regarded as an independent
argument (svatantra), as the subject (the permanent) is non-
existent and a middle term unrelated to an existent subject
(adrayasiddhahetu) is not competent to prove any conclusion.
The subject of the present syllogism is the permanent entity,
but such a thing is a chimerical abstraction on your own theory
and as such cannot be cognised either by perception or by
inference, as they are cognisant of real entities alone.

It may be contended that even an unreal fiction can be visu-
alised by imaginative intuition-(kalpandjfidna). But this intagina-
tive intuition may be fivefold, viz., (1) generated by the power of
perception'and bringing up its rear ; (2) generated by the cognition
of a characteristic mark ; (3) generated by a memory-impres-
sion]; (4) cognisant of a doubtful entity ; (5) and lastly, cognisant

1 yasya kramakramikéryavigayatvarh nd ’sti na tat éaktam, yatha
gadavighnam. na ’sti ca nityabhimatasya bhavasys kramakramikéryaviga-
yatvam iti vyapakanupalambhah. 8BNT., p. 55.

2 panu vyipakianupalambhajah sattvasya katharh svasidhyapratiban-
dbasiddhib, asya 'py anekadogadustatvat. tatha hi na tavad ayara pra-
saogahetuh, sddhyadharmini praminasxddhstvit, parﬁbhyupagamaslddhat-
vabhavat, viparysyaparyavasinabhavicca. —8BNT., p. 56. For a. fuller
acopunt of Prasanganumdna see infra the chapter entitled ‘‘ Prasahganu-
mdana,”’ Pt. II.

4
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of an unreal fiction.! The first two alternatives will affirm the exist-
ence of the permanent and consequently a denial of the same will
involve a necessary contradiction. The third, subject to possible
aberrations, is not susceptible of sublation, as memory-impression
presupposes previous experience and the latter is impossible with-
out a real datum. The fourth is not a possible hypothesis, as
neither existence nor non-existence can be categorically predicated
of a doubtful entity. The fifth alternative, viz., pure imagina-
tion giving purely imaginary data, is to be positively scouted, as
in that case the fallacy of subject-less reason will have no raison
4’étre as an imaginary subject will be available everywhere.? So
no inference is possible with a fictitious subject (minor term).
The same argument holds good of the example also.

Moreover, it has been trotted out that there is opposition in
contradiction between a permanent entity and causal agency,
successive or non-successive. But opposition can be understood
if the terms in opposition are apprehended quite as much as heat
and cold, eternity and conditionality are known to be in opposi-
tion from concrete data as snow and fire and the like.® Again,
negation is cognisable if there is a positive substratum actually
cognised, as, for instance, thenon-existence of a jug is cognised
on the ground actually perceived. Perception of an actual sub-
stratum is thus the necessary condition of cognition of negation.
Furthermore, a relation, whether oppositional or otherwise, is
understandable if the subject and predicate, the two constituent
terms, are real, concrete facts. If the non-momentary entity
that is sought to be denied is known by experience, denial of it
will be a contradiction. If the non-momentary be an entitative

! api ca tat kalpanajfidnarh pratyaksaprsthabhavi va syat, lingajanma
va. samskarajarh va, sandigdhavastukam va, avastukarh va. SBNT., p. 57
¢l seq.

3 antimapakse tu na kaéeid hetur anadraysh syat, vikalpamatrasiddh-

asys dharminsh sarvatra sulabhatvat. Ibid, p. 57.
3 Ibid, p. B1.
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fact, negation of causal agency, which is the equivalent of
existence, will be a contradictory reason. If the subject be of a
negative character, there will be a subjectless middle term and
also a logical seesaw ; if it be conceived to partake of a dual
nature (both existence and non-existence) the reason will be
inconclusive (anaikantikam). So the -whole argument intended
to prove the contradiction of a ¢ permanent ® with existence is
vitiated by a triple fallacy.!

It may be contended that the non-momentary may be
visualised by pure imagination and even an imaginary datum
can be the term of a syllogistic argument. But this contention
will not stand the dilemma: Is your imaginary datum real or
unreal ? If real, you cannot deny it. If it is purely imaginary
and unreal, is the opposition sought to be proved real or ima-
ginary? The former alternative is impossible, as opposition by
an imaginary opposite is not conceivable.. There can be no
opposition regarding a barren woman’s son. And if the oppo-
sition itself be a fancied unreal opposition, the denial of existence
regarding the non-momentary will not be rea]. And so the
doctrine of flux, supposed to rest on the bed-rock of the afore-
said argument, will be thrown overboard.

Udayanacarya in his Nyayakusumanjali, Ch. ITI, has put
forward an elaborate plea that no negation is predicable of an
unreal fiction (altka). Mere non-apprehension cannot prove the
non-existence of anything, but only the non-apprehension of a
thing competent to perception. The analogy of such unreal
fictions as a rabbit’s horn and the like is wide of the mark.
Because eyen a rabbit’s horn or a sky-flower has such competen-
cy subject to defects in the sense-organ and other conditions of
perception. The presence of organic defect or mental aberrations
and the like is the necessary condition of perception of such

1 Ibid, p. 62. The logical seesaw in the second horn of the dilemma
arises in this way: The non-momentary cannot be a reality because csusal
agency, in succession or mon-succession is incompatible with it and the
latter is incoapatible, besause the non-momentary is unresl.
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unreal things and, when this requisite conditjon is present, the
perceptioti in question is inevitable. So the denial of a rabbit’s
born and the like is not possible when there is such competency
constituted by the necessary conditions set forth above. And
when such fictions are negated, it simply implies that the neces-
sary condition of their perception is lacking.! Nor is inference
competent to prove the non-existence of an absolutely unreal
fiction, because negation is intelligible if the object of negation
(pratiyogin) and the locus or substratum (@$raya or dharmin),
on which the non-existence of anything is cognised, are real
positive entities. Even illusory perception of an absolute non-
entity is impossible. When the silver is perceived in the mother-
of-pearl by illusion, the silver as such is a real entity and when
true perception of the mother-of-pearl sublates the previous cog-
nition of silver, what is sublated is the wrong spatio-temporal
relation and not the reality of silver, which exists in another
place and time. So the permanent non-momentary entity, the
negation of which can prove the existence of the momentary,
must be a real, existent fact, as nothing but a real can be negat-
ed. And if it is areal entity, absolute negation of it will be a
contradiction in terms.* The doctrine of momentary reals,
therefore, stands self-condemned.

In reply to this elaborate criticism of the Naiyayikas the
Buddhist points out that an imaginary, unsubstantial datum
(avastu) is as much serviceable as areal fact. Besides in nega-
tive inference, a reference to the substratum or locus (@sraya)
is not at all necesssary—what is needed is to show that the
negation of the more general concept necessarily implies the

! dustopalambhasamagri éadadrigadiyogyata |
na tasydrm no 'palambho ’sti nasti sa’ nupalambhane I
N. KU, Ch. IIji, 8.

? vyavartyabhavavattai "va bhaviki hi viesyata |
abhavavirahatmatvarh vastunah pratiyogita Il
N. KU,, Ch. III, 2.
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negation of the less general, which is included in the denotation
of the former. The non-existence of the tree necessarily con-
notes the non-existence of the #imséapd, a particular species of
the former, on the general maxim that the exclusion of the
continent involves the exclusion of the contained, without any
reference whatsoever to the place where such non-existence may
be cognised.!

And if negation be supposed to contain a necessary refer-
ence to a substratum or locus, an imaginary substratum or locus
will answer the purpose. Because the subject-predicate rela-
tion is found to be used as much in connection with a real entity
as with an imaginary fiction. Thus, for instance, such proposi-
tions, as ¢ there is no sharpness in a rabbit’s horn,’ ¢ there is no
fragrance in a sky-lotus,” ‘ there is no stunt in a barren woman’s
son,’ are as much allowable as the propositions, * there is bovine
nature in a cow,’ ‘theré is whiteness in the cloth,’ and the like.*
Moreover, your assertion that ‘an unreal fiction cannot be &
subject,’ does not militate against our position, if you mean that
it cannot be the subject of a real predicate. But if your impli-
cation is that the unreal cannot be the'subject even of an unreal
predicate, you contradict yourself, because by denying all predi-
cation respecting an unreal fiction, you yourself make it the
subject of 'your denial.’ Certainly it is sheer autocracy to forbid
others from doing what you yourself do.! The absurdity
of the adversary's position will be demonstrated by the following

1 tasmad vaidharmyadrstante nesto 'vadyara iha’ érayah |
tadabhéve tu tan ne 'ti vacanad api tadgateh I T.8.P., 145.
2 Vide 8BNT., p. 62, ll. 9, et seq.

8 ‘'yenai 'va hi vacanend ’'vastuno dharmitvarh nigiddharh tenai 'va
vacanend 'vastuno dharmitvibhdvena dharmepa dbarmitvem abhyupa-
gatam.—SBNT,, p. 68. The emended reading in the foot-note has been
turther emended as above.

.4 parastu pratigidbyats iti yyaktam idam Iévaraceptitam. Ibid,
p. 68,
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dilemma: When you aver that the unreal cannot be the
subject of a syllogistic argument, do you deny the character of
subject of this unreal, or any other or of nothing atall ? On
the first alternative, the character of subject is not denied of the
unreal, because the absence of subjecthood (dharmitvabhdva) is
predicated of it. On the second alternative, nothing is predicated
of the unreal, as the subject of predication is quite different
fromit. The third alternative is devoid of meaning, as the
predicate ¢ absence of subjecthood ’ -is not related to any subject at
all. " So the denial of subjecthood of an unreality is impossible
in any ‘circumstance.! The very statement that °the unreal
cannot be the subject of a predicate * presupposes the subject-
hood of the unreal, otherwise the whole statement will be un-
meaning. If you want to avoid the contradiction of making the
subject of an unreality, you will be perforce reduced to silence.
An unenviable position for sooth! If he keeps silent, he cannot
prove his thesis ; and if he chooses to speak, he contradicts
himself. Perhaps the Naiyayika will rejoin: ° Silence is the
proper course for a logically minded person when an unreal topic
is broached.” Certainly this is cleverness par excellence.
After discoursing to the best of his ability on the nature of the
unreal, he now seeks to back out by a subterfuge seeing
defeat inevitable. Certainly discourse on' an unreality is not
prohibited by a royal mandate. It is established, therefore, that
a syllogism, having the non-monentary, whether an unreality or
doubtful reality, as the minor term and absence of succession and
simultaneity as the middle term and non-existence as the major
term, is a perfectly logical syllogism, as all the objections
agsinst it have been proved to be devoid of sense and substance.?

Now, & predicable attribute cen be threefold in character :
(1) one that is objectively real, for instance, blue and the like ;

1 Ibid, pp. 68-84. Cf. tasmad anupakhye vipakse hetor vyati-
rekanivrttau va vyatireke va sabrdayanarh mikatai 'vo ’ cita. Tat. Ti,
p. 178 '

8  [bid, pp. 68-6¢.
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(2) one that is objectively unreal, for insvance, pure unqualified
negation; and (8) one partaking of a dual character, as for
instance, mere non-perception.! That an objeclively real
attribute cannot be predicated of an unreal subject is perfectly
reasonable. But to maintain that even the second and the
third category of predicables are not predicable of an unreal
subject is an evident piece of contradiction. - So the charge of
the fallacy of subjectless reason (a$reydsiddhahetu) falls to the
ground. The charge could be substantiated if the non-momen-
tary subject could not be apprehended, as an unknown entity
is not amenable to any predication. But the very fact of its
denial shows that it is not absolutely unknown. The unreal,
therefore, is cognisable quite as much as the real, though the
nature and process of understanding is necessarily different
in each case. Perceptual and inferential cognition and deter-
minative reflection arising in the trail of perception are directly
or indirectly caused by the generative power of an objective
reality. But an unreal, imaginary datum has no such generative
power and is conjured up by pure imaginative intuition. Cer-
tainly negation is no concrete reality, with a distinctive shape
and form, that can be envisaged. But it is & concept which bas
a pragmatic value and this pragmatic value can be possessed
even by a purely subjective concept, visualised by pure imagina-
tion.? Accordingly our thinking principle must be credited
with this faculty of-pure intuition, independent of the influence
of an extra-mental reality, otherwise these purely subjective
ideas will be left unaccounted for. And even the most staunch

1 “trividho hi dharmo drgtal, kadeid vastuniyato niladibh; kaéeid
avastuniyato yatha sarvopakhyavirahah; kascid ubhayasaddharano yatha
snupalabdhimatram.’’ Ibid, p. 64.

3 ‘sakeat paramparyena vastusimarthyabhavini hi vastu-pratitih,
yathd pratyaksam anumanarh pratyakgaprsthabhavi oa vikalpah, avastunas
tu sémarthyabhavad vikalpamdtram eva pratitih, na hy abhavah kadeid
vigrahavin yah sakedtkartavyo 'pi tu vyavehartavysh. sa ca vyavah
vikalpad api sidhyaty eva.”’ Ibid, p. 65.
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realist cannot avoid using these purely subjective concepts, as
all predication about them, affirmative or negative, necessarily
presupposes their existence. And as they cannot have an
objective existence, they must be accepted as subjective facts
or pure ideas. So there is no logical or psychological difficulty
in accepting the non-momentary, permanent entity as a usable
concept, though it is avowedly a pure idea and not an objective
reality. The demand of the Naiyayika and other realists that all
our ideas are derived from experience of external objective data is
extravagant and leads to self-contradiction. So the non-momen-
tary is a possible datum and, hence, the accusation of a ‘subject-
less reason’ falls to the ground. It has been urged that if an
imaginary concept can become the subject of a predication,
then the fallacy of subjectless reason will be an unreal myth,
as an imaginary subject will be always and everywhere available,
But the apprehension is baseless. The fallacies of reasons in
relation to an unreal subject and a dubious subject (d@éraydsiddha
and sandigdhdéraya hetu) occur, when a real predicable is
predicated of an unreal and a doubtful subject respectively.
The imaginary subject remains a doubtful real before the reason
is applied and is accounted as unreal when the reason is driven
home.! There is no room for the aforesaid fallacies, however,
as the probans (hetu), the probandum (sadhyae) and the subject
(dharmin) are all imaginary concepts alike, The "homologues
(drgtanta), space, & rabbit’s horn and the like are equally
imaginary concepts, All the objections of the Naiydyika could
bold good if either the subject or the predicate were real.
8o the charge of the fallacy of subjectless reason cannot be
brought home when the subject and the predicate are both
unreal fictions and even the most rabid realist cannot deny
to the mind, on pain of self-contradiction, the faculty of

1 vikalpaé cByarh hetdpanyasat plrvazh ssndigdhavestukah, samar-
thite tu hetdv avastuka iti bromah. Ibid, p. 66.
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pure imaginative intuition visualising even an unreal, airy

nothing.!

The plea of Udayana that the object (pratiyogin) of
negation must be a real, objective fact, attested by experience,
has been found to be a hollow assertion. His second plea that
negalion can be perceived in a real substratum, actually ex-

perienced, remains to be examined.’

Now, the Naiydyika contends that negation of succession
and simultaneity cannot be apprehended except in a real
substratum, and as there is no real substratum in this case,
perception of non-existence of succession and simultaneity
is impossible. Accordingly, non-existence of the non-momen-
tary is equally inapprehensible, as there is no substratum

1« tad evam avastudharmapeksaya ’vastuno dharmitvasys vikalpa-
mitrena pratite$ cd’pshnotum adakyatvin na 'yam dérayisiddho hetuh. ’
Ibid, p. 66.

2 Vide N. KU., Ch. III,.2.
It must be stated here, to avoid misunderstanding, that the

view oriticised by Ratnakirti is not, historically speaking, the view of
Udayana but that of Trilocana, probably the teacher of Viacaspati Miéra.
Ratnskirti has criticised Nyayabhisana, Sankara, probably the same as
Sankarasvamin the Naiyayika, quoted in the Tattvasangraha and the Nyaya-
manjari, Trilocans and Vacaspati Misra, but not Udayana. Had Ratnakirti
lived after Udayana, he could not but have criticised him. We shall
not, therefore, be wrong if we place Ratnakirti before Udayana. MM,
Hara Prasad Sastri thinks Ratnakirti to be a younger contemporary,
of Vacaspati Miéra, which is very probable. But the date of Viacaspati
cannot be 898 Saks era, as that learned antiquarian holds, since that will
make him a contemporary of Udayana, who wrote his Lakgapdvali in the
Saka year 905. 8o we should think it to be in Sarhvat and this will remove
Vicaspati frora Udayana by 142 yesars, and Ratnakirti being hig junior
contemporary will be separaed from Udayana by almost & century. This
tallies with the tradition current among the Pandits that Udayana gave the
last blow to the Buddhists, and we do not hear much of any Buddhist
philosopher after the tenth century. We have represented, in the present
work, this view as of Udayena on che ground that the view of Udayana
very cogently represents Trilocana’s views and that it is regarded, in the
cirele of orthodox Pandits at any rate, as the original view of Udayana.

5
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such as the surface of ground on which non-existence of
the tree and the like is actually perceived. But the objection
of the Naiyayika, the DBuddhist observes, is altogether
baseless. Non-existence is not a concrete reality, which can
be envisaged on its own account. The cognition of the non-
existence of the tree is nothing but the cognition of a particular
ground-surface out of relation to the tree, and such is the case
with regard to other negations as well. In the case of
succession and non-succession, again, the non-momentary subject,
bodied forth by an imaginative intuition, is the substratum, which,
being cognised ilone without relation to succession and non-suc-
cession, is iuterpreted as the cognition of the latter’'s non-exist-
ence. And the cognition of the non-momentary without relation to
causal efficiency is the cogunition of the negation of the latter.
The non-momentary subject is the product of pure imaginative
intuition which is, however, projected outside and visualised as
real by a process of intellection called adhyavasaya (imaginative
intuition). And this adhyavasdya consisls in an impulsive
movement of the mind, generated by the force of the immediately
preceding cognition, towards an object though not actually
cognised. And Ratnakirti assures us that he has established
and fully explained the nature and function of this adhyavasaya
in his work, entitled °Citradvaitasiddhi.”’® So there is no
logical bar to the apprehension of the negation of succession and
non-succession, as the substratum in the form of the non-
momentary is present there, on which its negation can be
perceived. And this condition of the perception of non-existence
is satisfied as much by an unreal subjective concept as by a real
objective fact.?

! ¢ adhyavasdydpcksayd cabihye ‘ksanike 'vastuni vydpakabhavad
vyapydbhivasiddhivyavaharah. adhyavasaya$ ca samanantarapratyayaba-
laydtakaravidesayogid agrhite 'pi pravartanagaktir boddhavyah. idréad ca’
dhyavasdyartho 'smuccitradvaitasiddhau nirvibftah. SBNT., p. 71,

$ ayefica nydyo yathd vastubhite dharmini tathd ’vastubhite ’pi

ti ko viéesah. Ibid, pp. 71-72,
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It may be urged that an unreal subject cannot have any
logical bearing on the question of validity, as validity can be
determined on the basis of a real objective fact alone.! But,
what is the precise meaning of this objective basis? Does it
mean (1) that it must be derived even remotely from an objective
datum, or (2) that it must bhave a practical bearing in
some form or other on real data of experience, or (3)
that it muoust have a necessary relation to a real objective
substratum ?

In the first aliernative, there is no difficulty, as the idea of
succession and non-succession and of causal efficiency is derived
from real data, of which the necessary relation is cognised. The
second alternative is also satisfied, as the idea of the non-
momentary is the instrument of establishing the momentary
nature of reals. The third alternative is not lacking either, as
the non-momentary subject is a real, subjective concept, in
relation to which the absence of succession and non-succession
and, consequently, of causal efficiency is predicated. The non-
momentary, though non-existent as an external objective fact, is
yet existent as a real, subjective concept. And so the real
foundation is not lacking since reality may be either subjective
or objective.?

! nanv etad avastudharmi no ’payogi, vastvadhisthdnatvat prama-
pavyavasthaya iti cet.—Ibid, p. 73,1. 4. The text, however, presents &
different reading, which is hopelessly meaningless and can by no stretch of
imagination be made to fit in with the context. We have, accordingly,
emended the text as above.

2 Vide 8BNT., p. 78, 1. 4-17,

The term * non-momentai'y ' (akganika) may have a twofold meaning,
according @s the negation is understood either as absolute (prasajya-
pratigedha), or relative (paryuddsa). In the first sense, it will mean ‘ non-
existence of the momentary;’ in the second seuse, it will mean ‘ a positive
entity different from the momentary.” The latter sense is accepted here
and so the ‘ non-momentary ’ is a real datum as a concept, though not as
an objective fact.
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The accusation of triple fallacy is baseless, since the non-
momentary as ‘ the subject,” ‘ absence of succession and simul-
taneity,” as the probans, and the probandum, ¢ non-existence '—
all the members of the syllogism, are conceptual facts. The
fallacies would have arisen if the terms of the syllogism were
real objective facts. The argument proving non-existence in
the present case stands altogether in a different category from the
argument which seeks to establish  existence.’ Because the
terms of the latter are all objectively real facts and not pure
concepts as in the former and so all the threefold fallacies crop
up.

The contention of Trilocana, that opposition can be
apprehended if the terms in opposition are cognised, does not
affect our positicu as the non-momentary is comprehended as a
real concept  Nor can it be maintained that all comprehension
means experience alone and as there is no experience of the
non-momentary, there can be no opposition regarding it.

! It is an established logical conclusion that * existence ’ per se
cannot be proved by inference. An argument is possible if there is an
existent fact. We can prove any other circumstance of a thing except its
existence, which must be accepted as the irreducible datum of inference.
If the very existence of the subject, the minor term in a syllogism, is
doubted, aoll inference will come to a standstill. Proof means the
applicatior of a middle term, but no middle term is competent to prove
the existence of a doubtful subject. Thus, if the middle term is a positive
fact, it will be ‘ unproven in respect of the subject ;’ in other words, it will
be a subjcctless reagon (iérayasiddhahetu); if it be negative, it will be a
contradictory reason, proving the contradictory of existence, which is the
probandum; if it be of dual nature (positive and negative\in one), it will be
inconclusive, proving neither existence nor non-existence. This has been
summedup :n the verse: ‘‘ asiddho bhavadharmaé ced vyabhicary ubhayas-
rayah |  dharmo viruddho ’'bhiava$ ca sa satta sadhyate katham | *’

This verse is an oft-quoted one, found in the Pa#ijikd of Kamaladila,
the Nyayamanjari, the Parikgimukhalaghusatravrtti of Anantaviryya and
other books. The verse however is not quoted by Ratnakirti, but obviously
alluded to here, op. cit., p. 74, 1l. 14-21. (See N. M., p. 128,,P.M L.8.V.,
p. 28; T.S.P., pp. 412-18.)



LOGICAL DIFFICULTIES EXPLAINED 37

Because, in that case, you cannot deny the existence of a barren
woman’s son, as such upreal fictions are never known through
experience, and such expressions as ° there is no beauty in a
barren woman’s son ' will be an anathema to you.

The last objection, that contradictory opposition being a
relation between two terms will become itself fictitious if one of
the terms be unreal, will not hold water. If opposition is
conceived to be an independent entity standing with one foot on
each term, it would certainly become fictitious if either of the
terms was unreal. But we, Buddhists, do not hold opposition to
be an independent entity, connecting the terms from outside—so
that with one term vanishing the relation might vanish.'
Contradictory opposition in our view is nothing but the mutual
exclusion of two contradictory terms, as that of existence and
non-existence, and this opposition is absolutcly real Certainly
existence and non-existence do not overlap each other. Thke
opposition between permanence and succession or non-succession
is equally a real opposition. Permanence connotes uniformity and
non-change in different times, and succession or non-succession
implies change of nature at different moments. And change and
non-change, being mutually exclusive, are contradictorily opposed,
and this opposition is as much real as that of existence versus
non-existence. But it may be urged that you, Buddhist, do
not admit the existence of opposition independent of and exter-
nal to the ‘ opposites ; ' and as one of the opposites, at any rate,
viz., the non-momentary, is an unreal fiction, how can the oppo-
sition in question be real ? Yes, the Buddhist does not believe
that a third factor, viz., opposition, is necessary to make two
terms opposite to each other. Opposition is nothing apart and
distinct from the terms in opposition. Any two particular
terms are said to be i opposition, because the existence of one

! “na hi virodho nama vastvantaram kificid ubhayakotidattapadath
sambandhabhidhinam igyate 'smébhir upapadyate va, yenai ’kasamban-
dhjno vastutvabhiave aparamarthikah syat. Op, cit., p. 75.
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implies the non-existence of the other. So, opposition is nothing
but the mutually exclusive nature of the terms in themselves.
And if they are not by nature exclusive of each other, the rela-
tion of opposition lying outside or alongside of them cannot
make them opposed.

So the Naiyayika does not gain anything by positing the
oppositional relation as an independent entity. On the contrary
he introduces confusion. Because relations, external to and
independent of the relata, are not intelligible. The Buddhist
does not admit any relation external to the terms. If there is
any relation it is internally inherent in the terms themselves.
It would be logically more correct to say that ‘ the terms are
opposed ’ than saying ° there is opposition between the two,” if
by opposition be understood something aloof and distinct from
the constituent terms.’

1 *““pnanu nityatvakramayaugapadyavattvafi ca viruddhe vidhiya na
'paro virodho ndma. kasya vistavatvam iti ced, na hi dharmantarasya
sambhavena virodhasya paramirthikatvarh bramah, kintu viruddhayor
dharmayoh sadbhive. anyathd virodbandmadharmintarasadbbave ’pi yadi
na viruddhau dharmau kva paramarthikavirodhasadbhavah ? viruddhau ca
dharmau, tavatai ‘va tattviko virodhavyavaharah, kim aparena pratijiia-
mitrasiddhena virodhanamnid vastvantarena? >’ Op. cit., p. 76.



CHAPTER III
OBJIECTIONS FROM THE POINT OF VIEW OF CAUSATION EXPLAINED

-Santarakgita has quoted the view of an author, whom
Kamalasila describes -as Bhadanta Yogasena, uapparently a
Buddhist of the Hinayana school, who attacks the theory of flux
on the ground of its failure to explain causation. The gravamen
of his attack lies in the charge that even the momentary entity
cannot produce the .expected effect either in succession or in
non-succession exactly like the non-momentary, as in either
case the function of the subsidiaries remains unintelligible. The
theory of flux holds that all existents are momentary, existing
only for the moment and disappearing in the next moment, in
which an exact facsimile of the previous entity crops up. This
process of duplication and re-duplication goes on for any length
of time and this is the reason why entities are prima facie
looked upon as continuous. In reality, however, there have
been many entities, one similar to the other, and this similarity
in appearance is mistaken for their unchanged identity. This
is so far an intelligible position. The real difficulty, however,
crops up when a dissimilar entity emerges, as, for instance,
when the seed-series disappears and a different series in the
shape of the sprout springs into being. Now, it is held that
the cause of the sprout is not the same or similar seed-series,
that was lying inactive in the granary, but a different entity,
endued with a distinct causal efficiency (kurvadriipa), that leaps
into being when the full complement of subsidiaries, to wit, soil,
water, air and the rest, are associated with the basic cause, viz.,
the seed. Plainly, it is unquestionable that the seed develops
its peculiar causal efficiency for the sprout not in its independent
capacity, but only when it is acted upon by the subsidiary condi-
tions, And these subsidiaries can be required only if they can
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assist the basal cause, for assistance means the production of a
supplementation on the basal cause, viz., the seed. But the basal
cause and the subsidiaries, being alike momentary, can only
exist side by side like the two horns on a cow’s head, and mutual
assistance between them is impossible. Besides, each entity
is independent of the other, being produced by its own proper
cause, and cannot and does not stand in need of the assistance that
may be afforded by foreign auxiliaries in order to come into being.
So the peculiar sprout-producing entity will be produced by the
power of its own cause and the subsidiaries will be totally useless.
But, then, the question arises, if the momentary subsidiaries are
powerless to produce any effect on the causal entity, which ix
equally a momentary and indivisible unit, and if the main cause
be credited with a spontaneous, innate efficiency for the sprout,
why does not the seed produce the sprout always ? There
can be no necessity for the subsidiaries, which are as powerless
and ineffectual with regard to the momentary entity as they
have been proved by the upholder of flux in respect of the perma-
nent cause. So the momentary also cannot exercise its causal
efficiency, either in succession or in simultaneity, and there
being no conceivable occasion for diversity, we shall have the
same secd-series and not the dissimilar sprout.!

So far with regard to causation. The flux theory equally fails
to account for destructive opposition. Destruction is regarded to
be spontaneous, as an entity being perishable by its natural
constitution cannot stand in need of a foreign destructive agent.
But spontaneous destruction is equally unintelligible as
spontaneous production. Now, take the example of the jug, which,
as the flux-theorist holds,  perishes spontaneously in the second
moment of its birth. But we ask, why should the jug produce

1 kramens yugepao ce ‘ti yatas te 'rthakriyékrtah |
na bhavanti tatas tegarh vyarthah ksanikataérayah ||
sahakarikrtas cai 'varh yada na ‘tiSayah kvacit |
sarvada nirvifegai 'va tada santatir igyate | T. 8., 81, 481-83.
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its facsimiles and not potsherds which are also regarded to be
the effect of it ? Why is it that the club is required to occasion
a different entitative series (visadréasantana)? Certainly, the club
cannot produce any effect, adverse or otherwise, on the indivisible,
momentary jug. The same difficulty is confronted with regard
to darkness. If darkness be a positive entity and goes on
producing distinct replicas of itself every moment, why should it
cease to exist when the light comes in? Certainly, lighi cannot
be regarded to cause the destruction of darkness, as destruction
is spontaneous and is uncaused so far as a foreign agent is
concerned. And if you hold that it is the nature of darkness, as
of other things, to come to a dead extinction, why does it not de
so always, but does so only when light comes in ? Perhaps, it
will be said, ¢ Well, darkness perishes every second moment, it is
the series of duplicates that continues, which, in its turn, becomes
defunct when another distinct series comes to take its place.’
But this is nothing but prevarication. The point at issue is,
why is it that the same or similar series does not continue, if it
be the nature of an entity to produce its-duplicates ? Or, if it be
its nature to cease to exist, why does it not do so always?- Why
should it go on producing duplicates in some cases and should
cease to do so in other cases ? Why should there be in your
terminology santanabheda (diversi ty of series) at all ? Certainly,
the nature of things cannot be freakish, and if causation and
destruction be freaks of chance, which the theory of spontaneous
production and spontaneous destruction, the two corollaries of
the doctrine of flux, make them out to be, then the whole
phenomenal order will be condemned to confusion. The doctrine
of flux, therefore, only leads to negation of all philosophy.!

! Vide Tattvasangraha and the Padljikd, verses 428-84. Almost similar
objections bave been recorded by Ratnakirti in his ‘ Ksanabhangasiddhi ;'
but it is & pity that the author does not quote the name or names of the
adversaries whose opinion he criticises so elaborately. We, however, do not
refrain from reproducing those arguments even at the risk of repetition of
much that has been said above, because we feel that the logical cogency of

¢
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.

Further, causal efficiency has been proved to be in-
compatible with a permanent entity. But it is no more
compatible with a momentary entity either, as dependence or
independence, unity or multiplicity, which are the characteristics
of all existents and the necessary conditions of exercise of causal
efficiency, cannot be predicated of it (a momentary entity).
Notwv, a particular seed, when planted in a well-irrigated soil,
nourished by a supply of free air and other conditions, is said to
develop sprout-producing efficiency by its independent natural
constitution. But why is it that some particular seed
should come to have this differentiating factor, viz., sprout-
producing efficiency, and not others, though they are to all
intents and purposes absolutely similar in nature, being produced
in the same field and harvested and garnered in precisely the
same fashion?'! And this supplementation is certainly not in

Ratnakirti’s writings will go a long way in placing the views of the opponent
in a clear light. In fact, this is the most damaging objection that has been
advanced against, the theory of universal flux and we shall have to judge
how far the Buddhist philosopher has been successful in rebutting it. To
the credit of the latter it must he stated that he has neither shirked nor
burked vhe discussion. He has boldly faced the opposition and has perhaps
given the only possible answer. As Ratnakirti observes in the closing part
of the digcussion, the opponent’s arguments will only serve to prove
that causation is an impodssible and inexplicable phenomenon, as both the
momentary and the non-momentary have been alternately shown by both
the parties to be inconsistent with causation. In fact, causation is a
phenomenon which is difficult to explain and Nagarjuna and Sankara have
proved that causation is only an appearance, as it is not amenable to any
logical explanation. But the theory of flux is wonderfully immune from
many of the objections of the idealist and is thus the most approximate
logical explanation of the reality of the phenomenal world. So no school of
idealism can afford to leave out of account the doctrine of Universal Ilux,
because the limitations of this theory are the least of all, and idealism
can be established on a secure foundation if the theory of flux be shown to
be an impossible or unsatistactory explanation of experience and reality.

1 nanv ekatra ksetre nigpattilavaniadipirvakam &niya ekatra kusile
kgiptini sarviny eva bijini sidharaparipiny eva pratiyante, tat kutastyo
‘yam ekebijasambhavi vifego né 'nyesiim iti. SBNT., pp. 49-60.
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evidence in any of the seed-entities before its association with
the subsidiaries and comes into play when that particular associa-
tion takes place. But this adventitious supplementation cannot
be attributed to the influence of the subsidiaries, as the Buddhist
insists that causal efficiency is innate and inherent in an entity.
It may be observed that the seed develops this peculiar efficiency
of its own initiative, subject, however, to the co-presence of
subsidiaries. But, in whatever way it may be explained, it
is undeniable that causal efficiency, though inherent in its
constitution, is not in eviderice when the subsidiaries are absent.
The conclusion is, therefore, irresistible that the seed and the
subsidiaries, being ineffective in isolation and effective when
combined, are dependent on each other for the production of the
sprout or for the sprout-producing efficiency. So it cannot be
maintained that a momentary entity is the sole cause of
production independently of the subsidiaries. But dependence
also is not any more intelligible in the case of momentary
entities, as there can be no reciprocity of services between two
simultgneous point-events. So the ficst condition of causal
efficiency, viz , dependence or independence, xs not predicable
of the momentary.

Let us examine the second condition of causal efficiency,
which is another name for existence, viz., unity or multiplicity.
The final seed-entity, which independently produces sprout,
is believed also to produce the other factors associated with it,
viz., the changed soil, the fermented water and the like. Now,
if the causal efficiency with regard to the supplementary co-
products is identical with the efficiency for the sprout, the sprout
and the supplementaries, soil, water and the like, will be identi-
cal in nature, being the co-products of the self-same cause.
Tt may be urged that the causal naturc is different in different
espes. Thus, the seed is the material c#use of the sprout but
ancillary cause in respect of soil and the like. But the question
is whether the material and tbe ancillary cause are a singular
entity or multiple entities. If they are singular, the causal
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nature in question cannot be different. If they are multiple,
the question is whether they are identical with or distinet from
the basic cause, the seed. If they are distinet, the seed. cannot
be the cause; if identical, the seed cannot but be multiple.
And if, to avoid this dilemma, you say that the material cause
of the soil is the previous soil-entity and the latter is but
another aspect of the seed’s causal efficiency, then you must
admit that the seed produces the soil not independently of the
goil-entity, which is conceded to be the material cause of the
latter. If, however, the seed were the independent cause of the
soil, the latter would not be different from the sprout. So the
seed and soil are interdependent. But this interdependence
is intelligible if they are serviceable to each other, as it is
propounded by the Buddhist that only things which are service-
able are required. But no benefit can accrue from or to a
momentary entity, which is an indivisible unit and independent
in its origin.

So a momentary entity cannot be either singular or multiple,
and thus the second necessary condition of existence is lacking.
It may be put forward that though the ancillary conditions do
not assist the main cause, they are still necessary as they are
seen to function together and the effect is found to follow them
both in concomitance and non-concomitance. .So the dialectic
of dependence or independence does not arise. But this can be
said with equal force with regard to the permanent cause, which
may stand in need of subsidiaries, though they are absolutely
ineffective, and thus the permanent will execute its functions
in succession subject to the association of successive subsidiaties.
So the middle term in the syllogism, viz., ‘existence,’
proving the fluxional nature of all entities, is inconclusive as
its absence in the contradictory is doubtful, the absence of
succession and non-succession from the non-momentary being
an unproved assumption.’

1 yadi manyetd 'nupakaraka api bhavanti sabakarino 'peksaniyaé ca,
karyepd 'nuvihitabhavabhavatviat sahakaranic cs, nanv anena kramenpa
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Now, in reply to the objection that interdependence is not
intelligible in respect of a momentary entity, Ratnakirti observes
that inter-dependence is intelligible in three possible ways.
Firstly, it may mean that a supplementation is produced on the
main cause by the action of the subsidiaries and vice versa.
Secondly, it may denote that the cause enters unaltered as a
catalytic agent into combination with the subsidiaries and
produces the effect. Thirdly, that the cause and the subsidiaries
together produce the effect in their independent, unaided capa-
cities without reciprocal help. The first and second alternatives
are out of the question, as a momentary entity is an indivisible
vnit and as such impervious to any influence, friendly or hostile ;
and catalysis is inconceivable when all existents are consti-
tutionally momentary and so cannot remain the same even for
two comsecutive moments. So interdependence is intelligible
only in the third sense that the subsidiaries and the main cause
combine to produce a self-same set of efficient factors without
mutual assistance or benefit, as assistance is not conceivable
between two simultaneous facts existing side by side like the

'ksaniko 'pi bhdvo ’nupakarakan api sabakarinah kramavatkéryena 'nu-
krianvaycvyatirekan speksisyate, karisyate ca kramavatsahakarivadah kra-
mena karyapi ’ti vyipakanupalabdher asiddheh sandigdhavyatirekam anai-
kantikarh sattvam ksamkatvasiddbav iti. SNBT., pp. 48-49.

The syllogism proving the momentariness of all existents is as
follows : —

‘yat sat tat ksapikam, yatha ghatah, santaé ca 'mi vivadaspadibbhutah
padarthah’—‘whatever is existent is momentary, as, for instance, the jug;
and the things under dispute are existent ; (therefore they are momentary).’
As existence is identical with causal efficiency and as succession and non.
succession, the necessary conditions of causal efficiency being exercised,
have been proved to be incompatible with a non-momentary entity, the
momentary is alone proved to be really existent. But the opponent
shows that succession and non-succession are not necessarily in-
compatible with the non-momentary. So the middle term ‘existence’
is inconclusive, its non-concomitance with the non-momentary (the
contradictory of the momentary) being doubtful.
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two horns on a cow’s head.! But it may be urged that if the
seed develops its particular generative power in its independent
unaided capacity irrespective of the service of the subsidiaries,
then, why is it that it does not produce the sprout when the
subsidiaries are absent? The answer is, that the particularly
efficient seed-moment was not in .existence at the time when
the subsidiaries were absent. If it had been in existence, it
could not have failed to produce the particular effect in question.
The opponent may urge, ¢ Well, it is an unwarranted assumption
that a particular seed develops a particular causal
efficiency in its independent capacity and not others, when
they are all alike to all intents and purposes.” But this objection
is wide of the mark. Though to all outward appearance, so far
as form and colour may go, they may be looked upon as abso-
lutely similar, there is no possible means of divining that their
invisible inner constitution persists to be the same or similar.
It is quite supposable that things may have a quite similar
structure and appearance and yet they may differ in their inner
powers. In every act of production, it is admitted on all hands
that two sets of causal factors are in operation, viz., the seen
and the unseen. Certainly, the entire collocation of all these
gseen and unseen powers is not cognisable by one short of
omniscience.? And even in the theory of permanent cause, the
development of the particular effect-producing efficiency is not
any more explicable. You will have to infer its existence - from
the effect produced by it. So the momentary real is supposed
to develop a particular causal efficiency on the evidence of the
effect produced. And for the emergence of this efficiency the
service of the subsidiaries is useless. If causal efficiency is not

! gamasamayaksanayoh savyetaragovigapayor ivo 'pakaryopakaraka-
bbavayogdt. SBNT., p. 47.

$ Lkirapam khalu sarvatra karye dvividham, drstam adrstarh ca
sarvastikaprasiddham etat. tatah pratyakgsaparoksasahakaripratyayasikal.
yam asarvevida pratyaksato na dakyarh pratipattum. Op. cit., p. 50.
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developed of its own inherent constitutional force, an external
agent cannot induce this supplementation, as the natural consti-
tution of things cannot be changed. And the supplementation
will fall apart, if it does not enter into the inner conctitution of
the thing itself. Nor can it be supposed to enter into the
essence of a thing, as the dialectic of distinction and identity
will prove the hollowness of such supposition. So inter-depend-
ence in the sense of interaction is an unfounded myth ; but if
combination without interaction be meant by it, it is possible.

The second objection that singularity or multiplicity cannot
be predicated-of a momentary cause is equally untenable. The
cause.is one indivisible entity and produces its effect by one
identical causal energy. Itis regarded as a material and a subsi-
diary cause only in its different relations and those relations
are conceptual fictions and do not pertain to the order
of objective realities. So you cannot attribute a plurality
of natures to a cause. It is one singular entity, the
difference is due to relations which are ideal fictions. And
the objection that an identical cause will produce an iden-
tical effect is not sanctioned by experience, as we see
very often that one particular cause produces a plurality of
. effects. When it is affirmed that identity of cause entails
identity of effect, the word ‘cause’ stands for the entire colloca-
tion of causes—certainly, the effect cannot vary when the
collocation of causes is identical.

In reply to the criticism of Yogasena, Santaraksita first
elucidates the Buddhist theory of causation and shows that the
subsidiaries have a determinate, assignable place in the. produc-
tion of an effect and yet the objections of non-relation or infinite
regression, which are unavoidable in the theory of a permanent
cause, do not at all affect the Buddhist position.

Now, co-operation (sahakaritva) can be understood in two
possible senses, viz., (1) combination of several independent
factors to produce a self-same effect ; (2) interaction or mutual
assistance. Now, things being fluxional, there can be no



48 BUDDHIST DOCTRINE OF FLUX

co-operation in the second sense and so we have to fall back
upon the first alternative. The several factors of production,
as for instance, the seed, water, soil and the like, when asso-
ciated together for the first time, can have no action upon one
another, as they have all come into being under the influence
of their proper causes and stand side by side independently of
one another like the two horns on a cow’s head. But though
devoid of interaction they are not, in spite of their structural
or morphological similarity, the same or similar entities as
before, but are altogether distinct entities vested with different
causal efficiencies. So instead of producing their replicas, as
they were doing before, they produce in the second moment
distinct entities, each endowed with sprout-producing efficiency,
which in the third moment give rise to the grand effect, as, for
instance, the sprout. So there is no interaction at any one of
the stages. But if the seed-continuum is looked upon as one
identical entity, the idea of interaction becomes intelligible.
In this case, the peculiar effect-producing entities, which appear
in the second moment and which culminate in the production
of the grand effect in the third moment, can be suppesed to
have been effected by interaction between the subsidiaries and
the main cause, as it is undeniable that the second set of effi-
cient factors do derive their peculiar efficiency from their
immediate predecessors. But as the continuum (santana) is
only an ideal abstraction, the interaction cannot be regarded as
real in any sense. But the makeshift of santana does duty for
the permanent entity of the Naiyayika and is yet free from the
difficulties of the dialectic of relations. The assistance of subsi-
diaries was requisitioned to account for the novel efficiency,
ghich distinguishes the sprout-producing seed from its compeers.

ut in the Buddhist theory of causation the sprout-producing
seed derives its peculiar causal efficiency not from any external
auxiliaries, but from its own cause, which is responsible for its
being. Such is exactly the case with the subsidiaries also.
Each of them is endued with the same kind of efficiency as the
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seed and this efficiency they derive severally from their own
causes. But though each is thus possessed of the causal effi-
ciency requisite for the production of the ultimate effect, none
of them can be supposed to be redundant, as every one of them
has been generated by its own proper efficient cause. Nor can
they be supposed to function in isolation, as there is no cause
operating to rend them asunder at the time of their association
and no such occasion arises in the succeeding moment also, as,
being momentary, they will have disappeared in the next moment
of their own initiative. It may be urged that this associa-
tion of several co-efficient causal factors involves an unnecessary
waste of energy when there is no plurality of self-same effects,
and the result is only a single self-identical product, for which
the service of any one of them would be enough. But the
Buddhist replies that this charge could be brought forward if
the causal factors were intelligent entities, possessed of the
power of prevision and independent choice and action. If there
is waste of energy the fault is entirely due to the blindness of
Nature.! We may be permitted to observe in this connection
that modern science has discovered numerous instances of blind
waste of natural forces and scientists have complained of the
prodigality of Nature.. The Buddhist theory of causation, there-
fore, cannot be shaken on the ground of redundancy or waste of
energy when the whole course of Nature is found to pay scant
courtesy to considerations of economy and is not afraid of being
prodigal.

It has been questioned that if the peculiar causal efficiency
is inherent in the very constitution of things, why is it that it
becomes evident only when the subsidiaries are present and not

1 pratyekarh samarthi hetavah pratyekam kiryam janayeyuh,
kimity ekam aneke kurvanti ? atrd 'py amisdm karanani prastavyani.. ...
vayarh tu yathadpstasys vastusvabhivasya vsktdro na paryanuyogam
srhimah......... yatrai '’kam eva samartharh tatrd ‘paresith ka upayoga
iti ce$, satyam, na te prekgdpirvakarino yad evam vimrgyo ’'disate ekam
kiryam sparasmid utpadyata iti. N. K., p. 74.

(
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otherwise ? Certainly this is unaccountable unless the subsidi-
aries can produce an effect on the main cause, but this can be
possible only if the causal entity is non-momentary.

But the objection, the Buddhist observes, is a specious one.
You cannot cavil at the nature of things, as you cannot pretend
to be aware of all the secrets of nature. Things have powers
that cannot be fully gauged ; and if some unwonted and unexpect-
ed energy is evinced by a thing in some particular circumstan-
ces, it does not lie'in us to question its logical propriety. We
have to record the evidence and shape our theories pursuant to
such evidence. Besides, the hypothesis of the permanent cause is
not in the least free from the objections levelled against the
theory of flux. It is open to the question why should the seed
develop its sprout-producing efficiency; even when acted upon by
the subsidiaries ? If you say, ‘ because it is found to develop
that particular efficiency and no other,’ well, the same answer
is possible in the case of the fluxional entity also. Questioning
is allowable only up to a certain limit, but it is out of place
when the ultimate nature of things is involved. You cannot
question fire why it should burn and the sun why it should
shine. So you cannot question why should the seed suddenly
develop a causal energy for the sprout and not any other, or
why should it not continue to produce its duplicates as it was
doing previous to its combination with the subsidiaries,
because such questions ard unanswerable in any hypothesis.!

Now, as regards the objections raised in connexion with
destruction and opposition, let us take up the question of destruc-
tion first. Dessruction, in the sense of extinction of an entitative
series, is certainly uncaused, as extinction of being is not an ob-
jective fact but an idea and, as such, cannot be said to be produc-
ed. But if destruction is understood to denote the emergence of a

! niyatacintyaéaktini vastln! ’ha pratiksanam |
bhavanti nd "nuyojyini dahane dahasaktivat f
T, 8., Bl 488.



OBJECTIONS OF CAUSATION EXPLAINED 61

diverse entitative series, certainly we do not deny that it has a
cause. The destruction of the jug caused by the stroke of a
clubldoes not connote that non-being of the jug takes place some-
where ; it means that it is succeeded by another entitative series
of an opposite character. And, certainly, destruction, in the
latter sense, viz., the emergence of an opposite entitative series,
has a definite, assignable cause in the shape of the club and
other circumstances, produced in their turn by the inherent
causal power of the previous entity.’

As regards opposition, it should be made explicit that there
is no such thing as opposition as an objective fact. In reality,
however, supersession of one entity by another is logically
untenable, as the inherent nature of a thing is unalterable.?

From experience we have it that there are two sorts of entities,
though momentary alike, of which one sort is found to induce
diminution of energy in the other, with which it comes in contact,
as, for instance, fire and cold. But we find no such antagonism in
respect of other entities, as between fire and smoke. The
rélation between the two sets of entities is however purely one of
causality, which is mistaken for opposition or antagonism by
those who cannot probe the inwardness of the situation. There
can be no opposition, however, between two momentary units,
which are indivisible and so impervious to any influence, friendly
or hostile. But this opposition is manifested between two series
of momentary reals, when one series is seen to be supplanted by
another. Thus, when the moments of fire and the moments of
cold are brought into relation, in the first moment fire is unable

1 gantédnocchedariipas tu vinéfo yo na hetuman |

tasyd 'nte 'pi na bhavo ’sti tathd janma tu varyate Il

vilakganakalapader utpadas tu sahetukah

8o’ py &dau jayate nai 'va tadd hetor asambhavat Il

T. 8., 8ls. 440-41,
® na tu vastindm paramérthatah kaéoid badhyabadhakabhavo ‘sti,
satah sarvatmana nigpattel. svabhivanyathatvasys kartum adakyatvas.
T. 8. P., p. 167.
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to remove the cold, but becomes itself incapacitated. The
second moment of fire, however, renders the succeeding moment
of cold inefficient, and in the third moment, fire supplants the
cold-series, it having disappeared owing to loss of efficiency it
has undergone in the presence of fire. So if there is opposition,
it is possible in the third moment, if the operation is the earliest
and quickest possible.” 8o opposition is nothing but the occasion-
ing of diminution of causal energy in one series of entities by
another series. !

That such is the essential' character of opposition has been
enunciated by Dharmakirti in his Nydyabindu in the following
words : ‘‘ Opposition is understood when one series of entities is
found, in spite of the fact that the entire collocation of its causes
is present intact, to disappear when another series of entities
supervenes.”” * Santaraksita cautions us that opposition in the
sense of one being sublated by another should not be confounded
as a factual occurrence obtaining in the objective order of things.
It is an ideal construction and is subjectively arrived at. And
that this is the case is plainly deducible from the expression
¢ opposition is understood.” Thus, the so-called relation of
opposition, being nothing but an aspect of causality, is predicable
only of the series (santdna) and not of the individual moments.
And as this series is only a mental construction® and has no

1 tasmad yo yasya nivartakah sa tar yadi pararh trtiye ksane nivar-
tayati, prathame kgane sannipatan asamarthavasthanayogyo bhavati ;
dvitlye viruddham asamartharh karoti ; trtiye tv asamarthe nivrtte taddeSam
akrimati....oocennes tato 'yam paramarthato na ksanayor virodhah, api tu
bahiindrh ksananam. N. B. T., pp. 72-78.

2 Avikalakiranasya bhavato ‘nyabhave ‘bhavad virodhagatih.

N. B,, p. 118 (B.1.).

8 Cf. ** Classes or series of particulars, collected together on account
of some property which makes it convenient to be able to speak of them as
wholes, are what I call logical constructions or symbolic fictions. The
particulars are to be conceived, not on the anslogy of bricks in a building,
but rather on the analogy of notes in & symphony. The ultimate consti-
tuents of a symphony (apart from relations) are the notes, each of which
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existence outside the individual moments, which are in their turn
absolutely unrelated and independent facts, the fact of opposition
is only an idea and not an objective fact.?

Dharmottara in his Ny@yabinduttka joins issue with those
who hold that opposition is an unreal, ideal construction. If is
probable that he meant Santarakgita, who certainly preceded him
in time, though he does not choose to mention his adversary
by name. Dharmottara’s taciturnity in regard to names is
potorious, as he does not even mention Vinitadeva, Santabhadra
and Kumarila, whose opinions he obviously criticises in his
commentary, as has been pointed out by the author of the
sub-commentary. So his silence in this respect dees not prove
anything. Be that as it may, it is indisputable that he attacks
that sort of view, which has been propounded by Santaraksita
and Kamalasila. Dharmottara argues that if opposition is
regarded as unreal, then, one should, to be consistent, regard
causation also as unreal. That opposition is not found as a fact
but is only understood after an entity has disappeared is no
argument for its ideality or unreality, inasmuch as causation also
is not perceived as an objective fact but is only understood as an
idea after an entity is seen to have been produced. And if
causation is accounted to be real on the ground that the cause
actually precedes the effect, the same logic holds good of
opposition also, as the actual presence of fire causes privation of
causal energy in the cold.?

lasts only for a very short time. We may collect together all the notes
played by one instrument : these may be regarded as the analogues of the
successive particulars which commonsense would regard as successive
states of one ‘ thing.” But the ‘thing ’ ought to be regarded as no more
‘ real ’ or * substantial ’ than, for example, the réle of the trombone.”’
Vidc Muysticism and Logic, Constituents of Matter, pp. 129-130. (The
italics are mine.)
1 badhyabadbakabhévas tu vastuno nai 'va tattvikah |
vidyate tata evo 'ktarh virodhagatir ity api Il

T. 8., 8l. 448.
2 Vide N. B. T., pp. 13-74.



CHAPTER IV

A CrITICAL ESTIMATE OF THE SAUTRANTIEA
THEORY OF CAUSATION

From the elaborate exposition of the theory of causation
with its confused tangle of criticism and counter-criticism, that
has been reproduced in the previous chapter, one canuot resist
the impression that the Sautrantika bas failed, in spite of his
logical acumen and wealth of dialectic, to carry conviction. The
fact of the matter is that causation is 4s unintelligible in the
theory of flux as in the theory of the permanent cause. Nagar-
juna and Sankara have elaborately proved by their irrefragable
dialectics that causation is an inexplicable phenomenon, whether
the theory of satkdryavada (production of a potentially existing
effect) or of asatkaryavada (production of a previously non-
existent effect) is adopted. 'The Sautrantika is an adherent of
the latter theory and when questioned why the sesame seed should
produce oil and not any other substance, though they are all
equally non-existent’ in the causal entity, he only says in reply
that there can be no questioning with regard to the ultimate
laws of nature, which are unthinkable and beyod the scope of
philosophy. They are to be accepted as facts without question.!
There is no means of divining the inner powers of things by
intuition ; they can be known only when the particular effects are
seen to be produced. There is an unknown law which regulates
the powers of things and the determinate effects that are seen to
issue from particular causes are determined by this unknown
law. But it has been urged that determination connotes the idea
of delimitation, and when the other limit, viz., the effeets, is

1 niyatacintyasaktini vastini 'ha pratiksapam |
bhavanti nd ‘nuyojyéni dahane dahasaktivat Il
T. 8., 81 488.
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absent, how can you speak of determination? 1tis understand-
able if the effects are existent in some form or other, otherwise
it is only a word without a meaning." The Buddhist allows the
justice of the objection that the word ‘determination’ is inappli-
cable in the absence of the other limit, viz., the effect. But the
position he seeks to establish simply amounts to this : that the
causal entity, the unique fact, which is seen to be invariably
attended by another entity, styled the effect, is undeniable as a
real substantive fact, though the particular expressions usually
employed to characterise it may fail to convey a correct idea of
its real nature.” Words are but convenient symbols, employed
according to the taste and purpose of a speaker and are by no
means to be regarded as integral parts of things-in-themselves:
So the objection with regard to an expression does not touch
the essential nature of things. However objectionable and
defective may be the language one may use to interpret the’
causal relation, the existence of the two entities, one follow-
ing closely in the heels of another, is unquestionable.® All
existents being momentary, they can have neither a past nor a
future history and their momentary existence is interpreted as
origination by a necessary fiction of the understanding.*

The question of their previous existence or non-existence
cannot therefore arise, as a momentary entity is, ex hypothess,

1 avadhinim anispatter niyatis te na saktayah |
sattve tu niyamas tasam yuktah savadhiko nanu Il
Ibid, 81. 29.
2 npai 'vam tesim anigpattya ma’ hhue chabdas tatha param |
sarvopadhiviviktasya vasturiipasya na ksatih ||
Ibid, 81., 30.
3 pa nima ripam vastinam vikalpa vacakas ca te-
viévakalpah pravarttante yathibhyasam abhedini i
Op. cit,, 81, 181,
4 vastOnamh parvaparakoti§inyanam kganamatra- |
vasthayi svabbava evo 'tpada ity ucyate Il
Op. cit., p. 88.
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destitute of all continuity. It is, however, by a fictien of the
understanding supposed to be non-existent in the past, as itis
only seen to emerge closely on the heels of another entity. But
in reality neither existence nor non-existence can be predicated
of it, as a non-existent can never be existent or vice versa. The
idea of one thing being the cause and another being the effect
is also an intellectual fiction—a mere form of understanding
called into being by the necessity of interpreting the relation of
two events, which however has nothing to do with the objective
order of reals. 'What happens in reality is that one entify
follows closely after another.! And this is endorsed by an ipse
dizit of the Buddha, ““O thou Mahamati (take it) that all these
phenomena have no origination, as neither existent nor non-
existent can be produced.” ?

But this account of the Sautrantika throws overboard
causation intoto. It reduces causation to a merely mechani-
cal sequence and confesses its inability to explain the
character of necessity, which distingnishes causal relation from
cases of accidental sequence.* The Sautrantika plays into the
hands of the Sanyavadin, who declares that causation is an
appearance and not reality. The Sinyavada and the theory of
Maya have however the virtue of logical consistency to their
credit, as they make no scruple to declare that the phenomenal
order of things is unintelligible and inexplicable, that the entire
cosmos is a mysterious appearance of which no logical explanation
is possible. But the Sautrdntika realist seems to hold with the
hare and run with the hound by his insistent demand to regard
the momentary units of existence as absolutely real, although

1 utpado vastubhdvas tu Bo ’satd na satad tatha |
sambadhyate kalpikaya kevalamh tva 'satd dhiya |
yad idarh vastuno ripam ekdnantaram iksyate |
prag &sin ne 'ti tad bijam pragbhite tvi dam asti na Il
T. 8., Sls. 82 and 88.
2 anutpanna Mahamate sarvadharmah sadasator anutpannatvat.
T. 8. P, p. 82.
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he denies in the same breath the reality of all relations. But if
the relations are ideal constructions and not integral parts of the
order of objective reality, what remains of the objective order of
reals ? A universe of reals, each unique and momentary, having
no relations among them to link them together into one system
of reality, but marching onward to-eternity, seems to be little
short of a chaos. Does this order of réality give any metaphysi-
cal satisfaction ? What is this world rhinus its irter-relation ?
If one is false, the other cannot be true. And if it be true,
what does this truth really signify ? The Sautrantika may re-
join that this philosophy is the most perfect possible explanation
of the objective world and is absolutely immune from the logical
difficulties, which are the besetting sins of other realistic philo-
sophies. But the justice and validity of this claim have been
disputed by Nagarjuna and Sankara, who have shown in unmis-
takable language that causation is the hidden rock on which the
barque of realism has suffered shipwreck.

The problem of pre-existence of the effect is not the only
logical difficulty in the theory of causation, propounded by the
Sautrantika, but the precise office and function of the subsidi=
aries also present an insuperable difficulty. The Naiyayika and
the Sautrantika, or for the matter of that all realistic schools
of thought, are unanimous that no single cause can produce
an effect, but an entire collocation of all the conditions—
the full complement of the subsidiaries -and the main, basal
cause.! But do the subsidiaries really assist the main cause
or not ? If they do not assist, they will not be necessary, as they
will have no function in the causal operation. But the idea of
assistance is not any more intelligible. Assistance means the
production of supplementation. But if the cause be a momen-
tary unit, how can it be the receiver of this supplementation, as
it will disappear in the next moment along with the subsidiaries

1 na kificid ekam ekasmat simagryah sarvasambhavah (Dignigs ?)
T. 8. P., p. 1566,

8



38 BUDDHIST -DOCTRINE OF ¥LUX

and so supplementation can neither be produced nor received ?
And the permanent cause also will equally fail to receive this
supplementation as supplementation can be of real service to
the permanent, provided there is a relation between the two
and if this relation is external to the cause, it will not relate.
And if this adventitious supplementation is regarded to be identi-
fied with the main cause (which is, however, impossible, as two
distinct entities of contradictory nature can never be identified),
the cause will forfeit its permanency and become fluxional.
‘But this is an inconceivable position, as a thing cannot be sup-
posed to take leave of its essential character and assume that of
another without stultifying itself. The argument that the causal
entity develops its peculiar causal efficiency in question in com-
bination with the subsidiaries, though the subsidiaries are
-without any action en the same, is an argument of despair and
fails to give logical satisfaction If the cause develops its effi-
ciency of its own inherent, constitutional force, why does it not
do so when the subsidiaries are absent ? The subsidiaries are cer-
tainly ineffective with regard to the causal energy that is evolved by
the main cause of its own inherent force. To say that such is the
nature of things, which has to be presumed on the evidence of
the result’ produced, is certainly no answer. It totally fails to
carry conviction. To.cite the failure of the rival theory is no
proof of its correctness. The weakness of one cannot be con-
strued, by any manner of quibbling, as the. strength of the
other:

Another fatal objection against the flux-theory of causation
is that it does not explain the necessity of one entity being fol-
lowed by another. If it'be its nature to perish in the second
moment, what warrant is there that it should be followed by
another entity, which will be an exact facsimile of itself ? To
say that experience warrants such supposition is no explanation
Philosophy does not concern itself with recording experience,
but with finding a meaning for it. Moreover, destructive op-
position is left behind &8 an inexplicable mystery quite as much
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as in the theory of permanent cause. Between two opposite enti-
ties, one is seen to-perish altogether and the other to prevail. But
what is the explanation that one should become defunct and
another should go on merrily in the process of reduplicating it-
self, though both are equally existent and have the same claim
to exist in the series ? To'take a concrete example, why should fire
pfevail in its tussle with cold, which meets with absolute doom,
as continuity in the process of the series is denied to the latter ?
Why should not the tables be turned? What is the reason that
cold should not prevail and fire should not go to the wall ? To
adduce the testimony of experience as a metaphysical explana-
tion of the phenomenon should be scouted as unphilosophic,
as the supreme task of philosophy is to give a rational explana-
tion of experience and where such explanation is impossible,
honesty requires that philosophy should take courage in both
hands and declare that it is an appearance and not a reality. But
the Sautrantike claims absolute reality for both the terms of a
causal relation and gives an explanation which is only a show
of it. '



CHAPTER V

OBJECTIONS ON PSYCHOLOGICAL AND METAPHYSICAL GROUNDS
DISCUSSED

The Realist’s Objections

Kumarila contends that if all entities are impermanent and
momentary, the relation of action and its result, causality,
memory and the like will become unintelligible and unaccount-
able. Thus, the conscious moment, which discharges a merito-
rious or unmeritorious action, does not continue to reap the fruits
of its action and the moment, which enjoys the fruit, was not
responsible for the action which necessitated the production of
the result. Thus there being no common agent of these neces-
sarily subjective phenomena, the two absurd issues, viz., the
loss of earned merit (krtanasa) and the enjoyment of unearned
- deserts (akrt@gama) become unavoidable in the theory of flux.
But this is an absurd position and runs counter to universal
experience and scriptural evidence as well. Certainly it is
unthinkable that X would reap the fruits, favourable or
unfavourable, of actions that were done by Y. Scriptural
authority also debars such supposition in the following
sentence : ‘ who else will enjoy the fruits of an action done
by another?!

All these objections are urged assuming that freedom of
agtivity is possible. But if we look deeper into the logical
implications of the theory of flux, we shall find that it

1 tatha hi yenai'va krtarh ubhadikam tenai’va tatphalara bhujyata
iti loke pratitam. Na hi Devedattena krte karmani #ubhadike Yajfia-
dattas tatphalam istam anigtafi co’pabhunkta iti prasiddham. na’pi Sastrp,
yatho ’ktam, ‘‘ anemnai'va krtarh karma ko’nyah pratyanubhavisyati ’* *ti.
T. 8. P., p. 166.
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leaves no room for voluntary activity. When everything is
momentary and a man’s span of conscious life is confined to the
present moment, there can be no self or ego-principle, which
can function as the active agent. All activity is inspired by a
desire for some end, which the agent seeks to attain. But this
desire and volitional urge cannot arise at all, as the conscious
agent is persuaded of its utter doom ir the very next moment
and as such cannot be supposed to put forth exertion for an end,
which will be enjoyed by another. No intelligent being can be
expected to engage himself in any active endeavour, the result
of which will not be his, but will accrue to another person. All
activity, therefore, meritorious or otherwise, will be impossible
and the law of retribution, of which the Buddhist is so loud in
his protestations, will be an unfounded mjyth.

But this objection also proceeds by way of concession. We
urged that voluntary action would be impossible in the theory
of flux and the interpretation was likely that involuntary action
could have a free play. But it will transpire that all activity,
voluntary and involuntary alike, is rendered absolutely im-
possible by this theory. Neither the past nor the future agent
can be supposed to discharge the present action and the present
agent also, being momentary, cannot persist a moment longer,
in which it can exert itself for the production of an effect. The
future agent cannot be made responsible for the effect in question,
ag it has not yet come into being ; nor is the past moment,
which has become defunct, capable of producing any effect, as a
non-existent eannot have any efficiency. The present moment
too cannot have any better chance, as it occupies itself in
coming into existence in the first moment and has no further
lease of life in which it can struggle for the production of
another entity. But this is also a concession on our part, so
affirms the non-Buddhist. If we probe deeper into the problem,
it will transpire that the present moment also will have no
raison d'dtre, a8 it cannot have any cause which can call it into
being. The immediately preceding moment has disappeared
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absolutely and irrevocably without leaving any trace behind
as-its legacy and so what is there to bring the present moment
into existence? It may be contended that the cessation of the
cause and the production of the effeot are synchronous events
like the rise and fall of the two scales of a balance ; and so the
cause being present intact in the preceding moment, the
subsequent entity follows as the product of this positive entity
and not from a void. The law of causation requires that the
cause should immediately precede.the effect and not synchronise
with it. But this is only an eye-wash, as there is o room left
for the causal operation ; and how can an effect issue into being
from an inert, passive, inoperative entity? The cause can
operate if it is present in the moment of the effect’s production.
Causation cannot be supposed to consist in mere antecedence
and sequence bereft of all operative agency. Were it other-
wise, the odour of the jug would be the effect of the colour that
existed in the jug in the preceding moment. But odour is
never regarded as the effect of colour, though one is the antecedent
and the other is the consequent. By similar logic the subsequent
colour of the jug also cannot be regarded as the effect of
the previous colour, though temporal succession obtains between
the two. It must, therefore, be conceded that mere precedence
cannot be the ground of causal relation but semething deeper
and more fundamental, viz., causal operation. In other words,
the cause is that whose active operation brings about the effect
and is not one that merely precedes in time.

To sum up : if the effect is supposed to be produced from
a cause that has become defunct, the effect will be destitute of
a cause, a8 a defunct entity is & pure non-entity. And if it be
oconceived to be originated by a living cause, the cause must be
conceded to exist for more than one moment. So the Buddhist
is placed between the two horns of a dilemma. If he admits
the former alternative, he ‘cannot explain causation ; if the
latter alternative is acoepted, he gives up his -position—the dob-
trine of universal flux. '
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The difficulty of causation is not the only difficulty in the
theory of flux. This theory equally fails to explain perception.
If all objects are momentary, they cannot be amenable to sense-
perception. Perception requires that there should be a contact
of the sense-organ with the objéct; but the .object disappears as
soon as the contact takes place and so cannot be cognised, as
cognition can arise only in the second moment, bul by that time
there is no object to be cognised. Thus perceptual cognition is
rendered impossible and as a consequence causal relation is
reduced to an indeterminable phenomenon. Because, causal
relation is determined by the joint processes of observation and
non-observation of sequence. Thus, when a ‘particular pheno-
menon is observed to be invariably followed by another pheno-
menon and with the disappearance of the former the latter also
is observed to disappear, the impression is borne in upon us
that the two phenomena are causally related. But observation
has been ruled out as an impossibility, and non-observation is
gothi};g but a case of observationi, in which the locus alone is
cognised as unrelated to the object which rested on it.

It has been proved that causation and its cognition become.
absolutely- unaccountable in the theory of flux owing to diffi-
culties lying in the very nature of the objective reality. But
there are equally insurmountable difficulties from the subjective
side also. Fiven granting that the object is amenable to per-
ception, there is no constant subject who can connect the two
successive events in causal relation. This relationing pre-
supposes that there must be one subject who knows the two
events successively. But there is no such subject, as all things
including ego consciousness, are believed to be momentary.
The cognising subject varies with the cognitions and so rela-
tioning of two events, which is the pre-condition of the know-
ledge of causality, will be impossible.

Again, recognition as a psychical fact becomes equally
unintelligible, because recognifion means the . cognition by
one individual of the identity of two faocts happening at
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different times and thus the continuous identity of the subject
and the object is the necessary condition of recognition.
But as there is no continuity .either in the subject or in the
object, recognition as a psychical fact becomes an impossibility
in the Buddhist’s scheme of philosophy. The Buddhist, however,
contends-that recognition does not presuppose the permanent
identity of an object, as recognition takes place if there is
close similarit}; between the objects concerned as in the
case of flames, growing hair and nails. But this contention
is perfectly unavailing so far as Buddhist metaphysics is
concerned. Granted that the continuity of the object is not
necessary for recognition, how can you dispense. with the
continuity of the subject ? When both the subject and the object
are momentary, how can there be any recognition at all ? Be-
sides, how can you account for the rise of desire in a man for the
taste of a fruit when he sees only the colour of it ? Certainly
he does not experience the taste when he sees it from a distance.
It is possible if the man remembers that taste and colour were
found to be associated in his previous experience. But this
presupposes the functioning of memory and memory presupposes
identity of the subject of the two cognitions, which the
Buddhist chooses to deny. Moreover, bondage (bandha)
and liberation (moksa) become unintelligible fictions if this
theory is adhered to ; because the moment that is in the
shackles of pain and passion, totally disappears in the
second moment and the moment that will be emancipated,
will be quite another. And there can be no legitimate aspira-
tion or endeavour for attaining emancipation, as the spirit in
bondage will eo ipso die out in the second moment and so eman-
cipation will have no meaning as the subject is simply not.
Bondage and release can bear an intelligible sense if they relate
to an identical self and to say that one is in bondage and
another is released is simply to talk nonsense. Bondage and
emancipation, whether physical or spiritual, have the same
connotation and are intelligible if they counote the successive
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states of a self-identical individual. By- precisely the same
logic, memory, determination, teleological plan and purposive
activity, search for a thing lost or put in a forgotten place and
such other phenomena, which necessarily presuppose the
relationing of two experiences by a self-identical subject, will
become absolutely impossible of explanation in the thecry of
flux. Obviously, therefore, a system of philosophy, which fails
to render an intelligent account of the major part of our life
and experience, must be a bankrupt one, and the sooner one
withholds one’s allegiance from such a philosophy, the better are
the chances of one’s realization of life’s purpose and meaning.!

The Buddhist Position

In reply to this elaborate criticism of Kumdrila, Santarak-
gita and Kamalasila observe that the relation of action and result,
memory, bondage, emancipation and the rest are all capable of
explanation in terms of causality and do not contain any logical
or psychological presupposition of an underlying, continuous
soul-entity. As in the material, external plane the succession
of seed and sprout and the like is determimed by the law of
.causation, so also in the spiritual plane the order and succession
of psychical phenomena is precisely governed by the self-same
relentless law of causality and a permanent self postulated
ad hoc as the substratum of these successive states will be an
idle appendage, absolutely devoid of logical necessity. Causa-
tion, which is expressed in Buddhist terminology as dependent
or relative origination (pratityasamutpada), does not imply any-
thing more or less than pure succession of one thing by another
and no permanent substratum underlying or uniting' these float-
ing phenomena is cognisable. Good or bad results are seen to
issue from actions called good or bad and this is to be set down
to the natural constitutive energy of the cause itself and the
hypothesis of an energising principle apart from the phenomenon

1 T, 8. and Paijika, 8ls. 476-500.



66 BUDDHIST DOCTRINE OF FLUX

itself will be an idle abstraction. ¢ There is action and there
is the result, but no agent is found who throws over one complex
and adopts another. It is nothing but a conventional formula
symbolically expressed in the following terms : ‘one being,
another is, on the emergence of one, another emerges into
being.’ "’ ! R

But Sridbara in his Nydyakandali contends that without a
permanent substratum such as the self, the different cognitions
cmerging successively one after another cannot give rise to the
idea of unity of consciousness, Because the cognitions being
diserete and self-contained units can have no nexus between
and so will fall apart. The hypothesis of a causal relation cannot
explain away the unity of conscious life, as the causal relation
itself is cognisable only if there is an underlying unitary prin-
ciple cognising the different cognitions happening at different
times. And though cognitions are self-conscious in the Buddhist
theory, and as such may be supposed to cognise their own
character as cause or effect, as the case may be, this character
being a part and parcel of their constitution, still the causal
relationship cannot be apprehended, as the idea of relation is
possible only if the relata themselves are cogniscd in one sweep.
But cognitions being self-contained and self-regarding in refer-
ence and as such absolutely out of relation with one another,
there can be no cognition of a relation and consequently no
determinative conception of the same (adhyavasdya), which
tollows only in the wake of a previous perceptual cognition.?

1 qgsti karms, asti karmaphalam, kirakas tu nopalabhyate ya iman
skandhin 8keipati, anydrhé ca skandhin upiddatte, anyatra dharmasanketss.
tatriyarh dharmaesstketo yadutd ‘smin satI’dam bhavati, asyotpidad
jdam utpedyats iti, T. S, P., p. 178, :

8 parvottaradhiyau svninltrnni}ate kutas tasyah Kiranam aham, asydd
ol 'smni kiryam iti pratlyetdm, parasparsvirthnabhijfiatvat, tabhyam
sgrhitarh kuto ‘dbyavasyati, tesyd ‘nubhavanusiritvat. N. K., pp. 71.73,
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Ratnakirti in auswer to a criticism of this nature observes
in the Hsanabhangasiddhi that a subsequent cognition, when
generated by a previous cognition, is not a simple entity, but
emerges into being as impregnated with the impression of
the previous cognition and so the concomitance of the two
factors of causality-in-presence is easily apprehended in the
form ‘one thing happening another happens.” And there is.
no difficulty in the cognition of this concomitance in absence
also. Thus, while a cognition cognising the ground-surface.
without a jug on it is followed by the subsequent cognition as
its effect, the latter emerges along with an impression of the
Previous non-cognition of the jug and because the impression
is there, there is no such thing as the loss of the previous
cognition as it is present in the form of a memory-impression
in the being of the subsequent cognition and for this no
permanent underlying principle need be postulated. The
cognitions are certainly self-contained and discrete, but by virtue
¢of the causal relationship the subsequent cognition comes into
being instinct with the memory-impression of the former cogni-
tion as its legacy. Moreover, if a single cognition is held to be
incapable of referring to the previous and subsequent cognitions,
how can there be a cognition of this sequence even if there are
two distinct cognitions, as these are not mutually related in any
wise. The supposition of & permanent substratum, holding the
two cognitions in its fold, cannot explain this phenomenon
either, unless and until it is supposed to cognise the two cogni-
tions happening at different times by one simple cognition. So
here too one cognition has to be postulated and, if 80, you cannot
legitimately object to the subsequent cognition cognising both
iteelf and the previous cognitions existing in the form of an im-
pression, which you too will have to admit. The only difference
is this that you postulate a separate self apart from these facts of
cognitions ; but as cognitions are self-intuitive and can thus fully
account for relational thoughts, the assumption of a unifying -
permanent self is uncalled for. The supposition, moreover,
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introduces logical complications in the shape of relations of the
self with the discrete cognitions, and these relations, as we have
proved before, are nothing but unwarranted makeshifts, running
counter to all logical canons. The Buddhist’s theory, however, is
immune from these logical difficulties. The assumption of a
permanent self as a distinet category, therefore, is not only
redundant but logically absurd.!

The idea of unity of conscious life, Santaraksita contends, is
gencrated by the homogeneity of the contents of the series, the
apparent continuum, which, however, is a false abstraction in its
turn and as such cannot be pressed into requisition in the philo-
sophical determination of the ultimate nature of things. And
this psychical continuum is to be understood as absolutely devoid
of an underlying unitary principle in exact parallelism to the
continuum of material bodies, which, too, has no existence outside
the successive units. Uddyotakara, however, sees a continuity
of the causal substance in the effect ; he opines that the compo-
nent parts of the seed-substance, when conjoined with water and
soil, enter a new phase and the water and soil too by a process of
fermentation produce the juicy substance and this with the
seed-components in question culminates in the germinating
sprout. So it cannot be said that there is no continuation of the

ekiavasidyasamanantarajitam anya-

vijfilnam anvayavimaréam upadadhati |

evarh tad-ekavirahanubhavodbhavénya-

vyavrttidhih * prathayati vyatirekabuddhim I

evarh sati grhitdnusandhayaka eva yarh vikalpah, upadanopadeyabhitakra-

mipratyaksadvayagrhitanusandhanat.

‘* yadi nédmai 'kam adhyaksarh na piirvaparavittimat |
adbyaksadvayasadbhave prikparavedanar katham Il *’ iti.

SBNT,, p. 82,

* The reading ‘vydvritadhih’ has been emended by me as
¢ vydorttidhib.’
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causal substance in the effect.' But Santaraksita points out
that Uddyotakara’s position is absolutely untenable and is based
on unwarranted assumptions. Now, Uddyotakara assumes that
there is both a continuity and a change and this involves a con-
tradiction in terms. If the soil, water and components of the
seed-substance and the like do not suffer any change in their
constitution, the sprout and the seed will be identical, as no case
for distinction can be made out. And if they are distinet, they
must be invested with distinctive characters. Change means
difference of nature and this cannot be reconciled with identity.
Uddyotakara’s contention lays the axe at the very root of the
conception of causality. If distinction of the cause and the
effect is to be explained, you must say that there is no continuity.
You cannot argue by halves.?

The contention of Kumarila, that if the cause does not con-
tinue and synchronise with the effect, the cause will be defunct
and no positive effect can result from a defunct cause, is evident-
ly based on a misconception. The truth of the matter is that
the effect is produced in the second moment under the generative
influence of the cause, which existed in the immediately pre-
ceding moment. The cause in the first moment is a subslantive
entity and remains unimpaired before the effect is produced.

1 yatho 'ktam Uddyotakarena, tatrd ’pi ye bijivayavas te piirva-
vyihaparitydgena vyihantaram &padyante, vyuhantarapattau ca prthivi-
dhatur- abdhatuna saragrhitam -dntarena tejasa pacyamano rasadravyari
nirvarttayati. sa rasah pirvavayavasahito ’hkuradibbavam apadyata iti.
tat katharh tatra siksmo ’pi narhéo ’'sti’tv ucyate. T.8.P., p. 174,

2 yadi prthivyadsya uttarasmin sannivede varttamana aparityakta-
praktanasvabhava eva varttante, tadd na tegith pirvavyuhatyago vyihanta-
ripattié co’papadyate, tadatmyat, pirvavab............ atha bhedo 'ngikri-
yate 'nkuradindm, tada niyamcna priktanasvabhavaparityage sati ksitya-
dinamm purvavyihatyago vyuhintaripatti§ ca 'ngikartavyd, anyatha bheda
eva na syad. T.S.P., p. 174, ad, T. 8., 8ls. 507-508.
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It does not assuredly continue up to the second moment that the
effect is produced, being momentary. And if it is supposed to
continue, it will be perfectly useless as the effect is already
produced and the continuing cause will be of no further consequence
to it. Certainly the continuing cause cannot be supposed to origi-
nate the effect, as the effect has already come into existence and
origination means the coming into. existence of one that was
non-existent. If an existent fact can again be brought into
existence, there will be no end of the process. Now the vicious
infinite will not be the only issue; there will be no means of
distinguishing a cause from an effect, as previous non-existence,
which is the characteristic of the effect, can no longer be pressed.
In our view of causation, however, no such contingency arises.
An effect comes into being in the second moment under the
generative efficiency of the cause which exists in the previous
moment unimpaired and intact. If the effect was supposed to
be produced in the third moment, thé objection of defunct
cause -could be advanced; but this is not admitted by us. Nor
does the contingency of the cause synchronising with the effect
arise in our position, which could arise if the effect were
supposed to be produced in the first moment and if we admitted
a co-existent cause (sahabha hetu) like the Vaibhgsikas. But
we do not hold any such position, which is logically absurd.?
Kumadrila only commits the blunder of the Vaibhdgikas by
making the cause and the effect synchronous. But synchronism

1 Vide T. 8., Sls. 509-514. Cf. tatha hi yadi trtiyadisu kyanesu karyarh
bbavati 'ty abhyupetarh bhavet, yatha Vaibhagika': angikrtam ‘‘eko ‘titah
prayacchati’’ ‘ti, tada vinagtat Kiranat karyotpado ‘ngikrtah syat. na cd
'yarh pakso ’‘smékam, ayuktyupetatvat. Yaugapadyaprassigo ‘pi kadacid
bhavet, yadi prathama eva kgape kiryam igyate, yatha tair eva Vaibha-
gikaih sahabhir hetur igyate, tac cai 'tad ayuktam. T.S8. P., p. 175.

For a detailed exposition of the nature of ‘sahabhii hefu,’ see Sysicms
of Buddhistic Thought by Yamakami Sogen, p. 810, and A.X,, II., 49.50.
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and co-existeace of the cause and the effect involve a contradic-
tioa in terms. If the cause is non-existent what could produce
the effect ? If the effect is co-existent with the cause, what will
the causal efficiency avail ?!

It has, however, been urged that the relation of causc and
effect is one of subject and object, of agent and product, like
that of the potter and the pot and so there is no contradictipn in
the cause being synchronous with the effect. But this is an
unwarranted assumption and only seeks to obfuscate a plain
situation. Neither experience nor logic gives us a warrant to
suppose that the cause seizes hold of the effect after the faghion
of a pair of pincers ‘and then operates upon it; or that the
effect comes into being with the cause lovingly caught up in
its tight embrace.” There is again no logical necessity for
postulating the existence of a causal operation as something
distinct and apart from the causal entity. If the exercise of
causal operation, on which Kumarila lays so much emphasis,
is supposed to connote the existence of something distinct from
the causal entity, then we must emphatically declare that the
whole world of reality, material and spiritual alike, though
subject to the relentless operation of the law of causation, is
absolutely inert and passive and inoperative. The cause and
the effect are equally passive entities in this sense. There is
nothing except a succession of moments, one mement following
closely upon another moment with a clock-like regularity withe
out the slightest exchange of services. When one moment

1 ggatah prig asimarthydt samarthye kiryasambhavit |
karyakaranayoh spagtarh yaugapadyar virudhyate Il
T. 8., 81, 515.

2 na hi tat kiryam dtmiyarh sarndarhéene 'va (kﬁranam i
grhitva janayaty etad yaugapadyath yato bhavet ||
nd ’pi gidhamh gamilingya prakrtirh jiyate phalam |
kdmi 'va dayit:'&b yena sakrdbhavas tayor bhavet |
T. 8., 8Sls. 516-17,
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follows another moment, the previous enfity is spoken of as
generating the subsequent entity and the two entities are
respectively called the cause and the effect. There is no such
thing as functioning of one thing into the other and when we
speak of one thing as producing another thing, we mean nothing
more than their pure succession. Our expressions cannot be
held to represent the real state of things. Language does not
conform to the rigorous nature of truth ; on the contrary, it
follows the guidance of convention which is traceable ultimately
to nothing but the speaker’s habitual predilection for a particular
mode of speech.!

We have seen that the hypothesis of separate function from
the causal entity is not logically tenable. We cannot also dis-
cover any logical necessity for this assumption and we do not
find what particular purpose may be served by this distinctive
causal operation. The causal operation has been postulated to
make the immediate production of the effect possible. But this
is not at all necessary. The actual precedence of the cause is
sufficient to account for this production ; then why should you
insist on its separate functioning, which is an unnecessary and
uncalled for assumption after all ? If, however, causal function-
ing or operation is thought to satisfy an intellectual curiosity,
why do you suppose that it should be necessarily distinct from
the cause itself 7 The cause and the causal operation can be
regarded as the same thing—its very struggle to come unto

1 niyaméd atmahetiitthat prathamaksanabhavinah |
. yad yato 'nantararh jatarh dvitiyaksanasannidhih I
tat taj janayati 'ty dhur avyapare ’pi vastuni |
vivakgama&trasambhiitasanketanuvidhayinah ||
T.8., 8ls, 5§18-19,

Of. janayati 'ty upalaksanam, tattad &érityo ‘tpadyata ity api vijieyam.
T. 8. P., sub voce,
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itself, its very existence can be construed as its operation.' In
fact, the Buddhist is an advocate of the dynamic constitution
of things and he seriously maintains that there is no reality
which is static and stationary. Everything in his view is in
perpetual motion and there is no rest and no cry for halt.
What he objects to is the affirmation of a causal energy as
distinet from the causal entity originally inert and passive.
The thing moving cannot be abstracted from motion—the two
are one indivieible whole and the idea of abstract motion is but
an intellectual fiction. It may, however, be urged that if there
is no causal functioning, then how could the idea of depend-
ence be explained ? The effect is said to depend upon the cause
for its origination and the cause is regarded as conditioning the
effect. Quite so ; but this dependence is nothing but the invari-
able sequence of the cause and the effect. The fact that an
effect invariably follows the cause is construed into a relation of
dependence ; but this is only our interpretation of this invariable
sequence and is no argument for its objective existence.?

Again, what is the factual basis of this supposition of causal
functioning as a distinct factor in causation? Certainly, it is
the invariable sequence of the cause and the effect, on which
this hypothesis is grounded. You posit a separate causal opera-
tion when you see that a particular effect invariably accompanies

1 janmatiriktakalena vyaparena 'tra kirh phalam |
sattai ’va vyaprtis tasyam satyar karyodsyo yatah I
T. 8., 8l. 520.
Cf. also & Buddhavacana,
tatre ’dam uktarh Bhagavata,
*ksanikah sarvasarhskard asthiranar kutah kriya |
bhitir yai 'sam kriya sai “"va karakarh sai 'va co "cyate ||
Quoted in the T.S8.P.
(The reading ‘ycgdm’ is obviously & misprint or a scribe’s error. The
reading ‘yai’sa’ found in some books is also sensible, p. 11.)
2 ya anantaryamyamah saiva 'peksa ‘bhidhiyate |
karyodaye sada bhavo vyaparah karanasya ca ||
Ibid, 81, 521.
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another entity called the cause and you assume that without this
causal operation functioning independently or as an integral part
of the basal cause, the causal factor is inefficient regarding the
effect to be produced. But the fundamental datum of this
assumption is not anything more or less than the invariable
concomitance of the two factors in question attested im a number
of instances under observation. In the circumstances we do not
see any necessity for postulating the existence of a tertium quid,
a separate .causal operation apart and distinct from the basal
cause. Nor do we visualise any harmful issue if we suppose
that it is the cause in question, which produces the effect ; on
the other hand, we have the full sanction of experience on our
side. When the full complement of causes and conditions is
present, the effect is seen to be produced 1nvar1ably and withou$
fail. We certainly do not pretend to any occult powers whereby
we can envisage the existence of the funetioning or operation
distinct from the entities themselves. Nor do we see any logical
necessity for inferring this additional factor. But the niiive
realist may assert that a cause, static and inoperative, is as good
as non-existent and if it is to be efficient, it must energise and
this is possible if there is an energising operation over and
above. We admit the plausibility of the hypothesis. But we
elect to enquire of Kumarila if this ‘energising function ’ pro-
duces the effect independently of another operation or not. If
it requires another operation, that will require a third and the
third will require a fourth and -so on to infinity ; it must be
admitted for avoiding this contingency that  energising ' is self-
sufficient and independent of any external help. And if this be
80, what is the harm if you think the causal entity to be the
gelf-sufficient cause of the effect ? On the contrary, you will
not have to posit any invisible agency—an altogether gratuitous
assumption. Certainly you do not gain anything by positing
the existence of an unnecessary tertium quid, but on the other
hand, you offend the Law of Parsimony which requires us
to guppose the fewest possible factors for explanation of a
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phenomenon. We, however, demur to subscribc to the
Naiyayika's contention that causal operation can be distinctly
envisaged. We forswear all pretentions to any such extraordi-
nary powers of vision.

The logical absurdities of the position of the ndive realists
can be brought home by a dilemma. Is this causal operation or
energising, which has been heralded by Kumarila with such a
flourish of trumpets, something distinct or non-distinct from the
causal factors themselves? Tf it is something distinct, you
should believe this to be the cause and not the previous entity,
say, the seed. It may, however, be contended that the previous
entity as informed with this energising is the cause and neither
the cause nor the energising in isolation has any efficiency. So
neither of the two is superfluous. But this interpretation will
only make the hypothesis open to dialectical difficulties, 1f
these two factors, to wit, the basal cause and.the energising, arc
really two distinct entities as you posit, how could there be any
relation between them? For the relationing of the cause and

the effect you had to assume a tertium quid, viz., the energising,
as the connecting link. But as this energising is equally a

distinet fact, it will also hang loose unless there is another
* energising ' to bring them together. And so an infinite number
of causal operations or energisings will have to be assumed and
yet the effect will not be produced. If, on the other hand, this
energising or operation is supposed to be something non-distinct,
it will be an idle appendage to the causal entity. So neither
logic nor experience gives any warrant to postulate the existence
of causal operation in contradistinction to the causal entity and
g0 no case has been made out against the fluxional entity
becoming a cause in its own right.

Moreover, Kumirila cannot consistently insist upon the
proposition that an unfunctioning cause cannot have any effici-
ency, sinee he admits that our cognitions do not require a
separate functioning or operation to cognise their objects. These
cognitions apprehend their objects as soon as they are born, since
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our states of consciousness are momentary and so cannot last a
moment longer, in which they could exercise their operative
efficiency. Kumarila has to make an exception in favour of
cognitive states, which he admits in common with the Buddhists
to enjoy only a moment’s existence. But the argument applies
to all causes alike, as the momentary nature of all entities has
been proved to the hilt and so causal functioning or energizing,
by which Kumarila laid so much store, is only an inconsequential
hypothesis without any bearing whatsoever upon causality.!
The next objection of Kumarila—that if mere antecedence bereft
of opetative efficiency is regarded as the determinant of causal
relation, it will make the odour of the jug an effect of the colour
preceding it—has no force against the Buddhist theory of causa-

tion. If the whole series of successive moments be ideally
comprehended as a continuum, the colour and the odour can be

believed to be causally related. We do not, however, regard
mere antecedence as the determinant of causal relation, but
invariable and unconditional antecedence. So there is absolutely
no necessity for supposing that an antecedent as exercising a
causal operation in the second moment is the cause of the
subsequent entity so operated upon, since an invariable and
unconditional antecedent will meet the situation.

Again, the objection that perception of external reality
will become impossible of explanation, because the object and its
cognition are not synchronous, does not affect the Buddhist posi-
tion in particular. It is a common epistemological difficulty and
its solution will be of a piece with that proposed by other sc¢hools
of thought. The problem of perception as to how the mind can
take stock of the external objective reality is an eternal problem
and is neither enhanced nor minimised whether the reality is

1 buddher yatha ca janmai ’va pramanatvarh nirudhyate |

tathai ’va sarvabhavegu taddhetutvac na kirh matam §
ksanika hi yathi buddhis tathai 'va ‘nye ’pi janminah |
siadhitas tadvad eva ’to nirvyaparam idam jagat Il

T.8., 8ls. 528-29,
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regarded as permanent or fluxional. There are two possible
theories which have been advocated by different schools of
thought. One theory maintains that our consciousness is clear
like a clean slate and does not depart an inch from its intrinsic
purity even when it apprehends the external reality. Conscious-
ness is an amorphous subs:ance and remains so in all its activities.
It is like light and reveals the object with its form and qaalities
without undergoing any morphological articulation in its constitu-
tion. This is called the theory of formless perception (nirakara-
jfiana).} It may be designated for the sake of convenicnce as
the theory of -presentative perception. There is another theory,
which may be called the theory of representative perception
(s@karavi jianavada). The latter theory holds that knowledge of
external reality is made possible by virtue of the objective real-
ity leaving an impress of its likeness on the mirror of conscious-
ness. The Sankhya, Vedanta and the Sautrantika Buddhists
are advocates of the latter theory. It appears, however, from
the Tattvasangrahapaijika that there was a class of Buddhist
thinkers who held the opposite theory of presentative perception.
Kumirila and the Nyaya-Vaisesika school regarded perception
as noa-representative in character, as they thought that the
representational theory gave a convenient handle to the subjec-
tive idealists for denial of external reality altogether. Perception
is held to be direct awareness of the reality and to be without
any content on the subjective side. The contention of the
idealist, that awareness and its content are one inseparable whole
and so are intuited together, was thus made out to be a groundless
assumption. All external perception is thus awareness of
something, distinct from and external to the subjective aware-
pess, which was held to be amorphous (nirdkdare) in nature,
The form and configuration perceived belong to external reality

1 (f. “‘akaravan bahyo ‘rtho nirdkara-buddhih.”
Quoted in the T. 8, P., p. 101.
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and these have no representative or counterpart in the psychosis,
which is formless and amorphous.*

Santaraksita and Kamaladlla observe that both these
theories have their advocatesin the camp of the Buddhists and
the theory of flux has no special difficulty in either case. If
perceptual knowledge, or all knowledge for the matter of that,
is regarded as a contentless, pure, amorphous awareness and as
taking stock of the objective reality directly and immediately,
the Buddhist can accept this theory without prejudice to his
metaphysical position, viz., the doctrine of momentariness of
things. The particular cognition of an object is to be supposed
to be engendered by a common setof causes and conditions,
which ushers into existence the object and the cognition as co-
products at one and the same time. The cognitive relation
beiween the two factors is to be explained by a law of harmony
or mutual affinity inherent in the constitutional peculiarity of
the subjective and the objective factor. And this is the only
possible explanation of the etiology of perceptual knowledge and
the Buddhist shares the difficulties or advantages of this theory
equally with the non-Buddhist schools. If, on the other hand,
perception is’ believed to be representational in character, it
would be a perception of the likeness or image of the objective
reality as imprinted on the perceptual cognition by the reality
itself. In this case, however, the perceptual knowledge will be
cognisant of the likeness or the mental portrait of the objective
reality in the first instance and this perception' of the likeness
forming the mental content is to be vicariously regarded as per-
ception of the objective reality itself. The so-called perception
of the external object will be nothing more than a perception

1 0f. *All the sciennes united are nothing but the human under-
standing, which remains one and the same however varied be the objects
to which it applies itself, and whioh is no more sltered than is the light of
the sun by the variety of the objeots it illumines.”’ Regulas, I (XI, p,
202). Quoted in * Studies in the Cartesian Philosophy,’” by Norman
Smith, p. 22,
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of the likeness or the copy of the object imprinted on the mental
canvas and as such may be regarded as mediate and indirect
in character.! Moreover, it has been urged that this theory of
representative perception not only makes perception vicarious and
indirect, but it also degrades consciousness into the position of a
variegated canvas, impressed as it willbe with all the forms and
colours of the external objects. And in the opposite theory also,
the relation of awareness and the object cannot be explained, as
there is no connecting medium between the fwo. Awareness will
be pure, indeterminate awareness and not awareness of this or
that, unless the two are supposed to be brought together. If
you geek to explain the difficulty by an appeal to the spepific
individuality.of the two factors and by postulating the operation
of a law of harmony or fitness, the Buddhist philosopher will
also have recourse ‘to some such theory. And if the difficulties
of the representational theory are sought to be explained away
by regarding the likeness or the portrait to be a fictitious arti-
culation, or by holding the two factors, viz., the awareness and
its content, as one and the same thing being essentially spiri-
tual alike, the Buddhist also will offer this explanation. The
objection, that the object of cognition has passed out of existence
when the cognition is supposed to come into being and so the
cognition will have no reference to the object, is based on a
misconception of the representative theory itself. In this
theory the object of direct perception is no longer the external
uncompromising reality, but only a likeness or image of the
same imprinted on the consciousness. 8o what is perceived is
a content of consciousness itself and the existence of the external
object at the time of perceptual cognition does not give any

1 “pa hi mukhyato yidrfem jfiinasyd 'tmasathvedanarh t3dpg eva
‘rthasye 'stam, kirh tarhi? svdbhdsajfilnajanakatvam eva’rthasys sarhved.
yatvem.’’ T.8.P., p. 570, under Sls, 2084-2085,

Also, '‘sikarajndnapskye oa tannirbhisasys vedyats,’’

Loo. oity
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advantage. The presence of the content is only necessary for per-
ceptual knowledge and not of the external object, which will have
served its purpose if it has left an impress of itself on the mind.
And so even if the object is believed to persist and thus to syn-
chronise with the perceptual knowledge, this synchronism, apart
from the question of its logical relevancy, will have no bearing
on the psychology of perception, asexplained by us. So Kumarila
only fights with a shadow.

As regards the objection of loss of earned werit and enjoy-
ment of unearned deserts, it must be stated that no such
contingency arises in the Buddhist theory of causation. There
would be loss of earned merit if the productive efficiency of the
previous agent was absolutely lost with the disappearance of
the agent, which, however, is not the case. The
productive efficiency, whether of good or evil, is transmitted in
and through the series of moments until it matures and exhausts
itself in the production of the effect in question. It is not
necessary that the agent should continue in order ¢o make the
production of the effect possible, as the continuity of the series
will serve the purpose. But the effect actually takes place as
soon as the causal efficiency reaches maturation and so there
is no loss of earned deserts. Similarly, the argument of enjoy-
ment of unearned deserts could be brought home if there had
been no productive factor in the series. But this is denied by
us, the Buddhists. No effectis produced unless there has been
a potent cause for it in any one of the constituent moments of
the series. Though the particular moment, which discharged
the meritorious action, has disappeared, it leaves behind a legacy
of its merit in the shape of an unconscious driving im-
pulse (v@sand) which rumns down in and through all the
moments of the consciousness-series until finally it exhausts
itself in the production of the expected result. The moments of
our conscious life are not simple entities, but have unsuspected
powers and potencies, which discover themselves only by their
results. Sridhara urges that an unstable conseiousness, existing
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only for a moment, cannot either receive or retain this vasana
in its being and so we have to postulate a permanent, continuous
substratum, which can hold and retain this for an indefinite
length of sime. But this objection cannot stand examination.
We do not see how a permanent substratum can be of any help.
Certainly the supposed permanent agent, when it discharges a
meritorious act, does not continue to be the same unchanged
entity as before. On the contrary, it must be supposed that the
permanent agent has come to ba vested with a different property
by reason of which it ultimately enjoys the fruits of its
meritorious action. But this can be possible of explanation if
the conscious agent undergoes material change of nature, and if,
on the other hand, it continues inits previous unblest condition,
no explanation of the enjoyment of reward can be offered.
Paradoxical though it may appear, it is the theory of flux which
can explain the law of retribution—this theory of reward and
punishment. If the agent is supposed to be a permanent,
unchanging soul-entity, there can be no activity, voluntary or
involuntary, on its part, far less the enjoyment of fruits of its
labour. The theory of reward and punishmenf, a corollary of
the law of retribution, which has been postulated by all schools
of thought as the only explanation of the variety and inequalities
of the world-order, will thus collapse like a house of cards, if
the doctrine of a permanent, unchanging self is adhered to, as
the permanent is not amenable to any activity.

Kumarila, however, pleads that the complaint of loss of
earned merit and enjoyment of unearned deserts is not based on
the loss of merit acquired by an agent, as the Buddhist does not
recognise any agent at all. The objection rests on the funda-
mental assumption that the action, responsible for the
result, is lost completely and irrevocably and the result is
supposed to emerge without a causal basis. But we, Buddhists,
plead guilty to the charge and our apology is that no such
continuity is either logically necessary or defensible. The law
of causality governing a particular psychical confinuum is

11



82 BUDDHIST DOCTRINE OF FLUX

adequate to explain this phenomenon and the continuation of
the agentive moment does not facilitate, nor does its discontinua-
tion frustrate, the operation of this causal law. It will do if a
particular result has a predecessor in the series, possessing
generative efficiency for the same. \What is necessary is this
gencrative efficiency and it continues unimpaired in the series,
being born anew with each resultant factor. That the two
moments, the agentive and the enjoying factors, are distinct
and discrete entities is acknowledged by us and if this be the
gravamen of his complaint, we weclcome the issue as an in-
evitable conscquence of the law of causality. If you seek to
avoid this consequence, you can do so on the pain of denial
of the law of causality, which is tantamount to denial of
all attempts at a philosophical explanation of experience and
reality.

The next objection of Kumarila is that voluntary activity
will be impossible if all things, the subjective consciousness
included, are momentary, because the subject, convinced of his
utter doom in the next moment, will have no incentive for action,
as the consequences will not be enjoyed or suffered by him. But
this objection is devoid of all substance. =~ Now, there are two
classes of persens, who engage in a voluntary action, to wit,
in the first place, the enlightened, who have realised the
fluxional nature of all existence, and, in the second place, the
unenlightened, who have not yet attained to this transcendental
knowledge. So far as the latter are concerned, there is
absolutely no ground of apprehension of any such crisis. The
unregcnerate person is in the grip of delusion and is absolutely
persuaded of the unity and permanence of his ego-consciousness.
And this idea of a permanent ego-principle is due to his
mistaking the apparent continuum of the conscious states for an
undivided unitary self. In reality, however, our consciousness
does not possess any unity at all; it is nothing but an ever-
flowing, unimpeded procession of unique conscious moments,
each sharply divided from the other. The unity of conscious-
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ness is only an illusion, gencrated by the homogeneity of the
conscious units coupled with their uninterrupted carveer, their
ccaseless continuum, which experiences no check and never
comes to an abrupt end. But the unregenerate person, deluded
by the surface-appearance of things, is not convinced of the
illusory nature of his egoism and so engages in all pursuits with a
view to ulterior results, which he hopes to enjoy for himself. To
him it makes no difference whether the ego-consciousness is a
momentary phantom or a permanent fixture, because he is under
the hypnotic spell of ignorance (avidya) and is not in a mood to
philosophise. ~ As regards the enlightened soul, who has
realised that all existents are momentary and the ego-conscious-
ness is an unreal phantom, for him, too, there is absolutely no
difficulty or bar to be engaged in active pursuits for the deliverance
of unregenerate persons. He is aware that the world of reality,
both subjective and objective, is governed by the inexorable law
of causality, under the influenc> of which a good and meritorious
action eventually results in the good and well-being of all
sentient beings and it is out of a super-abundance of love and
an innate irresistible charity of heart that the enlightened being
engages himself in this active humanitarian 1nission. Such a
spirit, though free and illuminated himself, does not feel happy so
long as the world is unfree and is caught up in the eddy of uni-
versal misery. He takes up the burden of the misery of the entirc
world upon his own shoulders aud throws himself heart and
soul into a long drawn-out campaign against this universal suffer-
ing. Though personally (if we can use such an expression
regarding the enlightened being who has seen through the illusion
of personalised existence), the Bodhisattva has no cause of misery,
he identifies hiwself with the whole order of suffering creatures
and poignantly feels the sting of misery that is tormenting the
whole world. So far from enjoying the blessedness of isolation
and peace of impersonalism, which is his due, he becomes one
of the busiest and .the most miserable of all living beings.
Personal motivation plays no part in his wmission of universal
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love and he is the antithesis of the wicked persen who feels an
impersonal pleasure in doing evil. The wicked man scatters
misery all over the world and makes it a mission of his life.
The" Bodhisattva is his counterpart and his mission of universal
love and selfless service is equally ah impersonal motivation.’

As regards the objection respecting memory, recognition,
and the .like, there is absolutcly no difficulty in the theory of
flux. These psychical phenomena are strictly governed by the
law of causation and they appear in that psychical continuum
(santana), in which a previous cognition took place at some past
moment. It is neither logically nor psychologically necessary
that the remembering moment must be identical with the cogni-
sing moment, as the identity of the subjective continuum will
do. That the said memory does not appear in a different subjec-
tive centre is due to the regulative power of this law of causality
and for this a permanent ego-principle need not be postulated,
as the ego-principle logically fails to connect these phenomena
in the unity of a whole.? And when an explanation, consonant
with the principles of logic, is possible, it is certainly un-
warranted that an illogical hypothesis should be entertained.
Memory therefore is not impossible of explanation in the theory
of flux and recognition, enquiry and such like psychical pheno-
mena, which presuppose a relationing of two independent cogni-
tions and thus proceed from memory, are likewise explicable in
the light of causality.

| ahinasattvadrstinarh kganabhedavikalpana | santdnaikyabhiménena
na kathaiicit pravartate | abhisambuddhatattvas tu pratikganavinadinam |
hetanam niyamarh buddhva prarabhante §ubhah kriyah | T.8., éls. 541-42,

cf. 'yivac cd 'tmani na premno hanih sapadi nadyati | tavad duhkit-
vam aropya na ca svastho ’vatigthate | mithyadhyaropahanartham yatno
‘saty api bhoktari’ ti |  Pafj., ad ibid.

2 The failure of & permanent soul to cement all the diverse experi-
ance units by a common bond lies in the dialectical difficulties of recon-
ciling permanence with change, continuity with diversity, This will
become 1anifest in our examination of the different soul-theories.
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As regards bondage and emancipation, they, too, do not
relate to an identical subject. Bondage is nothing but con-
sciousness in the grip of ignorance, the fountain-head of passions
and defilements which vitiate the conscious life in the pheno-
menal plane. Emancipation is the dissociation of consciousness
from these overgrowths of avidyd (ignorance or nescience), and
once disentangled from the shackles of these imperfections, con-
sciousness shines in its undimmed glory and absolute purity and
this is emancipation in our view.! Furthermore, there is no
example which shows that bondage and emancipation are the
successive stages of one and the same psrson, as every thing is
subject to change and so physical bondage and physical release
even relate to two distinct entities. On the contrary, the very
idea of bondage and emancipation is incompatible with the idea
of a permanent ego-principle, because the permanent. self will
not be subject to any change, which this difference of condition
involves and indicates. If liberation connotes an appearance of
& novel character, it will not relate to the permanent unchang-
ing soul. If, however, the soul is conceived to be identified with
this novel phenomenon, it will be momentary like the latter.
If, on the other hand, it is conceived to hang apart and not to
relate to the soul, the soul will continue in its pristine inglori-
ous and unregenerate condition and will not be emancipated. So
the opponent is compelled to accept our theory of universal flux
if he attempts to give a rational explanation of the theory of
bondage and emancipation, which we have proved to be abso-
lutely incompatible with the idea of a permanent self, that
was trotted out by the opponent as the fundamental presupposi-
tion of this universal doctrine of religion. The interests of
religion and metaphysics are therefore safe in the keeping of

! karyakarspabbiitas ca tatrda 'vidyadayo matah |
bandhas tadvigamad isto muktir nirmalata dhiyah | T.8,, §l. 544,
cf. cittam eva hi sarhsaro ragidiklesavasitam |
tad eva tair vinirmuktarm bhavanta iti kathyate |
T.8.P., ad ibid.
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this doctrine of universal flux and the theory of permanent
cause and permanent self is only a false guardian and a false
philosophy.

To sum up: we have seen that the difficulties and objec-
tions, advanced by the philosophers of rival schools against the
theory of universal flux, are imaginary and fanciful and are
based upon a short-sighted logic and surface-view of_ reality.
TFhey do not at all affect the solid foundations of the doctrine of
flux ; on the contrary, they find their solution in it, which other
systems have failed to afford.
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CHAPTER VI
A BuppHisT ESTIMATE OF UNIVERSALS

The philosophers of the Nygya-Vaisesika school have postu-
lated two different types of universals or genuses (jatis), viz., (1)
Existence (sattd) and (2) Substantiality and the rest. The first
is the highest universal, the universal par excellence, the
summum genus (para jati), because it only serves to bring all
existents together under one category and emphasises their
community of nature without any reference to their mutual
differences. A universal has been defined as a unitary (ekam),
eternal (nitya) principle underlying and informing a number
of individual beings.! Different individuals are grouped under
one category by virtue of this unitary principle which inheres in
them, one and all. Its supreme function is assimilation. The
highest universal, viz., existence, exercises this function par
crcellence. The other universals, viz., the substance-universal
(dravyatva), the quality-universal (gupatva), the action-universal
(karmatva), are minor universals (apard jatis), because they not
only assimilate different individuals into one class or group, but
they also serve to differentiate one class and the members thereof
from another class and its constituent members. Thus these
universals have a double function and a double aspect, viz., assi-
milation and differentiation. The highest universal exercises the
function of assimilation alone, which is the proper function of a
universal. Hence it is called the highest and supremest of all
uniyersals.

These philosophers further maintain that these universals
are objective entities and are envisaged in perceptual cognitions

1 nityam ckam snekanugatari semanyam. The words, samdnya and
jati, are synonymous,
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as much as individual objects, as the idea of universals arises on
the operation of sense-object contact. And the existence of
these universals can be demonstrated by a regular syllogistic in-
ference also. Our perceptual experience is not of the particular
cow, but contains a reference to another distinct principle,
which is not confined to the individual concerned, but continues
in other individuals in the same manner and in the same degree.
Had this experience been cognisant of the particular individual
alone, the reference would have been different in different indivi-
duals, as in the case of a cow and a horse. But this is not the
case ; there is a sameness of reference in our cognitions of
different cows and this identity of reference, linguistic and
psychological alike, can be accounted for only on the assumption
of a universal element super-added to particulars.' The existence
or non-existence of an objective reality can be determined by the
arbitration of experience alone and the dictum that ‘excess in
knowledge pre-supposes a corresponding excess in the objec-
tive order,’ ? should be accepted by all believers in extra-mental
reality. So the particular and the universal should be accepted
as equally true and equally real and there is no contradiction or
logical incompatibility in these two factors coalescing in one
substratum. Logic becomes a tyrant when it arrogates to itself
the power of dictating terms to experience ex cathedra. You
cannot dictate that the universal and the particular are mutually
contradictory and so cannot be found together. After all, what
constitutes incompatibility and contradiction ? Well, we consi-
der a position incompatible, which has nc. the sanction of valid
experience, or in other words, which has not been cognised by
means of any of the recognised instruments of knowledge. And
we regard any two things to be mutually contradictory when we
do not find them to co-exist in one substratum. When there is

! tasmad ekasya bhinnesu ya vritis tannibandhanab | simanyasabdah
sattadav ekadhikaranena via | 8, V., Akrtivada.
? yigayatifayam antarena pratyayitisayinupapatteh. N. M., p. 814;
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contradiction between two things, there can be no co-existence ;
on the contrary, one of them is superseded by another. Light
and darkness are regarded to be contradictory, because they are
not found to co-exist. But if co-existence of two things is
attested by uncontradicted experience, there is no earthly reason
why they should be regarded as mutually contradictory. And in
the present case of the universal and the particular there is
absolutely no contradiction or logical incompatibility as they are
found to co-exist in perfect amity and peace. Nor can this
experience be challenged, as there is no other experience to contra-
dict its truth. The experience of silver in the mother-o’-pearl is
regarded as false, as it is sublated by a subsequent experience of
the mother-o’-pearl. So the co-existence of the universal and
the particular is neither incompatible, as it is attested by undis-
puted experience ; nor is it contradictory as there is no sublative
experience to prove its falsity.! The doctrine of universal flux
which maintains that all existents are momentary, cannot be
accepted as it fails to render an adequate explanation of the class-
concepts, which cannot be denied an objective foundation unless
the position of extreme subjectivism is seriously maintained.
The subjective idealists (Vijianavadins), who regard the whole
objective world to be a phantasmagoria conjured up by a diseased
imagination, have at any rate the virtue of consistency to their
credit ; but the Sautrantikas, the so-called critical realists, have

1 yad apy abhihitam itaretaraviruddhariipasamavesa ekatra vastuni no
‘papadyata iti tad spi na samyak,
parasparavirodho 'pi nasti’ha tadavedanat |
ekabidhena na 'nyatra dhih Suktirajatadivat |
yatra hi virodno bhavati tatrai ‘katararlpopamardena rupéntaram upala-
bhyate, prakrte tu nai "vam iti ko virodharthah. chayatapav api yady ekatra
dréyete, kirh kens viruddham sbhidhiyate, adarfanat tu tad viruddham
uktam, na cai "vam iha ’darfanam ity avirodhsh. N. M., p. 811.
Also, ‘snupspannam iti nah kva sampratyayo yan na pramépeni
*vagatam, viruddham api tad budhyamahe, yad ekatra niviSaméanam na

paéydmah,’—Ibid, p. 547.
12
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not got this redeeming virtue. Their philosophy is at best a
compromise between honest realism and honest idealism and like
all compromises it is but a hopeless failure. They choose to
deny reality to relations and class-concepts, which, according to
them, are as much unreal and fictitious creations of the morbid
imagination as they are in the idealist’s scheme, and yet they
believe in the reality of the extra-mental world. But this real-
istic concession is neither here nor there. It satisfies neither the
idealist nor the realist. It is not a healthy philosophy, whatever
else it might be.

The Sautrantika’s Reply to the Realist’s Charge.

Santarakgita and Pandita Adoka, whose works have come
down to us in their original form, have given crushing replies to
the realist’s charges. The idea of a continuous identity under-
lying all the different individuals, by which the Naiyayika has
laid so much store, will appear on strict examination to be a
pleasant illusion of the realists. There is not only not a shred
of evidence in favour of the existence of such objective categories,
but there is, on the other hand, incontestable proof against this
supposition.  The contention of the Naiyayika that ideas of
universals arise immediately on the operation -of the sense-object
contact is not true, because such ideas are conceptual in character
and conceptual thoughts can emerge only after the name-relations
are remembered.  First of all, there is the sensuous presentation
immediate and direct and divested of all foreign reference.
Secondly, a mental energising towards the recalling of the verbal
association; thirdly, the remembrance of the name. So the
mind has travelled far away from the immediate datum of
presentation and the idea of the class-character arises only after
a series of psychical operations, which have little bearing on the
immediate objective datum. To say therefore that class-ideas
arc sensuous presentations is to betray psychological incptitude
and uncritical reading of experience. The class-idea is formed
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only when there is a reference through memory to past objects
and so this idea is but the result of a confusion between a past
object rcpresented by memory and the presentation of a sense-
datum. The unreality of these conceptual constructions will be
proved to demonstration in the chapter on perception.

It may be urged that if the class-character is not an objective
entity envisaged in perception, then, how could such ideas arise
at all 2 The particulars are absolutely distinct from one another
and have nothing in common according to the Buddhist’s theory ;
and so the idea of community cannot be generated by them. The
particulars may have efficiency in regard to their own ideas and as
this efficiency varies in each individual, the idea of the universal
cannot be accounted for by reference to these particular efficien-
cies either.! But this objection has no substance. Though the
particulars may be absolutely distinct and discrete, still they can
generate, owing to a determinate constitutive energy inhering
in each of them, a common idea, an identical concept. This fact
of one uniform efficiency is found in distinet individuals. Thus,
the myrobalan, the amalaki fruit (dhatri) and other substances
are seen to cure diseases of the same sort. Now these sub-
stances are admittedly different from one another and yet they
are found in experience to possess a common efficiency. It can-
not be supposed that these different medicinal herbs and fruits
possess a common nature, that is to say, they are informed and
enlivened by a permanent universal, which exercised this com-
mon efficiency; because in that case, the efficiency would be
absolutely invariable and identical in respect of time and magni-
tude. But this is not the case ; one is seen to afford speedy relief,
another to be sluggish in operation and the magnitude of effi-
ciency also is seen to be variable in different substances. Had
there been one unalterable rigid principle underlying them all,
these differences in operation and efficiency could not be expected.
Nor can these variations be set down to the action of other

1 Pide 8. V., §ls, 15-17, Chapter on Akrtivida,
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factors, e.g., difference of time and place of production of the
medicinal herbs and fruits. Because, these differences cannot
have any effect, either in the way of detraction or of supple-
mentation, on an unalterable, eternal verity, which, on pain of
self-destruction, must be impervious to all such external influ-
ences. Exactly on the analogy of the above cases, different
individuals possessing a uniform psychological efficiency can be
accepted as a reasonable hypothesis. ~And as regards the lingu-
istic usage, too, there is no difficulty whatsoever. 'When causal
efficiency in its widest and most comprehensive sense is intended
to be understood, such expressions, as °entity ’ (sat), ‘thing’
(vastu) and the like are applied to all existents. Particular ex-
pressions, horse, cow and the like, are employed to designate
peculiar sets of causal efficiency, such as ploughing, -carrying,
milk-yielding and the like. And as has been set forth above by the
analogy of the common medical action of different herbs and
plants, particulars, though discrete and distinct, may produce a
common psychological action. The concept of the universal is
nothing but an intellectual fiction, an adumbration of the mind,
which, however, is hypostatised as an objective reality existing
in its own right, independently of the thinking mind.® These
conceptual fictions have a pragmatic value no doubt ; but this
pragmatic utility is due to the particular objective reality, of
which the universal is a remote derivative.?

The contention of the realist that our perceptual cognitions
contain a distinct reference to the universal apart from the form
and configuration of the individual is a hollow assertion unsup-
ported by experience. The underlying universal is described
by you to be an entity devoid of form, colour and verbal associa-
tion ; but our cognitions have invariably these attributes as

1 anturmatrisamaridhar sérmvrtam avalambya te |
bahiripadhyavasitarh pravarttante mkusadikam | Ibid., él. 785.
antarmatra—buddhih. T. 8. P., ad ibid.

2 T, 8., éls. 728-29.
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their contents. A universal, amorphous and colourless, is never
envisaged in perceptual cognitions. Sankarasvamin,®! however,
opines that the universals are not amorphous entities, but they
have the same perceptible qualities, form and colour, etc., as
the individuals. The universal of ¢ blue ' has the features of
the individual ® blue ’ and so the different individuals are refer-
able to one catagory. But this view is equally untenable and
makes no improvement. If the universal is believed to have
the same characteristics with the individual, there is left no
means of distinguishing it from the individual in question. And
if the two are supposed to be presented as an undistinguishable
whole, with its contents lumped together, then, how could there
arise the distinct verbal and psychical references, on which the
Naiyayika laid so much stress ? The entire argument of the
realists is pivoted on the supposition that class concepts and
identity of nomenclature will be unaccountable if the objective
existence of universals is not admitted and this supposition is
a necessary corollary of the more fundamental assumption that
all our knowledge is derived from sense-data presented in percep-
tion.? OQur consciousness is but a receptive medium without
any constructive faculty or power to conjure up an idea, which
is not ultimately derived from objective experience. In fact,
this is a fundamental attitude of mind and has divided philo-
sophers into rival schools. So there is no reason to be optimistic
that one day all philosophers wiil sink™ their differences and
profess one philosophy. Philosophy is not so much a question
of conviction or carrying conviction as it is a question of mental
attitude and outlook of thought and habit of thinking. It will

1  gapkarasvami tv aha—saményam api nilatvadi piladyakaram eva,

anyatha hi nila ity evam anuvrttipratyayo na syat. T.8.P., pp. 248-44,
Vide also éls. 740-42, T.8.

2 (f. Essays in Radical Empiricism, p. 42. The same tendency is
seen to be at work in the Empiricism of James, though the conclusions
which he deduces from this fundamental postulate are widely at variance
from those reached by the Naiyayikn realist.
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be therefore better and more consonant with truth to say that
the task of philosophers is rather conversion than logical
conviction. The phenomenon of rival schools of thought hold-
ing contradictory views and constantly fighting with one another,
however unphilosophical it may appear, will not be a1 thing of
past history, because the fundamental attitudes of mind, the
bias of our thought-movement, cannot be changed or destroyed.
But ratiocination is the accredited instrument of all philosophy
and there is a common modicum of rationality in all human
heings and so the proselytising activity in philosophical circles
will never come to an end, the failures of the past notwithstand-
ing. So we must try to clinch the issue on logical“grounds.
Even granting that class-concepts are grounded in objective
reality still it cannot be proved that there is an eternal, undy-
ing universal running through the discrete individuals, because
in that case its cognition would not be contingent on the cogni-
tion of particulars, which are admittedly impermanent. But
this objective foundation is purely a figment of the imagination.
‘What objective foundation can be trotted out for such concepts
as ‘ thing ’ or  entity ' ? You cannot postulate the existence
of a higher universal, to wit, thingness, because that only shifts
the difficulty to ¢ thingness ’ itself. The concept of thingness
would require another universal and that again another and so
on to infinity. To avoid this vicious infinite series the Naiyayika
has to assume that universals are a class of sui generis categories
and that they do not participate in other universals. The same-
ness of verbal and psychological reference, i.e., the identity of
expression and idea in the case of universals, is not séught to be
explained by reference to another universal, but is believed to be
self-contained. Even the Naiyayika has to concede that there is
no ontological foundation for these concepts. Such concepts as
¢ cook ' (pd@caka), ‘ non-being,’ etc., are without any factual
basis. There is no such universal as ¢ cookhopd ’ or ¢ non-being-
ness,’ yet there is no difficulty in the matter of referring to
different individuals by a common name and a common concept.
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In the case of ‘ non-being,‘ there are four cases of such, viz.,
previous non-being (pragabhava), posterior non-being (pradhvari-
sabhava), reciprocal non-being (anyonyabhdva) and lastly,
absolutc non-being (atyantdbhdava),! and all these cases are
referred {o by the generic name of ‘ non-being.” But there is no
universal of non-being, as universals are believed o be entitative
in character. And such fictitious appearances as cloud-mansions
in the horizon and illusory silver perceived on the mother-o’-pearl
are even referred to by the common name and concept of house or
silver.  But this nomenclature and conceptual thought cannot be
made the ground of supposing the existence of an objective univers-
alin these fictions. Cooks and tailors may form a professional. class
by therselves and thus may be referred to by a common name
and concept. But nobody, possessing even a modicum of sense
and sanity, would think of according an objective universal to
these professional interests. Action cannot be supposed to be the
ground of this conceptual thought, the uniting bond of the stray,
discrete particulars, inasmuch as action varies with each indivi-
dual. The action of one is not the self-identical action of another
and as continuity and identily are the characteristic features of
the supposed universals, action cannot be a universal. And if

1 The non-existence of the cloth before its production is a case of
previous non-being. This type of non-existence is without beginning and
continues until the cloth is produced. The destruction of the clcth consti-
tutes & case of posterior non-being, which takes place as an event at a
definite point of time. It has a definite beginning unlike the former and .
thus has a previous limit, but it continues as such through all the time and
thus has no end or lower limit. The difference of one thing from another
is a case of reciprocal non-being. A table is not a chair and vice versa.
The last type of non-being, viz. absolute non-being, is one that is timeless.
It has neither previous nor subsequent history, but continues uniform and
unaffected. The non-existence of such fictions as a barren woman’s son
or o horned horse is absolute ygthout any reference to time-limitation.
The non-existence is not relative to a particular division of time or of space,
and is not contingent on any extrameous condition, Hence it is called
absolute and unconditional non-being (atyantabhava).
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action, though variable and inconstant, he believed to be the
cause and ground of the conceptpal thought, there is no reason
why the individuals should be denied this efficiency. Moreover,
action, say for example, ‘cooking’ being an accidental fact and so
being discontinuous, a person would not be called a cook, when he
does not actually perform the cooking operations. Neither can
the past nor the future action be responsible for this conceptual
thought, as they are simply non-existent. 8o no objective basis
can be discovered for this conceptual thought aud permanent
nomenclature. But the Naiydyikas as a class are noted for their
tenacity and Sankarasvimin has found an objective living univer-
sal in cooks and tailors and thus holds out a hope for the peren-
nial preservation of amenities of civilized life—no doubt a consola-
tion for legislators and social workers! He avers that the indivi- -
dual actions may be variable, but the universal of action
(kriyatvajati) is imperishable and this becomes the ground of
the class-concept. This argument reminds us of the drowning
man catching at the straw. How could the universal remain
when its medium of expression, viz., the individual action, has
ceased to exist ? And even if it did exist,how could it be perceived,
as universals on your own hypothesis reveal their existence in and
through the individuals alone ? Nor can its apprehension in the
past in any locus be the reason for the continuation.of the notion
in futurity. The idea of staff-bearer does not continue when the
man in question does not carry the stafi. Your argument, how-
ever, assures the continuity of the idea, but this is falsified by
experience. And if you posit a distinct universal, say for example,
cookhood and the like, a cook should have been recognised as a cook
even when he was born, as the universal is there for all time.
But if for some inscrutable drawback the universal "and the child
fail to be united, the union will never take place, as neither of
{hem, permanent entities as they are, will depart from their
original state. So the concept of cookhood should never arise at all.
And if the individual may possibly transcend this drawback, being
subject to change, no such contingency however can be supposed
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to happen to the universal, which is immutable by its very nature.
Uddyotakara however realised the absurdity of the above position
and so came forward with a more plausible explanation. He
asserts that universals are no doubt the cause and ground of
class-conceptions, but the converse of the proposition is not true.
There may be class-conceptions even without an objective univer-
sal, as, for instance, in the case of cooks as a class, since there is
no such universal as cookhood. The connotation of cook is the
chief agency of the act of cooking and as this agency is found to
continue in other individual cooks, the class-notion is not un-
grounded.  But this only smacks of prevarication. What this
chief agency exactly connotes is not cxplained. If it means
efficiency ($akti), it does not avail in the least, as efficiency is
peculiar to each individual and does not continue. If it means
the individuality (svabhdva) of the substance, or of the attribute
or of action, it leaves the matter where it was, as individuality is
peculiarly individualistic and never functions as a unitive
principle.

Thus all attempts at finding an objective basis for the class-
idcas having failed in the aforesaid instances, it must be supposed
that the ideas of these universals are conceptual constructions
from their exclusiveness of the opposite entities. The idea
of the cook-universal arises from the fact that cooks, individual
by individual, are sharply distinguished from all that are not
cooks. So the cook-universal as a concept is ultimately re-
solvable into exclusion of non-cooks and so can be logically equated
with the idea of ‘not-not-cook.” The use of nomenclature too is
purely a matter of convention, ultimately referable to this nega-
tive idea. So for the explanation of conceptual thought and
linguistic usagc it is not at all necessary to postulate the existence
of objective universals. These universals are thus subjective
fictions, fondly hypostatised by the habitual tendency of the mind
to localise ideas in external reality—the realistic bias of thought,
which is the bane and obsession of the Naiyayika. It is proved
therefore that class-concepts and class-names arc not necessarily

18
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grounded in an objective universal. They are purely subjective
constructions and have no reference to an objective, continuous
principle, in other words, to a universal. Such at any rate is
the case with ideas of negation (abhavavijiidna). A negation can-
not have a universal attached to it, as a universal can exist
only in positive entities.

Sankarasvimin, however, seeks to explain the concept of
negation by reference to the universal of the object of nega-
tion. A negation is always understood as negation of
this or that, of the jar or cloth or table and the like. 8o
though negation may not have a universal, the universal of the
object negated will be the cause of the conceptual thought. But
this only seeks to confound the real issue. We can understand
the position of the realist when he seeks to explain the concept of
jar by reference to the universal of jar. But how can the univer-
sal of one have a bearing on the concept of another, passes our
understanding. The concept of negation is entirely a distinct
concept having no relation, direct or indirect, to the jar universal,
which exists only in the individual jars. If the mere existence of
a particular universal can give risc to various concepts, as it is
imagined in the case of jar, which not only originates the concept
of the jar but also of the negation of the jar, then, there will be no
necessity to postulate different universals, as one universal will
have the power to give rise to all possible concepts. Bhavivikta
however thinks that there is no difficulty in the fact that the uni-
versal of one gives rise to the concept of a different sort.
There is no such restriction that our ideas should always conform
to the nature of the object, that idea and object should be
commensurate in all respects. Thus the idea of an army,
which is the idea of a unit, or the idea of a forest is not
generated by any unitary princifle, but by another thing, the
plurality of the individual soldiers or trees. The idea of one
beverage is not due to any unitary principle either ; it is generat-
ed by the admixture of various ingredients. If our ideas had to
conform, as a matter of necessity, to the nature of the objective
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reality, these ideas would be ideas of distinct units conjoined
together and not unitary in reference. We, Buddhists, fully
endorse the above position that ideas and objects are not always
commensurate, and precisely for this reason we think that there
is no logical or metaphysical necessity to suppose that our ideas
of universals should be affiliated to corresponding objective prin-
ciples. These ideas can be supposed to have been generated by
the particulars, distinct and discrete though they are. By the
way, the universals were postulated on the hypothesis that our
ideas should have corresponding objective realities as their cause.
But when idea and reality are admitted to be at variance, in. some
cases at any rate, it is better and more reasonable to accept our
theory. We, Buddhists, do not admit any objective universal
over and above the particulars. And if we analyse the psycho-
logical process of conceptual thought, we shall find nothing
beyond the particulars. Thus a particular is first experienced
and then it is at once assimilated to other particulars under the
jmpetus of the law of "association and thus a generic idea is
formed to which a symbolic expression, a name, is attached by
a pure caprice of will; and this name becomes a conventional
symbol of the generic concept and a convenient medium of com-
munication of ideas, which, though purely subjective construc-
tions, have a pragmatic value, as these ideas are remotely related
Yo objective facts, being ultimately derived from them.!

It has been urged that though some conceptual thoughts are
seen to arise without an objective universal, that is no reason that
all conceptual thoughts should be unfounded illusions. The con-
cept of negation is a case in point. It is said to be a subjective
construciion, because negation cannot bave a universal attached
to it. But there is no such logical bar in the case of other
concepts and so to lump them together with these admittedly

! bhedajiiane sati 'ccha hi sanketakaranpe tatah | tatkrtis tacchrutis
ei ‘sya abhogas tanmatis tatah | anvayavyalirekibhyam_ idam eva
vinifeitam | samarthar kiraparh tasyam anyesam anavasthitih | T. 8.,
778-74.
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subjective creations is not logically temable. You could with
equal logic deny validity to all our experience, because some parti-
cular experiences were found to be wrong. Weadmit the plausi-
sibility of the argument of the rcalist. But our contention is that
we do not repudiate the objectivity.conceptual thoughts on the ana-
logy of concepts which are admuttedly [alse. We only emphasised
that the realist’s position that all our knowledge must be derived
from objective experience was not invulnerable. This is a positive
gain on our behalf. Now we deny the existence of universals
because there is no proof in their favour. Universals are posited
to account for conceptual thoughts. But no causal relation can-
be discovered between concepts and universals. Causal relation
is understood by means of the Joint Method of Agreement and
Difference. But universals being eternal verities and conceptual
thoughts being occasional events, there can be no causal relation
between them. The non-emergence of a particular concept can
not be due to the absence of the universal concerned, as wuniver-
sals without exception are present always. Nor can the occa-
sional emergence of a concéptual thought be causally affiliated
to a universal, because the universal is ever present and if it
had any such efficiency, it would generate the idea always. So
nothing is gained by postulating universals. If, however, the
cognition of universals is supposed to be contingent on the
cognition of the particulars in question, we do not see what
these effete universals will avail. Our conceptual thoughts are
seen to arise even without them.

The concepts of negation have been proved to be unfounded
in objective universals. Kumarila however contends that even in
negation there is an objective universal, as negation is nothing but
a positive entity, bereft of a particular determination. Thus, the
prior negation of curd is nothing but the milk existing in its pure
state.’ This contention may hold good in case of negation of

1 nanu ca prigabhivadau samanyarh vastu ne ’syate |

8 V., Apoha, §l. 11.
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objective realities, but it has no force in negation of fictions of ima-
gination. The position of the realist that negation presupposes prior
existence of the thing negated is only a hollow assertion. When
we say that there was no such person as Kapiiijala! or Hamlet in
reality, we do not see how can the concept of negation be affiliat-
‘ed to an objective universal even of the object of negation. The
plea of Kumarila that negation always refers to a positive entity
divested of a particular determination falls to the ground in these
negations of fictitious persons and things. Hamlet or Kapifijala
is not a real entity under any circumstance. And what about
the negation of doctrines or of categories maintained by the rival
school of philosophers ? Kumarila would say that there is no such
thing as Pratisankhyanirodha. But does this negation imply a
pasitive fact in any wise ? TIf not, how could the concept of nega-
tion arise at all in these cases, as in thesc cases there isno positive
entity, far less a universal attaching to it. If you answer that
pegation in these cases relates to a subjective concept, which has
no objective reality, then, for the sake of consistency at least you
should admit that our concepts and expressions without exception
are alike devoid of objective reference ; in other words, they are
subjective fictions, pure and simple, their pragmatic value
notwithstanding.?

Furthermore, even granted that these universals are objec-
tive categories existing in their own right, it cannot be con-
ceived how they are related to particulars. The universal and
the particular cannot be distinguished by perception, as they are
not distinctly perceived. But distinct things are perceived as
distinct from one another. The universal is supposed to exist
in a number of particulars in the same fashion and in the same
form. But they are not felt as such. You might say that the
universal is not perceived independently of the particulars, as it
exists in them ; but its mode of existence cannot be logically

! A minor hero in {he Kidambari, a8 romantic novel by Bana Bhatta,
a protégé of Emperor Harsavardhana of Northern India, who was the patron
of the celebrated Chinese pilgnim, Hiuen Tsang.

$ T. 8. P, p. 255, under §l. 788.
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conceived. Existence is ordinarily understood to be nom-for-
feiture of one’s nature. A thing is said to exist when it does not
lapse from its own nature, or in other words, when it maintains
itself intact. But for this self-maintenance or self-assertion a
thing must rely on its own independent resources and must not
be dependent on extraneous help or favour. And if the universal
is an independent entity, it must exist by its own nature and
for this a medium is useless. If, on the other hand, it does not
possess such powers of maintaining or asserting its existence, a
medium cannot be of any help to it. A medium is seen to be
necessary to prevent a thirg from falling down, as for instance
a basket is needed for the holding together of fruits and
vegetables. But the universal is not a gravitating body ; it is on
your own assumption a passive entity devoid of locomotion and
gravitating tendency. If, however, the universal is supposed to
exist in the particular mediums by the relation of co-inherence
(samavaya), it does not make any improvement on the situation;
on the contrary, it further complicates the issue. The universal
is a bold assumption in itself and to justify this you are making
another assumption which is equally absurd. One absurdity
necessitates another absurdity, just as one lie requires an infinite
number of lies for its justification, but all this to no purpose.
Co-inherence is a relation, but unlike other relations it does not
bring together two terms existing independently of one another.
It obtains between two things, which are never found to be disso-
ciated in nature. But this is a case of plain self-contradiction.
A relation between terms which are conjoined by their very
nature is absolutely unavailing. If there is a relation, the terms
must be supposed to have existed separately. and if they were
never separate, no relation can be necessary or possible. So the
relation of co-inherence cannot be accepted as a satisfactory ex-
planation of the relation of the universal and the particular. The
position taken up by the realist that there is no contradiction in
experience, unless it is shown to be contradicted by anothe:
experience, is not a logically sound position. When there is a
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divergence in the interpretation of experience itself, the issue can
be decided by an appeal to logic only. The present dispute affords
a case in point. Our perceptual experience is believed by the
Naiyayikas and the Mimarsakas to be cognisant of the particu-
lar and the universal both at one sweep. But the Buddhist does
not think that the idea of one continuous principle is directly
derived from perceptual data.' So the strength and validity of
experience cannot be determined otherwise than by a logical
examination. The falsity or invalidity of an experience is deter-
mined by a contradictory experience no doubt ; but that is not the
only means. Those who are possessed of a philosophic insight do
not rest satisfied with the prima facie verdict of experience, but
seek to test it by logical canons. Experience, no doubt, is the
final arbiter, but it must be attested and approved by logic. The
disregard of this procedure will only land us in rank empiricism.*
Co-inherence as formulated by the Nyaya-Vaisesika school thus
fails to render an explanation of the relation of the universal and
the particular. Kumarila maintains that the relation of the uni-
versal and the particular is one of identity in difference. A reality
is a concrete whole of which the universal and the particular are
two aspects. So a cow is both identical with and different from
another cow. It is identical in respect of the universal, but differ-
ent in respect of the particular variation. Buf this is an absurd
position and does not even deserve a refutation. How can one
thing be one and many, eternal and non-eternal ? It is a contra-
diction in terms. Kumarila however would turn round and say
that there is no contradiction in it, as it is found to be so in
uncontradicted experience. But this appeal to experience is an
argument of despair and we have just proved the hollowness
of this position.

1 dratatvdan na virodha$ cen na tatha tadavedanat |
tarh hi na ‘nuvrttarthagrahipi netradhir iti i N. M., p. 301.
2  drdbadrdhatvam aksunnam apariksyai’va samvidam | na ne’ti pru-
tyayad eva mithyatvarh kevalarh dhiyam | kirh tu yuktipariksi, pi kartavya
stiksmnadarsibhih Il Op. cit., p. 801.
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It may be supposed that the relation is one of revealer and
revealed. The universal is revealed in the particular and it is
for this reason that they are found together. But this too does
not take us nearer the solution. If the universal is possessed of
the efficiency to generate a cognition of itself, the revealing
medium will have no function in this respect. And if the
universal does not posscss this efficiency, then, too, the medium
will be useless, as an eternal verity cannot be supposed to
change its nature. If the universal is supposed to develop
this efficiency in association with the particular media, the
universal must be supposed to be fluxional, as the existence
of contradictory attribites in one substratum is impossible
unless the supposed integer is split up into diverse entities.
But this amounts to the negation of the universal.

Again, let the relation of the universal and particulars be one
of co-inherence. But does the universal exist in its entirety in
each of the particulars or in its partial extension in them ? If
the universal exists in a particular in its entire extension, it will
be exhausted in one such partieular and so cannot exist in other
particulars. But universals are ex hypothesi supposed to exist
in all its particulars in the same fashion and in the same degree.
And if a universal is supposed to exist in each of the particulars
in its partial extension, the universal will exist in none of them
in its totality and so the idea of the universal cannot be supposed
to relate to any one of these particulars. Moreover, the universal
is supposed to be an impartite whole and so we cannot conceive
that the universal exists part by partin the particulars just as in a
garland the connecting thread exists part by part in the individual
flowers.! Again, the question arises whether universals are
ubiquitous like space or soul of the Naiydayika or they exist only
in the particular individuals belonging to them. If they are

1 pinde samanyam anyatra yadi kartsnyena vartate | tatrai ’'va 'sya
samaptatvan na syat pinddatars grahah | ekadeSena vrttau tu gotvajatir na
kutracit | samagra ’sti 'ti gobudkih pratipind sm kabharh bhavet 1 N. M.,

p. 208,
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supposed to be ubiquitous, all universals will exist together and
the horse-universal will be cognised in the cow and the cow-
universal in the horse and so with regard to all other universals.
Thus there will be confusion and no determinate concept can
arise. Nor can it be legitimately supposed that the individual
members of a class will exercise a regulative influence and so the
cow-universal alone will be revealed in the individual cows and
not the horse-universal or other universals, because such supposi-
tion could be possible if universals were not thought to be
impartite entities. So a universal once revealed will be revealed
in its entirety and thus should be cognised to be ubiquitous.
The individual is supposed to reveal the existence of the universal
like light ; but as light does not reveal its own self alone or its
qualities alone, the individual should reveal the universal not
only as it exists in it, but as it is by its nature, that is to say,
the universal should be revealed as ubiquitous and all-pervading.
But this is not our experience and we do not see how such uni-
versals can be of any help, the question of logical propriety apart.

Of course, none of these difficulties arises if we suppose like
Prasastapada that a universal exists in its own particular
members only and not also in the intervening spaces. But
Pradastapada’s theory is open to equally damaging objections.
If the universal exists only in its proper individuals, we cannot
conceive how the universal can attach itself to a thing which is
not born as yet. The cow-universal existing in the living cows
cannot be supposed to unite itself to the cow that is just born,
because it is inactive and stationary. If it is supposed to move
from one subject to another, it will cease to be a universal,
because only a substance (dravya) can have activity. And even
supposing that universals are active principles, we cannot
conceive how it can ‘move forward without deserting its
former locus and if it is supposed to leave its previous loci, the
latter will be lifeless entities bereft of the universal. Further-
more, the relation of the universal and the particular is peculiarly
embarrassing. The universal pervades the particular from top to

14
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bottom, inside and outside, in a complete and thoroughgoing
fashion, but it does not touch the ground whereupon the indi-
vidual rests. This is certainly a very strange position. The
universal does not move forward to join the individual which is
just born ; it was not there before, because the individual was not
in existence ; but it is found to exist in thé individual after the
latter has come into existence.' The Realist makes these
absurd assumptions one after another with a sangfroid which
befits a bravado and calls upon us to accept his position without
scruple or questions. And if we refuse to take him at bis word,
he accuses us of infidelity to cxperience and ultra-rationalism.
But there are limits to human credulity and each man has his
own experience and Lis own interpretation to rely upon. When
there is a divergence about the interpretation of experience itself,
the dispute can be terminated by an appeal to logic only. But
logic is not a thing which finds favour with the realist.

To sum up: we have seen that the universals are but
subjective constructions, pure and simple. The fault of the
realist lies in his believing these subjective fictions to be
ontological realities existing in perfect independence of thinking
minds. The . absurdity of the realist’s position has been
thoroughly exposed and further argument is useless and un-
necessary, as argumentation is nothing but a waste of energy
when a person is determined not to understand.

! anyatra vartamédnasya tato ’'nyasthinajanmani | tasmad acalatah
sthanad vrttir ity atiyuktatd | yatrd 'sau vartate bhavas tena sambadhyate
na tu | taddedinarh ca vyépnoti kim apy etan mahadhutsm | na yati na ca
tatri ’sid asti padoan na cd ‘rméavat | jahati pGrvam na ’dharam aho
vyasanasantatih | 8. D. 8., p. 27.
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CHAPTER VII

Tee DOCTRINE OF APOHA OR THE IMPORT oF WORDS

The Realists of the Nyaya-Vaisesika school and the
Mimanmsakas maintain that words have direct reference to objective
realities and as words relate to universals in the first instance,
these universals should be looked upon as stern roalities existing
in their own right and not subjective constructions, as the
Buddhists would have it. The subject and the predicate in a
proposition are equivalent with real facts and affirmation or
negation, whatever the case may be, really connotes a factual
relation subsisting between real objective facts. The factual
foundation of our linguistic usage is daily and hourly attested
by our practical experience inasmuch as in all normal cases word
and fact are found to be congruent. This congruence would
otherwise become unaccountable except on the supposition of an
actual objective basis. Now there is a wide divergence of
opinion in relation to the question as to what is the direct and
exact connotation of a word—whether it is the universal or the
particular or both. In the last alternative again there is room
for controversy as to the relation between the universal and the
particular, as to whether it is the universal as qualified and
determined by the particular or the particular as the substantive
with the universal annexed as an adjunct. But this will be
treated of more fully in the following pages.

The Buddhist, however, roundly denies the fundamental
assumption of the realist that words contain an objective refer-
ence, in all its aspects and bearings. The Buddhist maintains
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that words have no reference to reality in any sense. Words
in their opinion deal with concepts and these concepts are purely
subjective constructions. We have proved in the previous chap-
ter that universals are intellectual fictions and their pragmatic
value is duc to their remote extraction from objective facts,
which lhowever are uncompromising particulars, discrete and
distinct and without any continuity or nexus between one and the
other.  The best way to prove our contention will be by examining
the actual and probable theories of the rival thinkers and to see
how far these theories are tenable. Now a word cannot denote
the self-contained, unique particular which is alone real, as has
been proved by us. And these particulars are momentary entities
and so do not continue up tothe time that conventional relation is
apprehended. Apart from the question of its momentariness,
particulars are self-contained facts and even if the word-relation is
supposed to relate to these distinct entities, it will be of no avail
with regard to other particulars, which were not taken into
account when the verbal convention was cognised. So the word
‘cow’ would mean only a particular cow and not any other.
But this will serve no purpose. And it is humanly impossible
that a man should apprehend this conventional relation with
regard to all the individual cows that are and have been and will
be in existence. If it is supposed that all the individuals are
conceptually apprehended and labelled by a common name, then
it should be admitted that the conventional relation is apprebend-
ed with regard to -a conceptual construction and not real
individual facts, distinct and discrete that they are. It may not
be out of place to observe in this connexion that the theory of
transcendental contact with all the possible and actual individuals
in and through the medium of the universal in question
(samanyalaksanasannikarga), which has been propounded by the
latter-day Naiyayikas, equally fails to explain the factual incidence
of the verbal convention, for which it was postulated.

! na hy aarstesv atitiniigatabhedabhinnegy snantesu bhedesu samayah

sambhavaty atiprasangit. vikalpabuddhya vyahrtya tegu pratipadyata.
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We have hitherto contcnded that verbal relation is not
comprehensible with regard to particulars, either collectively or
individually, because of their infinite number and the suggestion
was not unlikely that the relation could be apprehended individual
by individual. But this also is impossible. The conventional
relation can be apprehended only after the name-relation is
remembered and the name-relation is remembered after the
individual has been perceived, but the individual being momen-
tary will have passed out of existence when the conventional
relation can be apprehended. Nor can it be apprehended with
reference to the facsimile-individual that comes into cxistence
in the individual-continuum, because the conventional relation
that is recalled had reference to the first moment and not to the
later moments. It may be contended that the moments being
closely similar and homogeneous in structure and appearance, they
can be conceived to giverise to a concept of identity and the
name-relation is apprehended with reference to this conceptual
identity. But in this view, also, the name cannot relate to the
self-identical individual moment, but to a conceptual construction.
If words had reference to objective entities, then we could expect
the self-same full-blooded apprehension as in sense-perception.
Take for instance the case of fire ; the word does not express the
full individuality of fire with all its heat and light that is revealed
in perceptual knowledge. What is expressed by the name is
only a bloodless concept. And as regards configuration (akrti),
it is nothing but a case of conjunction of component parts and
conjunction as distinct from the componental factors is only an
intellectual fiction. So this too cannot be the objective of
word-relation. As regards the universal or its relation, neither
can be the connotation of a word, as universals have been proved
in the preceding chapter to be hollow abstractions and relation
has no existence apart and distinct from the relata. So the

eve'ti cet. evarn tarhi vikaipasamaropitﬁrthavigsya eva Sabdasannive$anam,
na paramarthato bhedesv iti praiptam. T. 8. P, p. 278.
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contention of the Naiyayika that universal (jati), individual
(vyakti) and configuration (@krti) are the connotation of words
falls to the ground, because these conceptual vagaries are unsub-
stantial fictions, pure and simple. Equally indefensible is the
position of those who think that words have reference to the
conceptual image, in other words, the ideal content,
because the ideal content is a self-contained parti-
cular like the objective facts and so does neither eontinue
in other concepts nor relate to objective reality. More-
over, these ideal contents are purcly subjective facts existing
inside the mind of the subject and as such cannot have
the pragmatic efficiency that is possessed by real objective
entities. So this too cannot be supposed to function as the
connotation of words, much less as the subject-matter of verbal
convention.’ '
There are some theorists who hold that the essential mean-
ing of all words is undefined and unspecified ‘existence’ (astyartha)
and not any specific determination. When the word ‘cow’ is
heard, it simply connotes that something exists to which the
name ‘cow’ is affixed and no form or determination enters as a
content into this purely existential reference. The determinate
content of this reference is purely a matter of belief or pre-con-
ception of the subject in question. Sc even words which have a
reference to visible and perceptible objects are on the
same level with words which refer to unknown and unverifiable
objects. Thus, for instance, such expressions as ‘heaven,’ ‘merit’
or ‘demerit’ do not bring home to the understanding any specific
content, but only convey a vague existential reference and our
ordinary work-a-day expressions too do not connote anything

1 vioyarh svalaksanam upddhir upadhiyogeh |
sopddhir astu yadi vé "’k krtir astu buddheh |
adysntayor na samayah pbaladaktihaner |
madhye 'py upadhivirahat tritaye na yuktah |
Apohasiddbhi, p. 18. _
Vide T. 8., §ls. 869-84, and the Panjika thereunder.
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more than this. But this view too does not make any improve-
ment upon the previous theories. If words do not present any
definite meaning but only a vague reference to mere existence,
then linguistic usage would become absolutely abortive, as
there will be no variation in meaning and the content. The
word ‘cow ' and the word ‘h~rse ' would mean the same thing,
if they mean nothing more than ‘cxistence, pure and simple.’
But if they are supposed to contain a reference to an objective
individual, unique and distinctive, or to some concrete universal
or to an ideal representation, then the theory will make itself
open to all the charges levelled against the previous theories.
It may be contended that the connotation of the word ‘ cow ’ is
not unqualified existence, but existence as determined by the
particular word ‘cow’ and the universal of ‘cowhood,’” and because
the specific attributes and individual characteristics are not
understood in this reference, it is held that words are existential
in their import. The word ‘cow’ connotes ‘that something
exists,’ but this something is not an indefinite concept, but has
in it the cow-universal and the cow-expression as its content
determining it. But even this interpretation does not make
it more sound and intelligible. It only restates the position of
the Naiyayika who holds that words have a reference to the
universal-in-the-individual, the individual as defined and deter-
mined by the universal. But universals have been proved to be
unreal intellectual fictions and so this theory shares in the absur-
dity of the Nyaya theory in toto.

Others again hold that words denote ‘an undefined group or
totality’ without any reference whatsoever either to the indi-
viduals comprising it, or to the specific attributes constituting
the class-concept. They connote a group or a totality without
any emphasis, either on its distributive or its collective character.
But this ‘group’ or ‘totality’ is nothing but the well-known
‘universal ' of the realists masquerading under a different verbal
expression and as such is liable to all the objections attaching to '
the universal. There are some other thinkers who maintain
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that the connotation of words is but a complex of word and an
objective fact coalesced together and this is evidenced by the fact
that all our reference to an abjective fact is carried on by the
machinery of words. Word and fact are always found to be
associated in the relation of identity and this is the connotation
of word. But the Buddhist thinks that this view is based on
a confusion of a subjective idea with an objective fact, which is
absurd on the face of it. If any objective reality, either indivi-
dual or universal, were denoted by a word, then there could be
a remote possibility for a confusion of a word and a fact.
Besides, the verbal reference, out of which capital is sought to
be made, is purely a subjective idea and has absolutely nothing
to do with an objective reality. So this view does not make
any advance on the theory of those who hold the subjective
ideal content to be the meaning of words. But the latter view
has been thoroughly demolished, as an idea is not anything
different from consciousness and being momentary alike, it fails
to synthesise the different individuals, supposed to be denoted by
a word.

There is another theory which holds that word has a
reference to the subjective content, the idea or mental image,
which is occasioned by an external object and this idea or image
is believed to be the external reality itself by being superimposed
upon it. So long as the idea is believed to be a subjective fact,
which it is in reality, it does not and cannot lead to any activity,
as subjective fictions are not actionable. So the idea is
impinged upon the reality which causes it and this complex
identity of idea and object is the import of words. This theory
may be easily confounded with the Buddhist theory of Apoka,
but there is a fundamental difference between the two. The
Buddhist too believes: that the import of words is a subjective
idea hypostatised as an ohjective fact, but this objectivity is a
purely intellectual construction and is an ungrounded illusion,
because it is neither subjective nor objective, but a fiction, pure
and simple. The present theory, on the other hand, holds that
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the idea is a correct measure of the reality and is actually
superimposed upon an objective datum to which it refers. If
the external objective reference is believed to be a projection of
the conscious principle, absolutely ungrounded in an objective
reality and the synthetic class-concept is thought to be an ideal
construction, engendered by the exclusion of opposite entities,
shared in common by a set of individuals, then and then alone can
this theory be equated with the Buddhist theory of Apoha. The
Buddhist denies that words possess a factual meaning, be it sub-
jective or objective. Now what is the import of a word ? It is
certainly what is presented in a determinative verbal cognition.
But this determinate presentation is not of a subjective idea, but
of an external objective fact possessed of practieal efficiency.
And this objective fact referred to is not an actual reality, as it
lacks the. distinctive features of a living reality, which is unique
and self-identical and as it is not confined to one individual, but
compnses in its reference all the possible individuals. Nor can
it be a universal, since a universal has been proved to be a
conceptual fiction, So the import of a word is neither a sub-
jective idea nor an objective fact and ultimately transpires
to be an illusory projection. And when we refer to the
denotation of a word, we mean this illusory projection and
nothing else. v
There is still another theory which holds that words do not
signify any real object at all, nor do they convey any determinate
idea. Words are but symbolic values and stand on the same
level with signs and gestures. They produce an indeterminate
and contentless intuition (pratibha), which comes to be associated
with objective facts by repeated usage. They are destitute of
definite presentative content and are only vaguely suggestive of
facts and actions, as is seen in the case of children and animals.
And even this suggestion has no direct bearing on definite objective
data. Had it been directly grounded in an objective reality,
there would have been no occasion for the conflicting interpreta-
tions of texts or contradictory expositions ; and fictions and stories

16
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could not have been possible.’ Now the implications of this
theory have got to be tharoughly threshed out. If this sugges-
tion (pratibha) is supposed to have reference to an objective fact,
then how can a particular word give rise to various suggestions
in various minds, when the objective reality is uniform in
character ? = And if the verbal suggestion of intuition have ub-
solutely no bearing on an objective datum, then also they would be
unmeaning nonsense and as such could not lead to any volitional
activity, which is however the actual fact. If it is supposed that
the subjective suggestion is erroneously believed to be an objective
fact, then the import of words would be an illusory fiction and
the ideation and volitional activity would be a case of unmiti-
gated subjective illusion. But this illusion must have a 7raison
d’etre, otherwise an uncaused illusion can emerge always and
everywhere and no case for its limitation can be made out. Ii
however the illusion is traced to the peculiar distinctive nature
of individual entities, which sharply distinguishés it from entities
of contradictory nature and which thus cumulatively gives rise
to the idea of a generic universal, then this theory of suggestion
will have nothing to differentiate it from the Buddhist theory
of Apaha.

There are some other theorists, again, who maintain that
the subjective idea and the objective fact are structurally and
qualitatively close analogues like two twin brothers ; and though
the objective reality is not the significate of a word/ still the sub-
jective idea leads to the objective fact by reason of its close analogy.
But this theory fails to explain the invariable objective refer-
ence of verbal cognition. The analogy of twin brothers does not
help the issue. It is not a fact that one twin will be invariably

! yathai 'va hy ankuéabhighatidayo hastyddindm arthepratipattau
pratibbdhetavo bhavanti, tatha sarve ’'rthavat-sammatd vrksédayah dabda
yathabhyasarh pratibhdméatropasarhhérahetavo bhavanti, na tv artharh
sikedt pratipddayanti. anyatha hi katharh parasparapardhatah pravacana-
bheda utpadyakathiprabandhaé oa svavikalpoparacitapadarthabhedadyotakah
syuriti. T.8.DP., p. 288, Va. P,, II, 119 ; T, 8., éls. 893, 902-905.
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confused with the other. Thereal person intended may be under-
stood and so the subjective image may not be invariably con
founded with the objective fact and sometimes may be cerrectly
apprehended as subjective and in that case the activity bearing
on the objective fact will be impossible of explanation.’

All these different theories can be summarily dismissed by
this dialectic : Is the import of words a reality or not ? If it be
a reality, is it fluxional or permanent ? If the former, it cannot
have the synthetic reference, and if the latter, then the emergence
of successive ideas would be unaccountable. And so the theory
of the Vaibhagikas who postulate the existence of a word-entity
(namakaya) and of an objective generic character (nimitta)
existing as part of the reality signified by a word js equally in-
defensible. If the word-category and the meaning-category be
something momentary or non-momentary, then they would be
absolutely unavailing.?

We have seen that words have no objective reference.
Neither the individual nor the universal can be actually signified
by a word, because the individual is self-contained and has
nothing to do with any other individual, similar or dissimilar and
as such cannot be the subject of verbal convention (samaya); and

1 atha matarh yo vivakgaviparivarti ripadir artho yaé ca bahyas tayoh
saripyam asty atah saripyad acodite bihye pravrttir bhavigyati yamalaka~
vad ity ata Gha—sdrdpyac ca éruter vrttih katharh va ‘$abdacohite | sari-
pyad yamalakavat | (81. 908). T. 8. P., p. 289.

N.B. Most of these theories have been alluded to in the Vakyapadiya
of Bhartrhari and the T. 8. and the Pa#tjikd have taken them from that
work, Of course the criticism is eatirely original. Vide Va. Pa., Ch. II,
§ls. 118-184.

2 Vide, The Central Conception of Buddhism, p. 108.

Cf. yo 'pi Vaibhagikah éabdavigayarh namékhyarh nimittdkhyarh od
'rthacihnaiipari viprayuktarh sathskdram iochati, tad apy etenai *va ddgitarh
dragfavyam, taths hi tan ndméadi yadi ksanikath tada anvayayogah, aksani-

katve kramijfiananupapattih.
T. 8. P., p. 290.
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the universal is a chimerical abstraction and a subjective fiction,
pure and simple. Now the question is relevant that if words do
not signify any real object, then what is ite signification ? Words
certainly have got a meaning 'and an objective external reference
too and_this cannot be accounted for if words are supposed to
signify a subjective idea existing internally within the mind. A
subjective idea cannot be reconciled with an extra-subjective refer-
ence. The Buddhist however rejoins that what is signified by a
word is neither a subjective idea nor an objective reality, but
something fictitious and unreal, which is neither here nor
there. The fact of the matter is that both the speaker and
the hearer apprehend in fact and reality a mental image, a
subjective content and not any objective fact ; but the speaker
thinks that he presents an objective fact to the hearer and the
hearer too is deluded into thinking that the presented meaning
is not a mental image, but an objective verity. The speaker
and the hearer are both labouring under a common delusion
like two ophthalmic patients who see two moons and communi-
cate their experience to each other. 8o the connotation of words
is but a subjective idea, a mental image, which however is
hypostatised as an objective reality existing in its own right
independently of the thinking mind.! And as this mental image
is found to have a distinctive character of its own which marks
it out from other such mental representations and thus to contain
a negative implication, we characterise it by a negative
expression, viz., ‘ negation of another ' (anydapoha). The
conmotation of a word therefore is a subjective notion, a
mental image in the first instance, which is a positive idea no
doubt. But as it has an exclusive reference by implication
and as this negative implication gives the verbal import its

! tasmdd ega vikelpavisayo na jidnakaro na ’pi bahya ity alike eva-
¥ gtheyah, yatha '’ ha Dharmottarah, *° buddhya kalpikayda viviktam
aparair yad ripam ullikhyate | buddhir no na bahir "’ iti.

Tat. {i., p. 485.
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distinguishing character, its real significance and force, the
connotation of a word is rightly looked upon and designated
as a fundamental negation. The negative characterisation bas
a four-fold raison d’ etre ; in the first place, because the mental
content, the ideal representation, which is occasioned by a word
and which as such should be regarded as its meaning and import,
has a-distinctive individuality and this individuality will have
no meaning if it does not negate and exclude other such
ideal contents. That it is a definite idea means that it is not
any other and this definite individuality cannot have a meaning
and a raison d’etre unless it negates what it is not. So nega-
tion constitutes its fundamental individuality ; negation is its
very life and soul, without which it will be an empty nonsense.
Secondly, because the verbal idea leads to the attainment
of a real individual entity, which has a self-ideutity peculiarly
its own. The real is something which is detached and
gevered from all other individuals, similar or dissimilar. So
the reality from which word and its meaning derive their
significance and utility being something essentially negative
in character, the word-meaning should be looked upon. as
essentially negative in function. Thirdly, because the ideal
representation is directly caused by a self-identical real, which
is exclusive of other individuals. ILastly, because vulgar
people regard the ideal concept, the verbal import, as identical
with the self-contained reality, which possesses an exclusive
identity. So the negative character of a verbal import has
a twofold meaning and justification, one essential and the
other incidental, according as it is grounded in its essential
individuality, as well as from its source of origin and ultimate
reference.

And this negation has a twofold aspect according as it is
relative or absolute. An absolute negation is an unqualified
pure negation and has no positive reference, remote or direct.
For example, ‘ the cow is not not-cow ' is a negative judgment,
pure and simple. A relative negation on the other hand has
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primarily a positive reference and its negative value is only
indirect and implied inasmuch as it comes into relief only in
reference to an other. It isan affirmation in and by itself and
only in relation to an other it becomes negative in force. For
instance, the concept ‘ cow ’ isin and by itself a positive fact,
but in relation to a horse, it is a negative .concept. And this
relative negation may be again twofold, viz., a concept and
a fact. The import of words is a relatively negative concept
and is neither a fact nor an absolute negation. It is not an
absolute negation inasmuch as it is a conceptual construction
positive in character, but it is not regarded as a true measure
of reality, because it carries a factual objective reference,
though it does not possess any objectivity in itself. As a
concept it is a purely subjective phenomenon and is true and real
qud subjective ; but it has an objective external reference
and that constitutes its falsity. But though false and unreal
it is only a concept that is generated by a word and it is
this concept which is regarded as the meaning of that word.
So the denotative relation of word and meaning is at bottom
a relation of causality between a fact (word) and a concept, or
to be precise, between one concept and another concept. But
this concept is not a pure negation and is as much positive as
anything. But though positive in appearance, it has a negative
implication, as negation is its determinant and formative
principle, as set forth above. So when Dignaga declared that
word imports a negation and neither an objective universal nor a
particular, he only emphasised this negative implication of verbal
import. He did not mean that negatica was the primary and
apparent connotation. But Uddyotakara and Kumarila misunder-
stood the real significance of Dignaga’s doctrine and raised objec-
tions which were uncalled for and irrelevant. All their objections
and criticism proceed upon the assumption that Digniga regarded
pure negation as the connotation of words and when they say
that pure negation without a positive basis is unintelligible
nonsense, this does not affect the central position of the waster
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and only fights with a shadow of their own creation. The con-
notation of a word is a positive concept and when Dignaga
characterised it as a negation, he only emphasised its essential
negative implication which makes the verbal import significant
and meaningful. Uddyotakara argues,  Is this ¢ negation of the
opposite’ itself the expressible meaning of the word *negation’?
If it is the expressed meaning, then the position should be
surrendered that negation is the signification of words. At any
rate, the expression ‘negation of the opposite’ signifies some:
thing which is not a negation of an other. If it were so, therc
would arise a regressus ad infinitum, because the negated other,
‘ the non-negation’ would require another negation and so on.
And if negation is not its signification, then something else
should be assigned as its meaning and that being non-negation
would transpire to be something positive. And if ‘negation’ itself
be the signification of the expression “‘apoha’ (negation) and
not ‘ negation of an other,” then the proposition that ‘a word
signifies its meaning by negating the meaning of other words’
would come to mean °thata word signifies an other without
signifying it’—which is a case of plain contradiction.””! But
this argument of Uddyotakara, apart from its sophistry, is based
upon a misconception. Uddyotakara has been carried away by
the prima facie meaning of the position. We have observed
before that the relation of denotation is a relation of causality.
When a word is said to denote an object, it does not do anything
more than this : the word only generates in the subject’s mind
a_ conceptual image, which is distinct and different from other
concepts and this conceptual image is believed to be an external
reality existing ahead and independently of the thinking mind.
And denotation of meaning by a word is nothing but the produc-
tion of this conceptual image by a word. The negation is not
directly connoted but is only understood by implication. The
word ‘cow’ only engenders a conceptual image of the reality

\ N. V., pp. 328-29, Tit. i, p. 492.
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‘ cow,’ but as this conceptual image has a self-identity distinct
from that of other concepts, its distinctive character is felt and
distinction means negation of what it is not. So the criticism
of Bhamaha—that if the connotation of the word ‘ cow’ be con-
tingent on ‘ not-cow,’ then some other wurd would be in request
to signify the positive cow—does not affect our position, as the
word does not connote the negative idea in the first instance.
As the proposition ‘Devadatta is fat but does not dine at day’
conveys a negative meaning in the first instance, but has a
positive implication, ‘He certainly takes a hearty meal at night,
otherwise how could he be fat ?’ and as these two positive and
negative judgments conveyed by a self-identical proposition do
not offend against the law of contradiction, exactly so a word
can occasion a positive and a negative concept, one by its denota-
tive power and the other by implication. So the objection of
Bhamaha does not arise at all, as we, Buddhists, do not hold
that a word denotes the negrtive idea first. The word has a
meaning in the positive concept and the negative import is a
resultant cognition.!

And this conceptual form is regarded as the universal in-
forming and underlying all the individual members, because it
is conceived to be the common factor of all perceived individuals.
But this universal is but a conceptual construction and though
not an objective entity it is regarded as such owing to the in-
fluence of nescience inherent in every conscious subject. And
this conceptual form is variously designated as ‘negation of the
opposite ' (anyapoha) by the Buddhist and as an objective uni-
versal by the Realist. This_universal is nothing but a conceptual

! pahyarthadhyavasdyena pravrttarh pratibimbakam |
utpadayati yene ’yarh tend 'he 'ty apadisyate |
tasya ca pratibimbasya gatdv evd ‘nugsmyate |
samarthyad anyaviélego............
divabhojanavékyader iva ’sya 'pi phaladvayam |
sakgat samarthyato yasman na ‘nvayo vystirekavén |
T.8., éls. 1017, 1019, 1020.
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construction and has no existence outside the subjective conscious-
ness. And though it has no existence outside consciousness,
it is fondly hypostatised as an objective category by the inherent
illusory tendencies of the subject. But it is not an unfounded
illusion for that, as the idea is remotely derived from an
objective datum. The coneceptual forms however are regarded

a8 ‘unreal fictions, because they are not objective facts with
which they are supposed to be identical and so far as their

objectivity is concerned, they are regarded as illusory fic-
tions. Now a question is raised, ‘ Well, if there is no objective
universal and all reals are self-enclosed and self-contained parti-
culars, each distinct and different from the other, then how is it
that they should give rise to a conceptual image, which is not
particularistic in its reference but comprises all the discrete and
distinet individuals in its fold ? And how agiin a common
name is affixed to all the individuals and it should denote not
this or that individual, but all the individuals, possible and
actual ? If an objective universal is postulated over and above
the individuals, then such ideas and such verbal usage become
intelligible and not otherwise.” But the Buddhist answers
that our ideas are not exact copies of external reality and
it has been proved in the chapter on universals that ideas
need not be contingent on corresponding objective realities at
all. There is no impossibility in the fact that individuals,
though discrete and distinct, should give rise to an identical
concept. Itis a matter of experience that some individuals,
though distinct and different from one another, discharge an
identical action and this uniform causal efficiency is the
ground and raison d’etre of common appellation and common
concept. The individual jars are each distinct and different,
but they are labelled with a common name ‘jar,” because they
possess a uniform causal efficiency with regard to drawing
of water and the like. In the preceding chapter we have
mentioned the case of medicinal herbs and minerals, as an
instance in point as to how they are referred to by the common

16
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name of °purgative,” though they have nothing in common.
But a difficulty has been raised in this connexion: ‘ Well, there
can be no identical causal efficiency in different individuals. The
drawing of water and the like which is discharged by the indi-
vidual jars is not identical, but varies from individual to indivi-
dual and the cognition of each such individual and of its action
too is variable in each case. So the identical efficiency, on
which you would base the conceptual thought, is an unfounded
assumption.” Yes, we reply. - The activity of individuals is
variant in each case, nay, in each moment and its cognitions too
are nob identical. But still they possess the capacity for generat-
ing an idea of an identity. It may be argued that this efficiency
for identical conception too is not anything distinct from the
individual entities and so the conceptual thought should also be
variable in each case. And then there would be no ground for
this identical concept and nomenclature. Yes, we admit the jus-
tice of these objections ; but we do not base our position on the
identity of the actions or of the cognitions. The actions and the
cognitions are no doubt variant and have no nexus or identify
between them. We do not rely on any such identity. We only
speak of the.identical reference. The cognitions of individual
jars, though different per sc in each and every case, still the
determinate judgment, which follows in its trail, contains an
invariable reference to an identity, though this identity is only
an illusory construction from discrete particulars.

Jayanta Bhatta, however, has put forward an elaborate
contention against this interpretation of conceptual knowledge.

Jayanta contends, ‘‘ Well, it is a dogmatic assertion that the

1 T.8., Sls. 1084, 1086-87. Cf. yo ’sau pratyavamarfapratyayas
tasya ’pi svalaksanabhedena bhidyamanatvad ekatvam asiddham. tatas oa
tasya 'py ekatvasiddhaye param ekdkarapratyavamarsakiryam anusarato
‘navastha syat. tatas ca ‘navasthitaikakaryataya na kvacid ekadrutinivesah
siddhyet. nai 'tad asti,na hi pratyavamarfapratyayasyai "kakarydsayai
'katvam ucyate. kimh tarhi? ekdrthddhyavasayitaya, tena ni ’navastha
havigyati. T. 8. P., p. 825.
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concentual judgment (vikalpa), which arises in the trail of per-
ceptual knowledge, should cognise only that negative aspect of
the reality, which distinguishes it from dissimilar things and not
the other side which distinguishes it from similars too. It may
be contended that if the full individuality, exclusive of similar
and dissimilar entities, is supposed to be cognised in the concep-
tual knowledge ton, then there would be nothing left to distin-
guish it from the original perceptual experience and so the concep-
tual knowledge will be reduced to an effete and ineffectual repeti-
tion of the perceptual experience. But Jayanta says that this
contingency is not to be aveided by the Bealists, who think that
the conceptual knowledge has & definite objective in the univer-
sal. And even if it be regarded as a useless repetition of the
perceptual experience, that need not be a deterrant barrier
against this possibility. Because there is nothing repugnant
in the fact that two cognitions should cognise one and the same
thing. Our cognitions do not proceed with a view to necessity
and they require no justification by utilitarian considerations.
And this repetition should not be treated as a peg to hang this
theory on. A man whose thirst has been satisfied may not have
any use for a glass of ice-water, but that is no excuse that he
should regard it as a piece of silver for that. We cannot be
persuaded to believe that conceptual knowledge proceeds by
halves, that it should take note of one aspect and not of the
other. The negative side of the individual is not anything
different from the individual itself and negation of similars is as
much a part of its essence as negation of dissimilars. Then why
should there be any bias in favour of the latter aspect and the
former should be ignored with contempt ? If however the full
negativity is apprebended in the conceptual knowledge, all our
knowledge will bc knowledge of particulars, but this will sound
the death-knell of linguistic usage and inferential knowledge,
which proceed on the knowledge of universals. And if the
negation of opposites, from which the Buddhist works out
the knowledge of universals, be an objective fact, it will only
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reinstate the universal under another name. If the negati»n be
traced to a subjective memory-impression (vdsand), then also
the objective universal has got to be postulated, as memory is
not an ultimate fact but presupposes.an original experience,
which must have an objective datum as its cause  So the novel
interpretation of apoha of the later Buddbists, which sought to
save the doctrine of Dignaga from the onslaughts of Kumarila,
has not succeeded in finding for it a haven of peace and
security.’’!

Jayanta further contends that the reference to an identity,
on which the Buddhist has sought to base the synthetic concep-
tual knowledge is an ungrounded assumption. It may be con-
tended that the content of conceptual knowledge which follows
upon the perception of a black cow is not different from the
content of another conceptual knowledge which follows upon the
perception of a yellow cow and this identity of content of all
conceptual cognitions is the ground of synthesis of distinct cogni-
tions and of the particular individual objects referred to by
it. But this argument of the Buddhist is more ingenious than -
convincing. The conceptual cognitions are distinet and
separate one from the other, being momentary like the principle of
consciousness from which it is not anywise distinct.  As regards
the contents of such conceptual cognitions, which are regarded
as non-distinct in all such cognitions, we ask, is the content
distinct from the cognitions or not ? If it is distinct, it is an
objecti‘}e universal with only a different name affixed to it, there
being no reagon to regard it as an unreal fiction. If however the
content is not anywise distinct from the conceptual cognition, it
should be different with different cognitions and so cannot be
supposed to be identical, on the strength of which you would
explain the synthetic reference of such cognitions.?

1 N.M.,, pp. 816-17,
2  vikelpollikhyaméanakarabhedanavagamad vikalpanam aikyam
yadréam evai ‘keéibaleyidisvalakgapadarSandnantarabbuva ’pi vikaipeno
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These objections of Jayanta have been boldly and squarely
faced by Ratnakirti in his ‘ Apohasiddhi’ and they bhave been
effectively refuted by bim. The power of generating the idea of
one universal, which is the content of conceptual cognitions, is
certainly not distinct from the cognitions themselves and so an
objective universal bas no logical justification to be posited apart
from and independent of the subjective ideation. 'The generative
efficiency is non-distinct from the individual cognitions and as
such cannot but vary with varying individual cognitions. But
that does not detract from its invariable identical reference. If
one thing is equally efficient with another thing, what is there tc
find fault with-? And what about your universals ? Does not
one universal generate the self-same synthetic concept as another
universal does, though they are distinct from one another and
have no other universal underlying and synthesising them ? So
our individuals, though particular and discrete, can with equal
cogency be supposed to generate a selfsame concept without any
gratuitous aid from an external universal, existing in and outside
of them. The universals are all labelled by a common name,
viz., as universal and because they lack another universal, they
are on the sams level with particularistic individuals, as univer-
sals in relation to one another are no less particularistic than
individuals. - And if in spite of their particularistic character,
there is no difficulty in the matter of their competency with
regard to an identical concept and nomenclature, what earthly
reason is there that a ghost of doubt should be raised with regard

"llikhita akéro gaur iti tadréam eva gopindantaradaréananantarajanmana ‘pi
'ti vigayabhedat tadaikyam ucyate......... tad etad api na hrdayangamam
abhidhiyate. vikalpas tavad vijfidnaksanasvabhavatvdd anyonyam bhinnd
eva bhavanti—yas tu vikalpollikhita &karo ’'nupalabhyamanabhedas tebhyo
vyatirikto 'vyatirikto va. vyatirikta§ cet sydt samanyam eve ‘'dam
namantarepo 'ktar bhavati. avastavatvakrto viesa iti cen na, avastovatve
yuktyabhavat. avyatiriktas cet sa dkaras tarhi vikalpasvaripavad bhidyata
eve ’ti kathar tadaikyam kathamh va tadaikye bhinnandm api darfananarh
miérikaranam avakalpate? N. M., pp. 314-15.
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to particulars ? If lack of a universal uaderlying and informing
the distinctive individuals be regarded as a condemnation, then
the realistic universals should be equally condemned.! And the
other objection of Jayanta,—that conceptual knowledge should
take cognisance of the full individuality, with its twofold negative
implication and not alone the negation of dissimilars as negation
of similars, too, is as much an integral part of the reality as the
other negation, namely, of dissimilars,—is an objection which is
neither fair nor worthwhile. The objection can be raised against
the Natyayika too. It can be equally legitimately asked why
should not the primal indeterminate cognition take note of the
universal and if it is supposed to cognise the universal, then, why
should it not be explicit like the determinate conceptual
judgment ? If it is supposed that the explicit relational reference
is due to the remembrance of name-relation, the Buddhist too can
have recourse to the seclf-same explanation. The conceptual
judgment is regarded as distinct from the perceptual experience
not from any fear of repetition or lack of utilitarian value, but
from the variation of contents. So Jayanta’s censure and logical
sermonisings are equally uncalled for. It may be asked, why
this preference }or one aspect of truth to the exclusion of the
other ? Why this playing by halves ? Our answer is that there
is no favouritism in our thcory and—if it savours of undeserved
preference, it is the fault of human psychology and not of our
theory. The idea of the universal does not arise in the primal
sense-experience, because the conditions are lacking in it. When
the primal sense-experience is reinforced by a memory of the

! nunu sdményspratyaysjananasamarthyarn yady ekasmat pindad
abhinnam. tada vijatiyavyavrttarh pipdadntaram asamartham. atha bhin-
nAm, tadd tad eva sdimdnysm, nimni parath vivada iti cet? abhinnai 'va
d3 Saktih prativastu. yatha tv ekab daktasvabhdvo bhavas tathé ‘nye. ’pi
bhavan kidpSarh dogam dvaheti ? yatha .bhavatirh jatir ekd 'pi samana.
dhvaniprasavahetur anyd ‘pi svariipenai 'va jatyaniaranirapekga, tatha
'sradkarh vyaktir api jatinirapeksa svariipenai 'va bhinnd betuh. A. 8.,
p. 18.
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previous experience of another individual, then and then alonc
the concept of the universal arises in the mind. But this univer-
sal is a hollow subjective creation and is not an objective reality,
as supposed by the Realist." We have thoroughly proved the
worthlessness of the claims of these universals to being regarded as
objective catcgories and the arguments need not be repeated
here. .
Jayanta has contended that if the negation of opposites be
traced to a memory-impression, it would end in proving the
existence—-of objective universals, as memory presupposes an
original experience and experience is impossible without
an objective datum. But this is only an assumption based
on analogy. The memory-impressions of universals etc:, have
an infinite past history and they cannot be assigned a definite
beginning. So the objection does not touch our central position that
universals are ideal constructions and not facts. And when we
speak of words as denotative of universals, we mean nothing
more than their efficiency for generating a conceptual image
with its implicit negation of dissimilar entitics and concepts.”
The conceptual contents are erroneously believed to be objective
facts and this objective reference has proved a veritable snare
for the Realists, who mistake the.false appearance for a reality.
If however a word really denoted a living fact, then, all predica-
tion would be unaccountable. The Realist holds that the subject
and the predicate in a proposition are equated with objective facts,
but this is opposed to reason. = If the word ‘ cow '’ really denoted
an actually living cow, no predication about it would be
justifiable. In the proposition ‘ the cow exists,” the predication

1 yat punah sdményabhave simanyapratyayasysd ’kasmikatvam uktam,
tad ayuktam. yatah pirvapindadaréanasmaranasahakarind ‘tiricyamana
videgapratyayajenikd sdmagrl nirvigayarh sdméaanyavikalpam utpadayati.
A.8,p. 12,

2 tatra samanyavacand uktdh dabda ghatadayah i

vijatiyavyavaechinnapratibimbaikahetavah |
T. 8., 4. 1088.
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of ‘ existence ’ is redundant if it relates to a living cow actually
in existence. 'Neither can ‘ non-existence’ be predicated, as that
would involve a contradiction in terms. If the ‘ cow ’ is supposed
to refer to a cow not in existence, that too does not improve the
situation, as affirmation of existence with reference to a non-
existent cow would be a case of self-contradiction and denial of
existence would involve a useless tautology. So the very fact of
subject-predicate relation proves that words stand for conceptual
fictions and not objective entities." All reals are momentary
point-instants, exclusive of all similar or dissimilar entities and
there can be no relation between them. Nor can there be any.
split of the integer of reality into a quality and asubstance. But
linguistic usage proceeds on the assumption of such relations of
synthesis and analysis, integration and division, which are not
possible between two real objective facts. For instance, the word
‘ forest * denotes a number of trees integrated into one whole,
but in 1eality, the trees, individual by individual, are absolutely
detached from one another and have no objective nexus between
one and the other. Again when we speak of a ‘blue flower,’
the two things ‘blue’ quality and the ‘ flower’ substance are
understood to be distinct entities brought together. But in
reality, the flower and the blue are one and the same thing, the
division is only a conceptual construction without any factual
basis.? Let alone the function of words in the rdle of subject
and predicate, which proceeds on conceptual integration and
division, even the direct import of words should be regarded as
conceptual in character. Sometimes these concepts have a

1 kit ca svalakgapatmani vastuni vdcye sarvdtmeand pratipatteb,
vidhinigedhayor ayogah. tasya hi sadbhave ’sti ’ti vyartham, na 'sti 'ty
asemartham. asadbhave na@sti ’ti vyartham, asti'ty asamartham. asti
o 'styadipadaprayogah. A. 8., pp. 7-8.

% gsarhsrjyante na bhidyante svato ‘rthal; paramarthikah |

ripam ekam anekarh oa tesu buddher upaplavah |

T. 8. P,, p. 228 under 1049,
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remote bearing on objective reality being derived from it, but there
are others which refer to a fiction or they are such as to relate to
a fact and a fiction in the same fashion. Thus, the word * blue’
connotes a real fact, the word ‘ rabbit’s horu’ refers to a fiction
and such expressions as ‘amorphous’ are indefinite, being
referable to a fact, viz., ‘consciousness’ and a fiction, e.g., ‘a
rabbif’s horn.” So the content of words should be regarded as
conceptual constractions conjured up from the store of sub-
conscious impressions deposited from beginningiess time.!

The Realists have found a crux in this situation and have
not been able to give a satisfactory explanation of this phenome-
non consistently with their theory. Vacaspati and Jayanta
Bhatta hold that the connotation of a word is neither exclusively
a universal nor exclusively a particular, but a particular as
determined’and qualified by a universal. But when pressed with
the question, how can there be any predication of either existence
qr non-existence with reference to such concrete facts, which
are supposed to be living objective facts, Vacaspati gives up
" his original position and adopts another view that words denote
universals and, though eternal by nature, they are amenable to
affirmation, or negation, being subsistent in an infinite number
of individuals widely distributed in infinite space and time. So
when existence is predicated, it means that the universal is
related to a present individual and negation of existence only
emphasises that the universal is related to a past or a future
individual as opposed to a present, living individual.® Jayanta

1 anadivasanodbhiitavikalpaparinisthitah | éabdarthas trividho
dharini bhavabhavobhaydsrayah | bhavaérayo yatha nilam iti, abbavasrayo
yatha éasavisanam iti, ubhayasrayo yatha amirtam iti, amirtam hi bhavati
vijiidnarh bhavati ca sadavisanam. Tat. ti., p. 497.

Cf. tasmac chabdapratibhasasya bahyarthabhdvabhavasadharanyarn
na tadvigayatam kgamate. A. 8., p. 8.

2 tasmaj jatimatyo vyaktayo vikalpanarh éabdandm ca gocarsh......
na ca §abdarthasya bhavabhavasadhiranyarh no ’'papadyate. sa hi sva-
ripato nitya 'pi desSakalaviprakirnanantavyaktyaérayateyd bhavibhava-

17
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too observes that as a word primarily denotes exclusively a
universal without any reference to its existence or non-existence,
the fact of existence or non-existence is predicated of it to satisfy
an intellectual demand and to emphasise its definitive existence.
It may savour of repetition, but this repetition is necessary for
the sake of emphasis. Fur instance, when we make a statement
like this—* The jar is a jar and not a cloth,’ there is a repetition
no doubt, but this repetition only emphasises the exclusive
identity of the subject and so is,not unjustified.’

Ratnakirti observes that Vacaspati here contradicts himself
and apart from contradiction or surrender of his position, which is
more or less a question of personal aberration, he has been forced
to concede that a word cannot denote an ‘ individual’ and also
that predication is not competent to an individual and this is
evident when he throws the entire weight upon the ‘ universal.’
And as these universals are conceptual fictions, he practically
accepts the Buddhist position and even if they be regarded as ob-
jective entities, predication of existence or non-existencs is equally
untenable with reference to these universals. When he says that
the predication of existence means the relation of universal to a
living individual, he only seeks to avoid the logical absurdity by
a subterfuge. Existence or non-existence always relates to an
individual, because individuals are alone possessed of practical
efficiency and as such are alone amenable to predication. We
can quote Jayanta Bhatta in this connexion to expose the fallacy
of Vacaspati’s position. Jayanta observes that a universal is

sadharapi bhavaty astinastisambandhayogys, vartamanavyaktisambandhita
hi jater astita, atitinagatavyaktisambandhita ca nastita.
Tat. ti., p. 487, A. 8., p. 8.

1 sarvasya gaur ityadi§abdajanitasya jlidnasyd ‘titatvady anapeksya
sdminyamaitravigayatvad akanksdnirakarapiyad ’sti nasti ’ti padantararn
prayujyaménam sambadhyate. niyataripitaniécitanijariipe vastuni vastvan-
tarasya vyavacchedabandhanam igyata eva ghato ghata eva na pata iti.
N. M, p. 817.
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neither an agent, nor possesses differences of sex, nor is it amen~
able to numerical variation, but these are invariably the connota-
tion of words and suffixes. So the universal cannot be supposed
to be the denoted meaning of a word.! And the view, which
takes the universal-in-individual to be the denotation of a word,
is fully exposed to the objections advanced against the individual.
If the individual be the meaning of a word, no matter whether
qualified by a universal or not, the objections lying against
the ¢ individual ’ will apply with full force against the theory.
We have seen that the import of a word is primarily and
naturally a conceptual construction and not an objective fact,
whether individual or universal. This conceptual construction
is however hypostatised as an objective reality by an inherent
subjective illusion and this becomes the intended import of a
word., It is affirmative in character and reference, but is charac-
terised by the Buddhist philosopher in terms of negation on the
ground of its logical negative implication. But the negation is
only & logical pre-supposition and is not psychologically felt in
the first presentation. Dignaga seems to be the first philo-
sopher who promulgated this theory. Words have a synthetic
and comprehensive import, but as particulars are alone real in
Dignaga’s school of thought, and as particulars are absolutely
distinet and discrete without any connecting link or nexus, the
universal of the Realist was equated with a negative concept
and words were held to denote this negative concept and not any
positive fact. There are indications which warrant us to suppose
that Dignaga put forward the theory of apoha as a pure negation
without any positive reference and so his theory came in for
ruthless animadversion first in the hands of Uddyotakara and
then of Kumarila.? Kumarila dealt sledge-hammer blows and
demolished the theory in toto. Later Buddbists, notably

1 e karakarh lihgarh saikbyd cs, na cai ‘tat tritayarh pratipa-
dikdrthe jatav anveti, na jatih karakar, na ca jateh stripurhnapurnsaka-
_vibhago, na ca ‘sya dvitvadiyoga #i. Ibid, p. 822.

$ Vide the footnote 1, p. 188.
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Santaraksita, gave altogether a new orientation to the theory and
we find this position again attacked by Vacaspati and Jayanta
Bhafta. Ratnakirti came after Vacaspati Misra and refuted the
objections advanced by Vacaspati and others and veered round
to the old position of Dignadga. From the historical point of
view, we¢ may be justified in surmising three distinctive land-
marks in the eventful career of the doctrine of apoha. (1) In the
first place, apoha or anyapoha, as formulated by Dignaga, had its
natural meanipg o pure negation, so far at least as its compre-
hensive reference was concerned. It had no positive content or
reference. (2) In the second place, ‘apoha’ was given
altogether a new interpretation. Apoha was supposed to stand
for a positive conceptual congtruction, a purely subjective idea,
fondly objectified by the realistic bias of our psychological consti-
tution. This realistic reference was traced to the working of
previous sub-conscious impressions lying embedded in the sub-
liminal region of consciousness from a beginningless time.
But still it had a negative implication and this negative aspect,
though not psychologically felt, was regarded to be the funda-
mental keynote of verbal import. The universal of the Realist
was demolished by a powerful dialectic and the subjective concept
was ushered into existence to do duty for the objective universal.
The negative character, though dethroned from the psychological
sphere, was installed with all the pomp and paraphernalia of
regal majesty in the domain of logic with all its sovereign rights
restored. (3) In the third place, we find Ratnakirti entering
the arena with his subtle dialectic and forceful diction. He does
not subscribe to the position of Santaraksita, who held that word
conveyed a positive meaning in the first instance and a negative
import by logical implication. There were some other Buddhist
thinkers, we guess from the words of Ratnakirti, who thought
negation to be the primary meaning and the positive aspect of
negation was supposed to be understood by a logical construction.!

1 Yat tu goh pratitau ‘na tadatma pardtme ’ ti'sdmarthyat (Cf. prasa-
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Ratnakirti differs from the latter theory also. He maintains
like the Naiyayikas that the connotation of a word is a complex,
being a conceptual image as qualified by a negation of the
opposite entities. The meaning of a word is therefore neither
purely positive nor purely negative with contrary logical implica-
tion, but even psychologically a distinctive concept with the
element of distinction or negation as a part of the felt content.
The word ‘ cow ’ is conventionally affixed to the distinctive
cow-concept felt as divorced from not-cows. Though the
negative element is not distinctly articulated in words it is
there as a felt content none the less. Just as the concept
of ‘ blue-lotus,” to which the word °indivara’ is affixed by
convention, is a complex of blue and lotus and the ‘blue’ is felt
as much as the ¢ lotus’ in one sweep, so in the case of such ex-
pression as ‘cow,” which gives rise to a complex concept of ‘cow-
as-distinct-from-non-cow.” Here the non-cow is felt as much as
the cow—the negative and the positive factor being present
alike. Ratnakirti refuses to believe that the negation is under-
stood by logical implication from the positive content or that the
positive reference is a deduction from primary negation. .If the
negative aspect is not comprehended as a part and parcel of the
verbal concept, we cannot explain the selective and exclusive
character of the volitional activity following uponit. Why does-
the subject avoid the horse and address himself to the cow ‘when
he is directed to tether a cow ?’ This exclusion of non-cow and
adoption of the cow is proof positive that the negative aspect of
the concept is comprehended as much as the existential re-
ference in the first conceptual knowledge generated by a verbal
expression.! Ratnakirti thus restored ‘apoha’ (negation) to its

jyapratisedho ‘pi samarthyena pratiyate | na taditma pardtme ’ti, T.8.,
1018-14) apohah paécan niéeiyata iti vidhividindh matam, anyapohapratitau
va samarthyad anyapodbo ’'vadharyata iti pratisedhavadindrh matam.
A 8, p. 8.

1 Ibid, pp. 8-4. ‘anyatha yadi éabdad arthapratipattikdle kalito na
parapohah, katham aunyaparihdrena pravrttih. tato gadm badbane “ti
codito ’$vadin api badhniyat.’ Ibid.
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pristine position of psychologically felt content and rescued it
from the logical domain, to which it was ‘relegated by
Santaraksita.

The attacks of Kumarila were therefore avoided and not
returned, as the primary presentation was materially altered.
But the fundamental position—that words do not convey any
reference to an objective reality, particular or universal alike, and
their pragmatic value is only vicarious and derivative—was
neither abandoned nor abated by any Buddhist philosopher. The
meaning of a word is a positive concept, which though subjective
is hypostatised as an objective fact. And affirmative or negative
predication does not really appertain to the concept, because the
concept being a part of subjective consciousness is attested by
self-intuition and as such cannot be negated. Moreover, it is
not a subjective concept that is understood to be meant by a
word, but something objective. But no predication again is
competent to the objective reality, as the objective reality is not
presented in the verbal cognition at all. What then does the
predication relate to? It does not of a certainty relate to the con-
cept either logically or psychologically and the objective reality,
too, logically speaking, is untouched by it. The answer is that all
predication, affirmative or negative alike, refers to the concept
psychologically felt as an objective fact—in other words, to the
hypostatised concept. When the cow is said to exist, it only
affirms this objectivity of the concept and the ‘ negative predica-
tion only denies this supposed objectivity. In reality, however,
a word has no meaning, but only a false meaning.!

Now a difficulty has been raised by Vacaspati Misra that if
the external reality is not presented in the conceptual knowledge,
then, how could such knowledge lead to ‘the actual attainment
of the reality by creating a volitional urge towards it? Even the
determinate conceptual knowledge, which follows upon sense-
perception directly cognisant of the particular real, is not conversant

1 Ibid, p. 18.
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with the real because the real can be cognised by a non-relational
experience alone. It may be supposed for the sake of argument
that being immediately preceded by the primal simple ex-
perience the conceptual knowledge seems to take cognisance of the
reality as it is and hence the volitional urge follows upon it. But
this supposition, too, is precluded in the case of verbal knowledge
because it does not necessarily follow upon a perceptual cognition.
It cannot be supposed that the conceptual image is not felt to
be distinct from an objective reality and so comes to be regarded
as identical with it and the volitional activity therefore follows as
a matter of course. The fact is that mere non-cognition of dis-
tinction cannot originate a confusion of identity, far less a
volitional urge. The conceptual image is not felt as distinct not
only from the objective reality relevant to it, but from the whole
world of reality as well. So if non-apprehension of distinction
be supposed to have a bearing upon volitional activity, then
the activity need not be selective and exclusive in character. It
could lead to activity in any dircetion and towards any object. If
however conceptual knowledge, whether following upon percep-
tual experience or not, be supposed to take note of the objective
reality as'it is, then there is no room for confusion of activity or
for inactivity, which is fevitable in the Buddhist theory.
Ratnakirti accepts the challenge of Vacaspati and assures
us that there is no difficulty whatsoever in the Buddhist theory of
conceptual knowledge (adhyavesaya). Though the objective
reality is not presented as a datum in the conceptual knowledge,
still it is a reality which is conceived and this conception of
reality means that the volitional activity is directed towards it.
Well, the crux of the problem lies in this, how can there be any
volitional urge towards an object not directly felt in experience ?
Even if 1t is conceded that the conceptual image is not differen-
tiated from the objective reality, this non-differentiation cannot be
the cause of any activity, it being purely privative in character.

‘ Tﬁt. ti., pp- 488'90) N. M-) p- 817-
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It could inspire activity only if the concept and the. reality were
identified, but this false identification even is possible only if the
two factors are present ; and if the reality is actually felt in the
conceptual knowledge, then this identification need not be pos-
tulated, as the felt reality can inspire the activity and identifica-
tion would be useless. So the explanation of Dharmakirti that
activity is inspired by a false identification of a concept with a
fact falls to the ground, even if'identification is interpreted
as non-cognition of difference.! Ratnakirti however argues that
though the objective reality, which is aimed at by the volitional
activity, is not presented to the conceptual knowledge, the mere
fact of non-presentation does not put it on a level with the whole
world of unpresented dafa. There is this distinction—that one
is aimed at by a volitional activity and others are ignored. There
is no room for confusion even, because a conceptual thought has a
distinctive structure and a distinctive capacity, being generated
by a definitive collocation of causes and conditions and so the
concept of water inspires activity towards water alone and not to
horse and the like, though both are equally unpresented data.
The concept of water has a bearing upon water alone just as
smoke has a bearing upon fire. You cannot question, why should
it be so and not otherwise? Nature does not permit of any such
curiosity and keeps her ultimate secrets hidden from the limited
understanding of man. Whom would you reprove that fire only
burns' and not the sky ? We do not say that there is
any identification between a concept and a fact on the
ground of their similarity and so the rebuke does not touch
us. How does then the volitional activity arise regarding an
external fact, though not presented to the mind ? The answer is’
that the relevant memory-impression, when it is fully matured

! idarh tad ekikaranam &hur dryéavikalpayor bhedo yan na grhyate,
na punar bhinnayor “abhedadbyavasaya ekikarapam igyate. dréyakalpavi-
bhagajfio loko bahyarh tu manyate. N. M., p. 808.

T. 8., 4l 1078,
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and stimulated, springs up as a conceptual image and this con-
ceptual image inspires activity towards the outer object by virtue
of an inherent power, though there is no factual relation between
the two. It is an illusory relation, but it has a remote bearing
upon the objective fact, being conditioned by it at some stage of
experience. Conceptual knawledge, though false qud its objec-
tive reference, leads to the actual attainment of the object and in
respect of pragmatic value it can be equated with such ¢ working
errors’ as perception of the jewel’s light misconstrued as the per«
ception of the jewel itself. In verbal knowledge touv what is im-
mediately present to the subjective consciousness is but a concep-
tual image, but this is misjudged to be the objective reality. If
pragmatic satisfaction be regarded as the adequate measure of
truth, verbal concepts can be taken to be true. But as the test
of truth is uot pragmatic satisfaction alone, but correspondence
and consistency of fact and knowledge and as pragmatic success is
only symptomatic of such truth, conceptual knowledge is regarded
as [alse knowledge as it lacks the said correspondence and
consistency.'

We have seen that the exact connotation of a word is not
grounded in an objective reality. A word only generates a con-
ceptual image in the mind of the subject and this conceptual
image is hypostatised as an external fact. But as a concept even
is possessed of a definitive content, it is naturally demarcated
from other concepts and this negative aspect is regarded as
constitutive of its individuality and significance. Though opinions
differ about the exact position of the negative content as to
whether it is a part of the felt content or a deduction from the
positive meaning, there is no difference whatsoever about the fact
that the connotation of a word is a concept, subjective in fact
though objective in reference. Though Dignaga did not expressly

1 pratibhasaé ca §abdartha ity abus tattvacintakah |
tattvatad ca na sabdanarh vacyam asti 'ti sddbitam | T. 8., &l
1078-79.
18
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declare that by the negative import of words he meant only
subjective concepts and though he expressly denied that word had
a positive meaning," and Uddyotakara was acquainted only
with this theory of pure negation as verbal import, the theory was
revised at not a distant date and the conceptual character of the
word-import with negative implication was emphasised. Kumarila
refers to this conceptual image being regarded by certain thinkers
as the verbal connotation and Kamadlagila expressly states that the
view in question was of some other thinkers.” Whatever may be
the case, later Buddhists have invariably declared that the verbal
import is a conceptual construction and not an objective fact. Now
the question arises, if the meaning be only a subjective concept,
then how could it be communicable to one another ? The concept of
one is not the concept of another and so cannot be known by any
two persons, simply because concepts and ideas are not amenable to
perception by a different subject. How could then verbal conven-
tion be apprehended with regard to these concepts, simply
because no two persons can have the same concept and even if it
be possible, there is no means of knowing that the concept of
one is possessed by another ? Santaraksita replies that the
difficulty would have been actually in-urmountable if the con-
ceptual image was confined within its limits and had not

! Kamalaéila raises the doubt that if word had a positive meaning
then, why did the author (Dignéga) deny this positive connotation in the
Hetumukha? Santarsksita saves the situation by declaring that the
Master denied positive import on the ground that word had not, from the
logical standpoint, any reference to an objective reality and not that he
meant negation to be the direct import. *katharh tarhi Hetumukhe
lakganakirena ‘asambhavo vidher’ ity uktam?...... ‘asambhavo vidher uktah
siményader asambhavat | éabdanarh ca vikalpanirh vastuto ‘visayatvatah’ |

T. 8., l. 1097.
Pafij., p. 389.

2 ye tv 8hur vikalpapratibimbakam eva sarvaabddniam arthas tad
eva ca 'bhidhiyate vyavacchidayata iti co ‘cyats iti tdn prati 'dam aha’
jidnakaranigedbaoc ca nad’ "ntarartho ’bhidhiyate.’

T. 8. P,, p. 818. 8. V., p. 605, §l. 145,
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extra-subjective reference. Though in reality the speaker and the
hearer are conversant with what is their private possession,
both of them think that they understand the objective reality, and
the cause of illusion being similar in both, there is no difficulty
in intercommunication, just as two persons suffering from
ophthalmia see two moons and when one communicates his experi-
ence to the other, his word is believed to refer to an actual
fact. Language is therefore a convenient instrument for
communication of concepts, which however are fictitious repre-
sentatives of reality.’

! T.8,, 8ls. 1210-11, and the Pafij. thereunder.

Reference:

Tattvasangraha and Pagjika, pp. 274-866, sls. 867-1212.
Apohasiddhi-Six Buddhist Nyaya Tracts,p p. 1-19.
Nyayavarttika, pp. 320-381. )

Tatparyatika, pp. 478-491.

Bloka- Varttika-Apohavada, pp. 566-614.

Nyayamafijari, pp. 802-817.

Viakyapadiya, Ch. II, §ls. 118-154, pp. 181-148.
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CHAPTER VIII
THE SOUL-THEORY OF THE NYAYA-VAISESIKA SCHOOI.

The philosophers of this school postulate the existence of a
soul-entity, which is eternal and ubiquitous like space and though
unconscious in itself is the background and support of thinking,
feeling and willing. The soul,. though unconscious in and by
itself, develops consciousness when acted upon by the sense-object
contact, which in its turn is brought about and determined by
an unseen destiny operating in the soul. Thus, though eternal,
it comes to discharge the function of an agent, when it develops
cognitive and volitional activity and is again looked upon as an
enjoyer, when it experiences pleasure and pain. And it is
regarded as undergoing a birth, when it comes to be invested
with a physical system, in which a new order of cognitive and
volitional experiences is exercised by it. The dissolution of a
present physical system with its corresponding psychical complex
is regarded as death. And any injury done to the physical
system is construed as an injury to the self, connected with it.
Thus the soul or self, though distinct and eternal and as such not
subject to origination or decay, comes to possess all these various
processes, when it is associated with a psycho-physical organism
and this association is brought about and determined by an unseen"
destiny, i.e., merit and demerit, acquired through previous
actions.’ .

Now there is no difference of opinion between the Buddhists
and the Nydya-Vaisesika school of thinkers that consciousness is
a distinet principle apart from the physical system and the organs
of sense. But the Buddhist demurs to accept the position that

1 gadehasya manoyoge dharmadbarmabhisatkrtah. T.8., 175. Vide
T.8., 171-176.
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this thinking principle is something different and distinct from
the states of consciousness and as such is an eternal verity, which
owns the psychical processes that occur therein. The Buddhist
also denies that this thinking principle or the sell is an all-
pervading substance (vibhu). Thus the theory of soul of the
Nyaya-Vaisesika school postulates three things that the self is
something distinct from the passing psychical states, of which
it is a substratum or receptacle ;  secondly, that this self is an
eternal, unchanging verity; thirdly, that it is all-pervading
(vibhu) like space (akasa). The Buddhist denies all these.three
assumptions and we propose to examine the arguments, both for
and against this theory, as advanced by the respective schools

The Vaidesika’s arguments can be summed up as follows : —

(1) There must be a separate and distinct soul-entity,
standing behind the psychical phenomena, which are cognised by
it. A cognition has got to be perceived in its turn like other
objects and this cogniser must be the ° self,” that cognises the
different cognitions which form the sumtotal of our life of
experience.

(2) Our cognitions, feelings and conations, being either
products or actions must inhere in some substratum like colour
produced by heat, which is seen to inhere in a substratum, say,
a jug. If the cognition is looked upon as an action, it also must
have a supporting base like the action of cutting and that wherein
it inheres is the self.!

(8) The fact that our different cognitions are all referred to
and held together by a common ego-principle, which is the unify-
ing factor of these varying states, shows that there is a distinct
category, viz., the self. Unless a common unifying principle is

! jnanarh kvacid aéritarn kriyatvac chidi-kriyavat, yatre ’dam aéritem
sa atma. N. K., p. 71.

Also, icohBdayaé’ oa sarve’ pikvacid ete samadrivah | vastutve sati
karyatvad ripavat sa ca nah puman | T.B., 178.
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postulated, the different cognitions would fall asunder, and the
fact that these discrete, successive psychical facts are synthesised
in a subjective experience-whole proves the existence of an in

dependent soul, which owns them up.!

(4) The fact that a totally distinct word such as ¢ self * or
“ soul " has to be employed for denoting ‘ self,” which has nothing
to do with the accepted synonyms of  intellect,’ ‘ understanding,’
‘ sense organs * and the like, proves that the self is a distinct
principle which is not covered by the expressions denoting
varying psychical facts and the like.

(56) The self must be postulated to account for the exercise
of vital functions by a physical body. If there be no self in the
living organism, it will be like ‘a lifeless body as dead and
unconscious as a jug or a plate.

The last three arguments have been put forward by Uddyota-
kara in support of the soul as a distinct entity.

Pradastapada in his Padarthadharma-sangraha and Sridhara
in his Nyayakandali have also advanced elaborate arguments in
support of the existence of a self as the basic support of the
psychical and vital activities. The arguments are summed up
as follows :—

(1) There must be an operator to guide and operate the
sense-organs, which are s0 many instruments of knowledge like
ordinary instruments. And as instruments have no autonomous
activity, these sense-organs must bave an intelligent operator,
which is the self.

(2) The different cognitions of sound, smell and the like
must have a cognising subject, who will possess them and exercige
them.

! Devadattasys rﬁparasagandhasparéapratyaya ekanekanimitta, mayeti
pratyayena prajisandhiyamanatvat, pratisandbanarh pumar maya drstarh
mayad drutam ity evam-adinam......... ekajfidtrnimittatvena ghatanam......
...... sarvatha pratisandhanam ucyate yad ekam arthari nimittikrtya pratya-
yanam sambandhanam.’ T. 8§, P., p, 81,
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(3) Our physical activities are plaimed and directed by an
intelligent agent with a view to acquisition of what is good and
avoidance of what is evil. Without an active, intelligent guide
these activities will occur haphazardly and will fail to express a
well-regulated, teleological plan, which we find in a living
organism.

" (4) The vital activities of a physical organism, which mani-
fests growth and development and the capacity for hea:ing wounds
and abrasions, point to the existence of an intelligent owner, who
improves and repairs his tenement.

(5) From the contact of the mind with the sense-organs,
which occurs at regular and stated intervals, we can infer the
existence of an intelligent, active self, who moves them and
connects them with the desired object.

(6) The unity of this conscious subject is established by the
fact that after the visual perception of the colour and form of an
object, there often arises in the mind a desire to experience the
taste of it. This proves that the agent, who sees the colou , is
the same as that once enjoyed the taste of it. So the :elf
cognising through the two sense-organs has been compared to a
spectator, who sees through two windows. And this common
subject of two different cognitions cannot be the sense-organs,
even granting that they are intelligent. Because each of the
sense-organs would perceive separately only the taste or the
colour, for which it is competent and the integration of the
diverse items of experience in a separate judgment would be left
unaccounted for.

(7) Pleasure, pain, desire, aversion and effort are so many
qualities and always associated with an ego-consciousness as in
the expressions, ‘I am pleased,” ‘I am pained ’ and the like.
And as this ¢ ego-consciousness ' cannot refer to the body or the
sense-organs or the mind, it must be taken to relate to a
permanent substratum, viz., the self. '

These arguments, it is apparent, stress three points,
viz., the synthetic unity of our conscious life; secondly,
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the teleological character of our physical, biological and psycho-
logical activities ; thirdly, that these activities, being of the
nature of qualities and actions, must inhere in a substratum.

As regards the two other ‘characteristics of the self, viz.,
permanence and ubiquity, Aviddhakarpa, an older Naiyayika,
has put forward the following arguments : —

(1) All the different cognitions beginning with the first
cognition of the new-born baby must be .held to be cognised
by a common subject, because they are regarded as cognitions
of a particular subject. This shows that the subject must be
a permanent unitary principle, cognising as it does the different
cognitions occurring at various periods of time.

(2) All objects, existing far or near, must be connected with
my ‘ self ’ like my body, because they are corporeal. This shows
that the self must be ubiquitous.

The ubiquity of the ‘ Self ’ has been proved by Sridhara in
his Nyayakandali by the following arguments :

‘* The ubiquity of the self can be inferred from the upward
flaming of fire and the slanting motion of wind. These
motions are certainly caused by an unseen destiny (merit and
demerit) and this destiny cannot be operative, unless it is
directly connected wiih the substances (fire and wind), which
are the receptacle of these actions......Nor is it possible for the
unseen destiny, which inheres in the soul, to be connected
with other substances unless they are connected with the soul,
which is its substratum. This proves that the soul is all-
pervading, because it is connected with all material substances.

But it may be objected that the upward motion of fire is
due to-its nature and not to any unseen destiny. But what
is this precious nature ? Is it the distinctive individuality
of fire (vahnitva) or its burning power or its particular colour ?
If it were any one of these, we could expect this character in
the red-hot iron also. If it be supposed to consist in the fact of its
being produced from a particular fuel, we would not find this
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in lightning and the like, which are independent of any fuel.
If as a last resort it is supposed to be something supersensuous,
which being present in some cases of fire, produces the upward
flaming in them, then why should you refuse to regard it as
a quality of the self, particularly when it is supported by the
following argument: An action, which is not caused by gravity,
fluidity or velocity, is produced by a specific quality of the
self, as the movement of the hand is effected by an effort of the
self. And as regards the upward flaming and slanting motion
of the fire and wind respectively, they cannot be set down to
the agency of gravity and the like, as they are absent in the
substances concerned and as they would on the contrary produce
other results. So these should be regarded as effected by a
specific quality of the self and this would be impossible unless
the self is ubiquitous so that it can be connected with all material
substances.’

Now after having summed up the arguments of the
Nyaya-Vaidesika school, we propose to give the Buddhist
position particularly on the points raised by the former.

The first argument that our cognitions are cognised by a
distinct cogniser does not affect our (Buddhist’s) position as we
too admit that the omniscient saint or. even a thought-reader
can cognise the cognitions and feelings of another person. But
if the argument seeks to make out that the cognitions as such
have to be cognised by a distinct principle before they can be
operative, we agree to differ, because we maintain that all cogni-
tions are self-revelatory and self-cognisant and as such do
not stand in need of a second cogniser to illumine them. Not
alone the cognitions of another personm, which are independent
of such extraneous illumination from a foreign subject,
but even our own cognitions are self-revealing. We do not
see what particular purpose will be served by this gratuitous
assumption of an independent knowing subject. On the other

1 Vide Nyayakandali, p. 88.
19
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hand it introduces logical complications. Certainly a cognition,
which is umevealed and unillumined by itself, cannot reveal the
object. It would be tantamount to holding that a candle,
unlighted and unillumined in itself, will make other objects
visible. And if for the illumination of the primary cognition, a
second cognition is requisitioned, this ¢second’ again will
require a third exactly like the first, as it equally lacks original
light and so on to infinity. The result will be that no knowledge
will be possible. If to avoid this difficulty it is supposed that
some ultimate cognition will be self-illumined, then the whole
argument will fall down like a house of cards. If one cognition
can be independent of the aid of a foreign subject as the supplier
of its light, all cognitions should be certified to be so independent.
If however the ultimate eognition is supposed to be unillumined
like the first it will be equally inoperative.

The Nyaya theory of perception maintains that when sense-
object contact takes place, the object becomes revealed, and in this,
gsense-perception itself remains uncognised, which, however, is
cognised by a separate mental perception You cannot formulate
the proposition that the cause of the cognition concerned should
be also cognised, as we see that this rule breaks down in the case
of the sense-organ, which is universally admitted to be the
cause of sense-perception, as sense-organs operate though un-
cognised. But this is a case of false analogy. The sense-
organ cannot be regarded to cause the revelation of the object,
it is the cognition concerned that reveals it. And the question is
how can a cognition, though unrevealed in itself, reveal a foreign
object ? We do not see any such instance. The light of the
candle reveals other objects, only when it shines and reveals itself.
If it were otherwise, we could expect the light to reveal other
objects, even when it -be hidden under a cover. So a cognition,
which is believed to reveal other objects that come within its
range, cannot be nncognised. The objection that the same thing
cannot be the subject and the object, the revealer and the
revealed of the same action, -is also baseless. Because, the
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nature of cognition is to shine and this means self-revelation.
So we see there is no force in the contention of the Naiyayika
that a cognition has got to be cognised by a cogniser, and this
cogniser will be the self (Atman).

The argument that cognitions, being of the nature of either
products or actions must have a supporting base has no force
either. If by this supporting base it is meant that these
cognitions must have a cause of their own, it does not affect our
position. We also admit that a cognition is produced by the
combination of four causes.! If however it is meant that these
must have a substratum or a receptacle, it will be an idle hypo-
thesis, because these cognitions are not gravitating objects like
plums and the like, which would fall asunder unless there were a
receptacle to hold them together.

The next argument that our cognitions are not discrete
elements but are synthesised by reference to an ego-principle and
this ego-principle is the ‘ self * is not conclusive enough. This
synthesis and unification is due to-a false abstraction and cannot
be wmade ‘the ground of a philosophical argument. That this
idea of unity of consciousness is an illusion will be fully
explained hereafter. If the different cognitions be held to be the
products or states of an eternal ego-principle, the sequence of these
states will be unaccountable. The cause of cognitions being
eternally present, there is no reason why these cognitions should
not take place all at once. Certainly an eternal principle cannot
stand in necessity of other factors, because being eternal, it can-
not be subject to any supplementation or detraction that may be
occasioned by external auxiliaries.

Furthermore, it has been argued that the very fact that
altogether a new and a distinct word is employed to designate
the self is indicative of the self as a distinct category, which can-

1 For an acconnt of this fourfold cause see the chapter on ‘‘ The
Buddhist theory of ‘ Causal’ factors in Perception,” Part II, Caturbhis
cittacnitta hi 'ti vacanat, T.8.P., p. 84.
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not be subsumed under any psychical or physical phenomenon.
But we do not see much force in this argument of nomenclature.
Names are fictions, pure and simple; and the identity of
designation cannot be seriously put forward as an argument for
the identity of the thing designated. Sometimes distinct objects
are designated by an identical name in view of their identical or
similar practical efficiency. Thus, myrobalan, sodibic~rbonate,
and magnesium salts are all designated by the common name of
‘ purgative;’ butno body is ever deluded into regarding them as.
identical. 8o also the self in question is nothing but a particular
conscious state, as qualified by the impression of unity due to the
similarity of the conscious units. Nor do we think that the self
cannot be subsumed under any one of the psychical phenomena,
because the self is nothing but a conscious state modi-
fied by ego-consciousness, which is an illusory idea. Moreover,
we shall prove in our Chapter on Perception that words are mere
symbols and have nothing to do with reality as such. The mean-
ings of words are determined by convention and convention ijs
nothing but an arbitrary agreement, dependent entirely upon the
wish of the persons concerned.

As regards the inference of the existence of the self from the
vital functions, we need only observe that it proves nothing. If
there were any established relation between the self and vital
functions, the absence of the self might entail the absence of the
latter. But so long as this relation is not established, the argu-
ment is inconclusive, proving neither one nor the other. Let us
consider the nature of the relation that may subsist between the
self and vitality. This relation may be either identity of essence
or causality. It is not identity of essence, to be sure, as the self
is conceded to be eternal and ubiquitous, while vitality is exactly the
reverse of these. Nor can the self be regarded as the cause of
vital functions, as in that case the cause being eternally present,
the effect, viz. vital functions, will invariably and eternally follow.
And the argument that desire, .aversion, effort, pleasure, pain
and cognition are the properties of the self and as such indicate
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the existence of the self is equally hollow. How can these
psychical phenomena be indicative of the existence of the self,
unless they are proved to have mutual relation? And this rela-
tion, we have seen in the case of vital functions, can neither be
identity nor causality. So one cannot be indicative of the other.
These psychical phenomena are not identical with the self, as
they are regarded as the attributes of the latter. Nor can they
be supposed to be causally related, as in that case they will emerge
invariably and all at once, as the cause in the shape of the self is
present intact, being eternal. Nor can the successive appearance
of auxiliaries be held responsible for the successive emergence of
these phenomena. Because an eternal cause can have no
necessity for auxiliaries, as they can have no effect upon it. So
these arguments of quality and substratum have no substance and
they prove nothing. As regards the teleological argument of
Pradastapada, it is also not worth much. The teleological plan
can prove the existence of an unseen destiny and this unseen
destiny is admitted by the Buddhist also.

As regards the two other characters of the Self, viz., ubiquity
and eternality, they need not require any refutation, as the .very
gelf of which they are regarded as characteristics, has been
proved to be an illusion. Certainly no body cares to prove
either existence or non-existence of the beauty of a barren
woman’s son. )

Uddyotakara, Bhavivikta and Sridhara® on the other hand
maintain that the self (@tma) is an object of direct perception..
The ego is directly perceived by means of the mind and this ego
is the Self. But this is evidently a piece of misconception. The
ego cannot stand for the self as conceived by Kanada and

1 Vide T. 8. P., p. 90 and Nydyakandali, p. 71. anyair ityadina punar
apy Uddyotaka.ra-Bhaviviktider matam aéankate. T.8.P.. ‘ yady apy
atma ’'herh mame’ti svakarmoparjitakayakarana-sambandhopadhikrta-
kertrtva-svamitva-ripa-sambhinno manasd samvedyate, tathapy atra
apratyaksgatvavacoyuktir bahyendriyabhipriyena.’”’ N, K., p. 71.
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Aksapiada who hold that the self is eternal and ubiquitous. Cer-
tainly the ubiquity and eternity of the self are not cognised in the
ego-consciousness. On the other hand, the ego-consciousness is
always mixed up with physical attributes as in the expressions
‘T am fat,” ‘I am fair’, ‘I am confined in this room’ etc. Certainly
these attributes which are mixed up with the ego can never
pertain to the self, as in that case the sclf will be of limited
dimension and impermanent like the body. And such usages
cannot be regarded as figurative expressions, as there is no in-
compatibility of the primary sense experienced by us. Nor can
such expressions as ‘my body’ and the like be put forward as
proof of the ego as a distinct and a separate entity from the
body. Because, even such usages as ‘my soul’ are also not rare.
So the idea of the self as something distinct from the body
cannot be derived from direct intuition of the ego, which is never
dissociated from the body.

Sankara and Vacaspati Misra in the Sariraka-bhasya and the
Bhamati respectively have proved that the expressions ‘I am
fair,’ ‘I am fat’ and the like are natural expressions and cannot
be held to be figurative. Figurative usages are possible only
when there is a knowledge of the difference of the primary and
the secondary meanings, as in the expression ‘The boy is a lion.’
But there is no such idea of the ego, as distinguished and disen-
tangled from bedily attributes. The expressions ‘my body’ and
the like on the contrary should be regarded as figurative, as ego-
consciousness can never be dissociated from physical attributes.
This is proved by the fact that even the man, who - uses such
expressions as ‘my body,” points with his finger to his own
body, when questioned about his identity. Were the self an
object of direct perception, there could arise no dispute about its
existence.

It may be contended that the existence of the self is a mat-
ter of positive proof, the dispute arises only with reference to its
real nature, justas inthe case of perception, though the bluc is
perceived, its momentary character is disputed. But the analogy
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is not on all fours. The momentariness is not certified as known
by the determinate perception and so arises the dispute. But the
self is certified as known by a determinate perception on your
own showing and there can be no false imposition regarding an
object, which is known by a deliberate determinate cognition. So
it must be admitted that the self as conceived by the Nydya-
Vaisesika schoul is an abstract idea and is not supported by per-
ceptual or inferential evidence.

The conclusion therefore is irresistible that the different acts
of feeling, willing and knowing, emerging as they do in success-
ion, do not relate to a permanent self but are self-subsistent.
Were it otherwise, these would arise simultaneously and all at
once 4s the cause is present intact. The momentary character and
selflessness of our internal conscious life can be inferred exactly
like those of external phenomena from their existence, as exis-
tence meaps causal effreiency and the latter is impossible ina
permanent substratum. The self as an eternal principle proves
to be an illusory myth, conjured up by the false ideas of the here-
tical thinkers.

Uddyotakara has raised a difficulty, which is more linguis-
tic than philosophical, that negation of the soul or the self is
impossible without an implict affirmation of its existence. But
the Buddhist rejoins that the objection is futile. That material
objects like pots and plates are without any animating principle
in them is the proposition of the Nasyayika. So soul-
lessness is not an unknown idea and the Buddhist only affirms
this fact of soullessness of all phenomena on the analogy of pots
and plates. Whatever exists is momentary and is governed by
the law of causation. So the sclf as an eternal category outside
the range of causation is nothing but an illusion. Moreover,
the contention that negation presupposes previous affirmation is
to be accepted with a qualification. If this previous affirmation be
intepreted as an evidence of its real existence, we enter our em-
phatic protest, because a thing existing as a verity, cannot be
non-existent, which is the implication of negation. Only an
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unreal fiction, supposed to be existent, is capable of being negat-
ed. Even when we negate the existence of a pen in a particular
place and time we negate not the objective reality but only a
conceptual fact, falsely imagined as a real object. So when we
deny the self or the soul, we deny it in the sense of a false idea
fondly believed to be an objective fact. Furthermore, the con-
ception of atman (the self) is logically absurd. The soul is
posited to function as the background of the psychical complex,
the manifold of feeling, willing and knowing, which are supposed
to be produced in the self by the action of twofold, threefold or
fourfold contact (catusfaya-sannikarsa),’ as the case may be.
Now, unless these psychical phenomena are related to the self,
the self cannot be regarded as a necessary condition of knowledge.
And how can these psychical facts be related to the self, unless
they enter into the constitution of the self and become identified
with it ? If they are identified, the self will be a transitory
event like the cognition. Tf however the cognition remains
distinct, it will not be related and the self need not be posited as
a condition of it. Likewise, pleasure and pain are looked upon
as qualities of the self ; but being transitory modifications they
cannot belong to the self and if they could belong to it, then
the self being modifiable would become non-eternal. The
explanation of Sridhara that the emergence and disappearance of
pleasure and pain do not affect the real nature of the self and so
there is no incongruity about it is only a pious hope and has no

1 Pradastapada speaks of fourfold contact as a necessary condition of
sense-perception. This fourfold contact is the contact of the soul, the mind,
the sense-organ snd the object. Vide Padartha-dharmasangraha, p. 136
and the Nydyakandali, antarena ’tmamanahsamyogam, maenaindriyasari-
yogem indriyartha-sarhyogarh ca pratyaksdbhavic catugtayasannikarsah
kéaranam. p. 189. ° As sense-perception is not possible without the contact
of the self with the mind, of the mind with the sense-organ, of the sense-
organ with the object, fourfold contact is the cause thereof.’
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logic in its support. These qualities will- either belong or not
belong to the self. On the first alternative, the self cannot but be a
fluxional entity like pleasure and pain ; on the second alternative,
the hypothesis of a self as the ground and condition of the
psychical manifold will be absolutely unnecessary.

! “panu sukharmh duhkham ce '‘mau vikardv iti nityasya atmano na
sambhavatah, bhavata$ cet so’pi carmavad anityah syat ; na. tayor utpada-
vinidabhydrh tadanyasya’tmanah svariipdpracyuter abhavit. nityasya b’
svaripavinadah svariipantarotpadaé ca vikaro ne 'gyate, gupanivrttir gupan-
tarotpadas ca 'viruddha eva.”’ N.K. p. 85.

- 20



CHAPTER IX
Tae MImMAMSA THEORY OoF SouL

The Mumarssaka philosopher conceives the self (atman) as
an eternal, continueus principle of the nature of pure conscicus-
ness, and as self-subsisting and self-revealing like light.! But
as the self is not anything distinct from the faculty of intellect
(buddhi), as the Sankhya school affirms, it is held to be a dyna-
mic principle incessantly changing with the change of states,
yet maintaining its identity intact through all its diverse stages
of transition. The dual character of change and continuity is not
incongruous in the least, as it is observed in the case of a serpent,
which remains identical in the midst of its various changes of
posture. The serpent remains a serpent, whether it is coiled
or erect or extends itself. Likewise the self remains the self
as consciousness unmodified through all the different states of
pleasure or pain, which happen to it in its career through metem-
psychosis. It neither totally disappears with any of its passing
states, as the Buddhists hold, nor does it remain absolutely un-
modified, as the Naiyayikas would have us believe. In the
Buddhist’s theory of total destruction, there would arise the

1 “.....alma kena prakidyate | atmanai 'va prakadyo’yam atma jyotir

iti'ritam”’ 8.V., P. 725, §1. 142.

also, ‘‘svasarhvedyah sa sambhavati, ni 'sav anyena §akyate drastum, adakyat-
vic ca ni 'sav api Sakyate nidardayitum...... parena na grhyata ity atra "pi
Brihmanam bhavati, ‘agrhyo na hi grhyata ’iti parena na grhyata iti tada-
bhiprayam etat, kutah, svayamjyotigtvavacanat’’ Sabarabhasys, p. 22, 11 ; 1
and 20. ‘The self is self-cognisable and cannot be cognised by another.
The Brahmana text, which speaks of it as incognisable, is to ke understood
in relation to other subjects and not to its own self, utherwise the text,
which speaks of it as the self-shining light would be unmeaning.’
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fallacy of lost deserts (krtandsa) and unearned enjoyment
(akrtdgama), and in the Naiyayika's doctrine of absolute un-
change, the transitional experiences of pleasure and pain would
be unaccountable.” So the two extremes of absolute change and
absolute continuity are to be avoided and the Mimarsaka accord-
ingly defines the self as a continuity, subject to change of states
and moods.> The agent and the enjoyer both are the continuing
self and not the changing moods, which have no independent
status of their own. So there is no pprehension of the fallacy,
which threatens the Buddhist position.’

The cxistence of the self is a matter of direct proof, being
clearly attested by recognition of the ego-principle in such judg-
ments as ‘ I know,” ‘I have known,’ and so on. This gives the
lie direct to the doctrine of seflessness of the Buddhists.! Besides,

1 gyatarh hy atyantanise hi krtanasakriagamau |
sukhaduhkhadibhoga$ ca nai ’va syad ekaripinah |
S. V., p. 694,
2 tgsmad ubhayahanena vyavrttyanugamatmakah |
purugo’bhyupagantavyah kundaldadigu sarpavat |
8. V., p. 695,
8 na ca kartrtvabhoktrtve purhso 'vasthasamasrite |

tenavasthavatas tattvat kartai 'va ”’pnoti tatphalam |
S. V., p. 695, §l. 29,

Compare the following observations of Phrthasarathi Mifrs regarding
the 'stalement of the scholiast that °the self and cognition (buddhi) are
eternal and directly perceptible, which raises a difficulty, as in the Mimarksa
theory of knowledge cognitions are not amenable to perception but can be
known by inference. Parthasarathi solves the difficulty by saying that
cognitions as the moods of the self are imperceptible and transitory, but
here the word ‘ buddhi’ stands for the self, which is both elernal and per-
ceptible, as it is consciousness itself (and a8 such self-revealing).’

nanu caitanyasya ’pratysksatvat kathar pratyaksavacanam, satyam,
citiSaktir apratyaksa, atra tu caitanyasvabhiavah pramatai 'va buddhisabdeno
‘cyate. 8a ca pratyokso nitya$ ca, tasya jianikhyo vikiro’pratyukso 'nityas
ce 'ti! 8. V., Nyayaratnikara, p. 885.

4 tend ’smat pratyabhijiinit sarvalokiavadharital |
nairatmyaviadabadhas syit S. V., p. 724.
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the no-soul theory fails to explain the egoistic references in our
knowledge. What is indeed referred to in the judgment ‘T
know’ by the I-cognition? The ‘I’ refers to the knower and
the issue is whether the knower is the self or the momentary
cognition, which perishes irrevocably in the second moment. If
it is the self, the whole history of consciousness is at once put on
an intelligible basis. If the momentary cognition is believed to
be the subject, the whole thought-life becomes shrouded in an
inexplicable mystery. We can possibly conceive the knowing
subject to consist in either (1) the existing cognition, or (2) the
past cognition, or (3) both, or (4) the series. In the first alter-
native, the judgment should be in the form ‘I know’ and not
‘T have known,’ because the present cognition did not exist in
the past. In the second alternative, the judgment will be ‘I
have known or did know’ and not ‘I do know,’ because the past
cognition does not persist in the present. The third alternative
equally falls to the ground, because the past and the present do
not co-exist and so there can be no reference to an identical Self.
The fourth alternative cannot be éntertained either, as the series
is an unreal fiction and has no existence outside the individual
moments. So the subjecthood of the momentary cognition in all
its alternatives being ruled out of court, the ego-consciousness
must be supposed to refer to an eternal ego-principle, the under-
lying, continuous self, which can become the subject of the past,
present’ and future judgments.! That this subject is an eternal
principle is proved by the following arguments : The subject of
the past ego-judgment is the subject of the present judgment also.
Because, it is referred to equally by the past and the present
ego-judgment. Or, the past and present cognitions in a parti-
cular subject-series do certainly relate to an identical self, because
they all have a reference to a common subject.” '

1 Vide T. 8., §ls. 229-87, and 8. V., pp. 719-24.
2 vyyatitahankrtié cadyo jfiata 'dya 'py anuvartate |
shampratyayagamyatvdd idanintanaboddhrvat | —S. V., p. 831,
T. 8., 4. 238.
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It may be legitimately urged that if the self is an eternal,
unitary principle, then cognition (buddhi) also will become eternal
and one, as the latter is regarded by the Mimamsakas to be
identical with the self. But this is plainly opposed to tuneir
theory, as the scholiast Sabara expressly states that cognition
is momentary and does not last up to the morwent of another
cognition. It also goes against Jaimini’s position, who defines
perception to be a cognition, which is originated by sense-
object contact. Certainly origination does not congrue with its
eternity. Moreover, if cognition4s one simple entity, the six-
fold classification of pramanas will have no meaning.

Kumarila has anticipated these objections and says that the
self and cognitions must be admitted to be one and eternal fact,
as cognitions have no existence outside the self. The multipli-
city of cognitions is not due to any intrinsic diversity of nature,
but is purely accidental, being superposed by the diversity of
objective data.* It cannot be urged that the intellect, being one
and eternal and having no constitutional diversity, should cognise
all the cognisable objects in one sweep and not in succession.
Because. though its cognising capacity is presentintact for all
time, it cognises only those objects that are presented to it
through the sense-channel. And this is due to the limitation of
the physieal organism, in which it is imprisoned for the time
being in consequence of its past deeds. That permanent effici-
ency and occasional functioning are not inconsistent is proved by
the behaviour of natural objects as well. /

We know fire possesses permanent capacity for combustion ;
but this capacity comes into play only when combustible objects

ekasantanasambaddhajfiatrahampratyayatvatah 1
hyastanadyatanah sarve tulyartha ekabuddhivat |
—8. V., p. 724, T. 8., 41, 240.
1 buddhindm api caitanyasvabhavyit purusasya ca |
nityatvam ekata ce ’sta bhedas tu vigayaérayah | —S: V., p. 883,
. T. 8., §l. 242,
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are thrown into it. .A cleanmirror and a spotless crystal have
the natural aptitude for catching the reflection of all material
objects; but they reflect the image of those objects only, which
actually come within their range.! So the self, which is held by
us, unlike the Sankhya philosophers, to be identical with the cog-
nitive faculty (buddhi), cognises those objects alone, which are
presented through the medium of sense-organs, though itis, by
its very nature, all-pervading and all-cognisant, being conscious-
ness itself.? The cognitive faculty too, being one with the self,
is equally eternal, but appears to emerge and disappear like a
perishable entity owing to its association with the sense-organs,
whose activites are perishable. The limitation of its cognising
capacity is also due to the limitation of the sense-organs, whose
powers are circumscribed by their very constitution. The eternal
nature of the intellect, or the self for the matter of that, is how-
ever proved by the continuity of its conscient nature through all
the diverse acts of knowledge. The diversity, as has been observed
before, is that of the data and as such is purely accidental.
Those thinkers (the Buddhists), who concentrate their attention
on and thus emphasise the diversity of contents, are deluded into
thinking that consciousness is a varying manifold. But they
obviously ignore the aspect of real continuity, which becomes
apparent when the diversity of contents is overlooked, and so are
liable to the charge of partial observation.® It is, therefore, as
a matter of logical necessity that we shall have to postulate the

1 gvariipena yatha vahnir nityarh dahanakarmakah | upanitarh dahaty
artharh dahyarh na ‘nyam na ca 'nyatha | yatha va darpanah svaccho yatha
ca sphatiko ‘malah | yad yan nidhiyate dravyam tac-chayarh pratipadyate |
tathai 'va nitya-caitanydh pumarhso dehavrttayuh | grhnanti karananitan
riipadin dbir asau mati-| & V., p. 884.6ls. 405-407. Cf. na hi éaktir asti 'ty
evdvata sarvadl karyarm kartavyam, éaktasya 'pi sahakarisacivyasannidhy-
apeksdlambanena karyakarapakramopapatteh.” Nydyaraindkara, p. 834.

2 Ibid.

3 sai 've 'ti no ’eyate buddhir arthabheddnpsiribbih | na ca ’sty
apratyabhijfifnam arthabhede’ nupadrite | 8. V., p. 885, 4l. 410,
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existence of the self as an eternal principle consisting of pure
consciousness, and as all-pervading, capable of tenanting any
number of bodies in its course of metampsychosis.’

Tur BUDDHIST'S POSITION

The Buddhist observes that the Mimarisaka’s conception of
the self or consciousness as an identity in diversity or a continuity
in change, savours of mysticism for its defiance of logical canons.
Diversity, it is alleged, belongs to the objective data and not to
the consciousness in its own right. So continuity is its essential
nature and diversity is only an accidental superposition of the
objective data. But what about the illusory perception of
elephants, horses and the like in a place, where - they do not
actually exist ? The diversity. of cognitionsin these circumstances
cannot be explained away by reference to objective data, which do
not certainly exist in the place and' time concerned. But we
forget that Kumarila holds that even such abnormal expericnces
as dreams and illusions are conversant about real objective facts,
which, however, are présented in a wrong spatio-temporal rela-
tion.” So here too the diversity of consciousness is due to the
influence of objective data. But this is cleverness par excellence!
The time and place, to which these experiences refer, admittedly
donot belong to the data of these experiences, even granting that
these data are real objects: But why should, we humbly en-
quire, these data, real facts that they are, appear in a place and
time which are apparently not their own ? At any rate, the time

1 jnanadaktisvabhavo’ to nityah sarvagatah puman | dehantara-
ksamah kalpyah so’ gacchan neva yoksyate | 8. V., p. 707, &l 78, Vide
Nyayaratnakara for a detailed exposition of the logical necessity.

2 gvapnadipratyaye bahyam sarvathé na hi ne 'syate | sarvatra’’ lam-
banam bahyarh deéa-kalanyathatmakam | 8. V., p. 242, 1. 107} to 1084. Cf.
‘bahyam eva desantare kalantare vd’ nubhiitam eva svapne smaryamansm
dogavadat sannihita-desakala-vattayi'vagamyate, ato 'tripi na bahyabhava
iti. N. R., pp. 242-48.
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and place in question are unreal impositions of the imagination.
If you hold that the time and place also arc real facts, only they
are presented in a different setting, the past being confounded
with the present and the distant with the near, we cannot help
believing that you have parted company with common sense and
reason. How can anything be presented as another, or in a
setting which is actually different from its own ? If that be the
case, anything could be presented as any other thing and we
must withhold our trust in the cvidentiary value of our know-
ledge. The result will be confusion and the death of all selective
activities, which can proceed on the basis of real distinctions,
really discriminated.’

Kumarila, again, cannot regard these experiences as objecti-
fied ideas, as ideas, according to him, are destitute of articulate
forms, which, he opines, can belong to objects and not to ideas.?
And these objects are certainly absent in the place, where they
are actually experienced. The plea of the presentation of real
objects in a wrong spatio-temporal setting has been beaten hollow.
So it must be admitted that these experiences are absolutely
independent of objective data and are purely subjective (niralam-
bana). The diversity of consciousness, therefore, is intrinsic
and real and not due to the accidental association of the data.
And this diversity being incompatible with continuity, conscious-
ness, or the self for that matter, must be accounted as diverse
and discrete, in other words, fluxional® It may be contended

1 panu taddeéasambandho nai’'va td@sarm tathasti tat | kim iti
pratibhasante tena ripepa tatra ca | T. 8., él. 251, Cf. ‘na hy anyena
riipend 'nyasys pratibhésanam yuktam atiprasangat. evam hi sarvam eva
jiiinarh sarvavigayarh prasajyeta. tataé ca pratiniyatarthavyavasthoccheda
eva sydt,’ T.S.P..p.101.

2 bhavanmate hi na ’karo buddher bahyas tu varnyate |

na vivaksitadede ca gajayastyadayah sthitah | T. 8, él. 252.
Cf. akaravan bahyo’rtho nirdkara buddhir iti vacanat. 7T. 8. P., 101.

3  ‘tatad ca yaddesSakalasambaddhas te gajadayas taddedasambandhitve-
nai 'va pratibhaseran. svavirahini tu dedantare kilantare ca kim iti pratibha-
sante. tasmén nirdlambané evai 'te pratyayah paramarthato ’sarhkirnas-
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that though the individual cognitions, that vary at every
moment, may be fluxional, still the subject, of which they are so
many passing moods or states, does continue unchanged and un-
modified as consciousness. But this is mere quibbling with
words. Consciousness and cognition are the same thing ; they
differ only in name. Certainly difference in name aione does not
connote difference in nature. If consciousness is efernal and
unchanging, cognitions also will be the same. If cognitions are
allowed to be momentary, consciousness also will be momentary,
as consciousness and cognitions have been proved to be identical
and things identical cannot logically be supposed to have mutually
contradictory characters.” And the identity of congeiousness and
cognitive states has been admitted by Kumarila also.

The absence of objective data in illusions and dreams thus
proves fatal to the continuity of the self, as propounded by
Kumarila. It aleo demolishes his theory of knowledge, which holds
that knowledge is imperceptible per se. Because, the contents of
illusions, being purely subjective facts, are not distinct from the
cognitive consciousness, and unless consciousness is self-cognised,
the contents also cannot be cognised, being identical with the
former. So what is presented in illusion is nothing but a pro-
jection of subjective ideas (which are but the copies of external
data imbibed in previous perceptions). And consciousness being
self-luminous, the idea reveals itself ; but as this idea is nothing
distinct from consciousness, illusion is held by us to be a
case of self-presentation or self-intuition (atmakhyati). Kumarila’s

vabhavaé calatmanasé ca kadacitkatvad iti siddham; tatsvabhiavasya ca
purhso ’nityatvanekatve ca siddhe.” loc. cit.

1 gyan matarh pratyayas tasys purusasya dharmah. tena tasya bhede
’pi na puriso bhedo dharmitvat tasye ti, tad ayuktam. pratyayas caitanyam
buddhir jAanam ity anarthantaratvat. na hi namabhedamatrena vastinar
svabhivo bhidyate. kirh ca namabhede’pi tesamn pratysyanirh caitanyat-
maksm ekam anugimi riipsm igtam eva. tasya ca caitanyasya 'bhede pratya-
yanam api tatsvabhavanam avibhaga eva, anyatha hi viruddhadharmadhya-
sad aikantiko bheda eva syft. loc. cit.
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theory of knowledge ignominiously fails to render an account of
these cxperiences, because consciousness being eo ipso impercep-
tible in his theory, illusion cannot be regarded as experience of a
subjective idea, as idea and consciousness are not distinct entities.
On the other hand, it cannot be regarded as a case of objective
cognition either, since the object is absent.!

Morcover, if all-cognising-consciousness is present intact and
for all time, then, what is there to prevent the appearance of all
the cognitions at once ? If the cognition of sound is the self-
same cognition that apprehends taste, colour or the like, then
these cognitions should arise all at once, because the cognitive
consciousness i8 present with its efficiency unimpaired. If,
however, the sound-cognition is. not admitted to be same with
other cognitions, you yourself admit diversity in consciousness.
The example of fire is not relevant at all, because fire has not
the power to consume everything at all times ; had it been other-
wise, the whole world would have been reduced to a heap of
cinders. The truth of the matter is that fire developsits combus-
tive power only in association with a combustible substance, and
it is for this reason that simultaneous combustion of all things
does mnot take place. - As regards mirror and crystal, eic., they
too are fluxional and so change every moment ; and when
related to objects like blue lotus and the like, they develop the
power of reflecting their images. If they remained constant and
unmodified in their nature, they would either reflect the images
always or not at all. Moreover, the use of the imagery of the
mirror and the crystal as an aid to the understanding of the
nature and functioning of consciousness is out of place and only
obfuscatcs the matter at issue. Because, the image, that is

! ‘etenai 'va uirdlambanapratyayapratipadanena apratyaksatvam
buddhelh pratyuklam. tathihi sa parisphuran nakaro na bahyo gajadir iti
sadhitam, tata$ ca tain latha parisphurantam akiram atmabhitam eva prati-
padyamand buddhayah sv.yarmprakasariapatvit svasarhvidrapah sidhyanti.’

T. 8. P., p. 101, under §l. 252.
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supposed to be superimposed on the surface of the mirror, is only
an appearance and not a real thing. It cannot be supposed that
the image is a real object that effects an entry into the body of
the mirror, hecause mirror is a compact substance and not porous,
and two corporeal substances cannot occupy the same space,
which is, however, felt to be the case. The crystal, too, does
not enclose within itself the image of an object. This is evi-
denced by the fact that though in association with a scarlet
flower, it looks red when seen from the front, it is found to be
entirely white by persons looking at it from two extremities.
And even if this receiving of image had been real, the receptive
crystal would vary with every single act of reflection. So the
image and its reflection must be set down as an unreal appearance
occasioned by the peculiar nature of the receptive substances con-
cerned. But this reception of inmage is out of the question in
consciousness, because no illusion is possible with regard to its
own self. Since the image reflected in consciousness will be
identified with it, consciousness itself will be infected with
illusion and there being no other consciousness to apprehend it,
the illusory image will remain unknown. Neither can it be known
by itself, as consciousness in your theory is eo ipso imperceptible;
nor can it be cognised by another consciousness as consciousness
is regarded as one identical entity. The false appearance of the
image in a crystal or a mirror, however, is not an unlikely phe-
nomenon, because the mirror and its cognition remain distinct
and separate. But in the case of consciousness, the basis of
reflection and the cognising subject being one, the illusion cannot
possibly be felt. In the Buddhist theory of illusion, however, no
such difficulty arises, as the particular.illusory cognition emerges
with the stamp of illusion as an altogether novel phenomenon
under the influence of its proper causes and conditions and being
self-cognisant, illusion is felt. But as consciousness is held to
be an eternal substance in the MImamsa system, Kumarila can-
not accept this explanation offered by us.!

1 Vide T.8. and the Pa#jika, éls. 259-262.
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The continuity of conscient nature in all the different cog-
nitions and feelings has been interpreted by Kumarila as proof of
the permanence and unity of consciousness per se. But by
adopting this view Kumarila ignores the diversity of contents,
which is very real and which cannot be explained away as acci-
dental superposition of objective data, as in illusion and dream
there are no objective data, but diversity is still there. The
conclusion is irresistible that the different cognitions, the diverse
units of experience, are absolutely distinct and discrete entities
and have no underlying unity in them. The feeling of unity of
our conscious life must therefore be explained by reference to a
fundamental character, which characterises the diverse know-
ledge units without exception; and this fundamental characteristic
is to be found in their common difference from non-conscious
entities. The unity or homogeneity of consciousness is thus a
negative conception at bottom.!

If the self be an eternal, uniform principle of the Mimarisa
pattern, then, there could be no diversity of states, such as
pleasure, pain and the like in its nature. If on the other hand
these diverse stdtes really appertain to the self, then the self
must forfeit its uniformity and eternality. In order to avoid
this unpleasant predicament, Kumirila has come forward with
his theory that the self is neither absolutely uniform nor abso-
lutely variable. Thus, though the self passes through diverse
states of pleasure and pain and is variable to that extent, it
does not abandon its substantiality and conscient nature, but
maintains its existence all throughout its chequered career. As

1 abodhariipabhedarh tu saménarh sarvabuddhisu |
dropya pratyabhijfilnarh nanatve’pi pravartate.—Ibid, él. 263.

Cf. ‘ava$yaih cai 'tad vijieyarh—yan nanatva eva sati vijatiyavyavrttikrtam
etal pratyabhijfidanam na punar anénitva eve 'ti. tathd hi nirdlambanasu
samaropabuddhigv arthabhede 'nupasrite py apratysbhijfianam asty eva, na
hi tatrai 'vorh bhavati, yai 'va gajabuddhir asit sai 'va turangasyandanabud-
dhir iti.eeeeee.. ..tena yad uktam—‘na ca ’sty apratyabhijfidanam arthabhede’
nupaérita 'iti tad asiddham.’ T.8.P, p. 105.
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regards the states or moods, they also do not absolutely cease to
exist. What happens is this—the previous mood only subsides
and gets merged in the existence of the self to make room for the
emergence of the subsequent mood and there is no such thing
as absolute cessation of existence. The individual moods or
states, taken by themselves, are certainly antagonistic to each
other. But they lose their antagonism in the whole, which
embraces them all in its capacious bosom. And this is attested
by experience that the self runs through all the diverse and anta-
gonistic psychical phenomena, which are owned up by it. So
the antagonism or contradiction amidst the individual moods is
either suspended or reconciled in the existence of the self, of
which they are passing phases or moods.!

Santaraksita observes that Kumarila’s desperate attempt to
reconcile unity with diversity looks like an attempt to patch up
the parts of a hopelessly broken reed and will not stand a mo-
ment’s scrutiny. If these passing moods are not absolutely
different from the self, then the self will be subject to emergence
and cessation like its moods. If, however, these incidents are
supposed to belong to the moods only and not to the self, the self
and the moods will be absolutely distinct entities, as the criterion
of distinction is the possession of contradictory attributes alone.
If this criterion is not accepted, one self cannot be distinguished
from another self, as they are regarded as distinct entities only
by virtue of their mutually contradictory character. So Kuma-
rila’s conception of the self as a variable constant has to be
abandoned, as it is fraught with self-contradiction. To say that
experience warrants such supposition is to betray a vicious lack

! sukhadubkhady avasthas ca gacchann api naro mama | caitanyadravya-
sattvadiripam nai 'va vimuficati | na ca 'vesthantarotpide purva ’tyantam
vinadyati | uttardnugupartha tu samanyatmani liyate | svariipena hy avas-
thanam anyonyasya virodhitd | aviruddhes tu sarvisu samanyatma
pratiyate | 8.V., pp. 695-96. Cf. ‘nanv avasthanam audasinyakartrtvadinirh
mitho virodhét pirvasyam dharminy eva vyavasthitiyam uttarasyah katharh
nigpattih, ate aha svariipene 'ti.” N.R., p. 696.
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of critical judgment. Experience is-of a certainty the ultimate
court of appeal in a philosophical dispute, but not uncritical
experience. Experience has to be tested and assayed in the
furnace of logical thought before its true import can be realised;
in default it will land us in uncritical empiricism. Experience,
therefore, cannot be a solvent of self-contradiction. So the idea
of the self as a variable constant must be abandoned.’

As for the plea that there is no absolute loss of any particu-
lar mood, which only gets merged in the existence of the self,
when another mood emerges, the less said about it the better.
If the particular moods merge their individuality in the self,
then pain should also be felt when pleasure emerges. Certainly
this merger can be understood if there is complete identification
of one with the other, otherwise it will be only a word without
a meaning. And if this identification is conceded, the self also
will be subject to birth and dissolution like the moods, because
things, which are identical, cannot possibly have contradictory
attributes. As regards the other plea (which has been put for-
ward to avoid the so-called fallacy of loss of earned deserts and
acquisition of unearned fruits), viz., that the agent of action and
the enjoyer of its fruits are the self and not the passing moods of
it, it will suffice to say that it stands self-condemned. If the self
remains the same unaltered entity, it cannot presumably
assume the rble of an agent, much less of an enjoyer,
which connotes the emergence of novel attributes. It has
been pertinently pointed out by the venerable doctor, Dignaga,
that if the self undergoes any modification on the emergence
of a cognition, it will be impermanent ; if it remains un-
altered as before, the self cannot be conceived to be a cogniser.?
Kumarila, however, has answered that so far as the qualitative
aspect (i.e., the passing moods) of the self is concerned,

! T.8,, éls. 268-71.
% buddhijanmani purhsa$ ca vikrtir yady anityatd | atha’vikrtir at-
makhyah pramate ’ti na yujyate | Dignaga quoted in T, 8. P., p. 108,
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the self may be called impermanent, but that does not
affect the fundamental reality of consciousness qud conscious-
ness, which remains uniform and unchanged.! But this only
confounds the issue. We have proved that no such line of
cleavage subsists between consciousness and its moods; and so
consciousness per se is to be accounted as variable. If it had
been a question of naming only, we could also say that conscious-
ness might be called a continuous entity, if its continuity in the
series is contemplated. But this nomenclature does not arrest
the fluxional nature of consciousness per se, which totally ceases
to exist in the second moment, in which a new cognition
emerges in its'place.”? The analogy of the serpent, which has
been trotted out in defence of the permanence of the self, is based
on a positive misconceptlion. Because, the serpent too is fluxional
and hence its change of postures is possible. If it had been
absolutely fixed and unalterable, no such transition could have
been possible. Change of moods connotes nothing less than
change of nature, absolute and irrevocable.

The argument that ego-consciousness must centre round a
permanent self and not any individual conscious state, which
being transitory cannot account for its persistence and continuity,
also proceeds on a false assumption. Ego-consciousness in reality
is absolutely unfounded and as such cannot be affiliated to any
ontological principle. Its raison d’etre is to be found in the
beginningless false tendencies inherent in our consciousness—
tendencies which are apt to see reality in unreality, permanence
in change. Our ego-consciousness is thus an illusion, which is
the product of these tendencies. It cannot be questioned as to
why should these tendencies work in some particular conscious-
ness-series and not in others? Because, such questioning is not

1 pa ‘’nitysabdavicyatvam itmano vinivaryste | vikriyamitra-
vicitvan na by ucchedo’sya tavata |

2 pa nityasabdavicyatvam idtmano vinivaryate | svaripavikriyi-
vattvat tadvyucchedo’sya tavata | T. 8., él. 278.
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precluded in the theory of permanent self also. Why should a
particular ego-consciousness relate to a particular self and not
other selves ? If this delimitation is to be cxplained by the pecu-
liar individuality of the selves concerned, the same explanation
is possible in the theory of flux, as the series or the continuum
(santana) does duty for the permanent self and so comes to have
all the incidents that happen to the latter.'

The opponent may contend,  Well, you may explain the
delimitation of ego-consciousness to a particular subject-series by
an appeal to the peculiar individuality of the former. But it
docs not follow that ego-consciousness should be an unfounded
illusion for that! 'The answer is that no such foundation can
be posited for this cgo-consciousness. If it is affiliated to a
permanent sell as the cause and ground of it, then all the various
cgo-ideas should be produced all at once. There can be no reason
why these ego-ideas should emerge in a graduated scale, as the
sole and sufficient cause of these is present intact in the shape of
the permanent self. Nor can an eternal verity have any neces-
sity for other auxiliary circumstances, which, we have proved
ever and anon, can have no effect on it. Nor again can ego-
consciousness be regarded as a single, individual fact. The very
fact that such ego-consciousness emerges occasionally is sufficient
to prove its multiplicity and plurality. We do not have any
ego-consciousness in dreamless sleep, in swoon and in fits of
intoxication. If, on the other hand, this ego-consciousness is
supposed to be affiliated to the individual conscious units, then
cgo-consciousness should be as distinct and pronounced as the
individual cognitions, e.g., visual and auditory cognitions, etc.,
are. But as this is neither of one kind nor of another, it is futile
to search for its foundation, which is nowhere.?

1 T 8., éls. 275-277.
2 nityilambanapakse tu sarvahankrtayas tatah | sakrd eva prasiiyeran

saktahetuvyavasthiteh | snityalambanatve’pi spastabhah syus tatah pare |
ilambanarthasadbhavarh vyartbarh paryanuyufijate I T.8. dls. 278-79.
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Kumarila, however, has opposed the theory -of unfounded
egoism on the ground that vasands (tendencies), being memory-
impressions or sub-conscious desires, generated by experience, can
never go wrong with reference to their objects. The memory-
impression of the ego-idea, too, cannot be erroneous with refer-
ence to the ego-principle, which is its object. The reason is
’ghét memory is possible if there is an original experience behind
its back, and this original experience must be an authentic one,
as even error is made possible if there is a previous experience,
which must be authentic in the final analysis. So if thereis a
memory-impression (vasana) of the self, it must refer to the real
self and not a fictitious self, as the Buddhists would have us
believe. And there is no warrant or occasion for our supposing
this egoistic reference to be unauthentic, -as- it has not been
sublated as yet by any stronger evidence.!

Santaraksita observes that this egoistic reference, out of
which Kumarila seeks to make capital, has been proved to be.
opposed to reason. So it does not permit to be said that ego-
experience is an uncontradicted and unerring evidence of the
existence of the ‘self. The contention, that memory-impression
(v@sand@) cannot go wrong so far as its objective reference
is concerned, is baseless and hollow. It is a matter of common
knowledge how persons, religiously inclined, conjure up false
ideas of God as the First Cause of the world, as an omniscient
and omnipotent being and so on and-so forth. Kumarila, too, is
sane enough not to believe in these superstitious vagaries. But
what is the root of these ideas ? Certainly false impressions,
which have been fostered by false teaching and false practices.

1 jfiatari pratysbhijfidnarh vasani kartum arhati | na ’tasmin sa iti
prajfiam na hy asau bhrintikdrapam | tan na ‘hampratyayo bhrantir isto
badhakavarjenat | 8. V., p. 720, éls. 124-26.

Cf. smrtihetur hi sarhskaro vasana, sé’nubhite’rthe smrtim janayati ‘ti
yuktarh, na tv asau bhrintihetuh, yend ’tasmin tadgraho’naya syad iti,
N. R. under the above.

22



170 BUDDHIST DOCTRINE OF FLUX

If these ideas are aliowed to be unfounded in an objective reality,
why should you make a difficulty in the case of ego-conscious-
ness? We have proved by logic that the latter cannot have an
objective foundation, be it an eternal self or a transitory
cognition. ' Kumarila is obviously labouring under an obsession
in his endeavour to prove the existence of an eternal self, but he
has only built a castle in the air.!

CoNcLuDING REMARKS

Before bringing this dissertation to a close, the present
writer feels it imperative to make a brief observation with regard
to the presentation of the Bhatta theory of soul in some of the
orthodox Brahminical works. Vidyaranya observes that the self
according to the followers of Bhatta is a multiple entity with a
twofold aspect of consciousness and unconsciousness. So it has
been compared to a fire-fly for having darkness and illumination
both in its constitution.? It may be brought into line with
Kumarila’s conception of the self, if the self is taken to include
the concrete whole, both its essential nature and its qualitative
contents, the former being self-revealing and the latter being
imperceptible. This conception of the soul of the Bhatta
school as & compound of spiritual and unspiritual factors is a
logical construction of the Vedantist critics and is not the
orthodox presentation. This is deducible from the remarks of
the Nyayaratnivali, ‘‘ The self (sic. of the Bhattas) is a compound

! na ’nantaroktaya yuktya tasya badhopadaréanat | iévaradisu bhakta-
narh taddhetutvadivib hramah | vasanamatrabhavacca jayante vividhah
katham | niralambsanata cai 'vam shatkare yada sthita | tan na 'harhpra-
tyaye grihye jfiata kadcana vidyate | tatah sarvapramanesu na drstanto’ sti
siddhibbak |. hetavas ca ‘érayasiddha yathayogam udahrtah | T. 8., éls.
281-284. .

% Vide Paficadaéi, Ch. VI, éls. 95-97.
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of a spiritual and an unspiritual factor. By the former it func-
tions as a cognising subject and by the Iatter, it undergoes
modifications as cognition, feeling and the like .and also becomes
the object of the judgment I know myself.’ ' The second set of
functions is possihle in an unspiritual substance, as spirit or
consciousness is impartite and unmodifiable according to Vedanta.
Narayana Pandita, the author of the second chapter of the
Manameyodaya, which deals with the metaphysics of the Bhatta
school, on the other hand, has given us a definition of the self,
which is of a piece with that of the Nyaya-Voisegika school. *
This obvious departure from Kumarila is to be set down tn the
influence of the Sastradipika, in which Parthasarathi Misra
emphatically denies the essential spirituality of the self and
defines it as the substrate of consciousness, etc. The plain texts
of Kumarila which speak of the soul as pure consciousness and
absolute bliss have been uuceremoniously brushed aside as
concession to unorthodox views (Paramata). It is curious that
the same writer in his commentary on the 8. V. has plainly
odmitted the spirituality of the self.! Tt is therefore gratifying to
observe that Santaraksita and Kamalaéila have given an accurately
correct account of Kumarila's theory, which has been either
misunderstood or badly presented by some orthodox writers, who
chould have known better. This fidelity to a formidable

opponent, whom they have subjected to a scathing criticism,

1 ¢f. atmano’sty amdadvayam, cidarhéo ’cidarhéas ca ; cidaméena
dragtrtvam...... acidernéena jianasukhadiparindmitvam, mam sharh janami’ti
jieyatvafi ca’. See also P. Sastri, Intro. to the P. Mimarsa, p. 95.

3 (P. 155, F.N. 8 ante). P. Bastri attributes this anomaly to the
vaita Vedania doctrines. But I think that

autbor’s resentment of the Ad
quite the contrary i8 the case, as the position of the 8. D. has been accepted

by later Mimarsd writers, to wit, Narayans and Gagabhatta, as the
orthodox Mimdmsa doctrine. Vide Manameyodaya, p. 80 et sey., Bhat{a-
cintamani, p. 66, Ben. ed., Iniro. to P. Mimamsd, p. 99., Sastradipikd, p.

129, Tarkapdda, Bom., ed.
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instinctively inspires our respect for Santaraksita and his worthy
disciple and commentator. The intellectual honesty of these two
authors is an object of sincere admiration, particulary when we
consider that authors of even outstanding merit have sometimes
failed to do justice to their rivals and sought to gain a cheap
victory. But Santaraksita is too great to have love for claptrap
and easy triumphs, gained by not very scrupulous means.



CHAPTER X
THE Sourn THEORY .OF.THE D1cgaMBARA JAINAS

Like the followers of Jaimini the Jainas of the Digambara
school postulate the existence of a self, of the nature of pure
consciousness, having the twofold character of continuity and
change in accordance with its dual nature as substance and modes.
As substance consciousness continues uniformly through all the
diverse states and as modes it varies at every transition. The
consciousness that continues is the substance and the states of
pleasure and pain are the modes. And these are not distinct and
discrete, because the modes happen in consciousness and the two
are never found to be dissociated. Thus the self combines the
two-fold character of continuity and diversity, uniformity and
change and there is no contradiction, as it is attested by direct
experience. The Jainas hold that therecan beb{lo contradiction in
experience, which is the final court of appeal in the matter of
validity. A proposition is thought to be invalid, if it has not
the sanction of experience and not otherwise. The Jainas
accordingly dictate us to change our idea of contradiction in the
light of experience and not submit to any a priori abstract princi-
ple. - The abstractionistic tendency of our intellectual thought,
which. attaches absolute logical value to one of the aspects of
reality, is a vicious superstition, as truth is multiform and has
many facets, in which no one aspect should be given absolute
value to the exclusion of the rest.'

1 nanu bhedabhedayoh parasparsparihireni 'vasthiinid anyatarasyai 'va
vastavatvid ubbayitmakatvam ayuktam iti cet—tad ayuktarm, badhe
praminibhaviat. anupalambho hi badhakam praminam, na so ‘sti.
samastesu vastusv anekintitmakatvasya syidvidinoo mate suprasiddha-
tvad ity alam. 8. D. 8., p. 60.
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The Jainac further maintain that substance and its modes
are neither absolutely different nor are they absolutely identical.
They are found to be idenuical in respects of time, place and
nature ; thus, the table and its form and colour and the like
occupy the same place and time and they have the same essen-
tial nature, viz., materiality. And in view of this fundamental
unity they cannot but be regarded as identical. Bu} they
cannot for that reasou be regarded as absolutely identical, as
they differ in other respects, to wit, in number, (sankhya),
differentia (Irksana), name (samjfia), and function (artha).
'Thus, the substance is one, but the modes, ¢.g., pleasure, pain
and the like in the case of consciousness, are multiple ; this
constitutes the difference in number. They differ in specific
differentiae also, thus, continuity is the character of substance,
while transition (break of continuity) is the character of the
modes. The difference of name also is significant, thus the
substance is called the self or the jar, as the case may be,
whereas the modes are styled ‘colour’ or ‘pleasure,’ etc. The
difference in function is equally a distinguishing trait, thus,
the pot functions as drawer of water, while colour has such
uses as dyeing of clothes and the like. The same line of
demarcation can be drawn between the self and its varying
moods. Thus we shall have to accept on the authority of
experience the twofold character of all things, identity and
difference, and certainly we cannot repudiate experience on the
ground of their supposed contradiction at the dictate of abstract
logic.

But the Buddhist refuses to subscribe to the dictum of the
Jeinas and asks him pointblank if the self that relates itself with
the diversified states, makes any departure from its pristine
nature or not in the process of relationing. In the former
alternative, it will cease to be eternal, because there is no
continuing principle in the various states. In the latter, the
gelf cannot be regarded as a changing principle, as it does not
undergo any modification but remains fixed and uniform in all
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the successive states. Because, modification spells a departure
from the original state.!

The Buddhist has strongly denounced the interpretation of
experience by the .Jainas. Certainly experience has to be
accepted as the ultimate tribunal, but experience has to be
interpreted by logical thought. We cannot abandon our mental
constitution and adopt convenient ways of thinking at the
dictate of the Jainas. The demand is preposterous in all’
conscience ; it could as well ask us to suspend all thinking.
So if there is identity of nature, they must be identical ; and
if they are identical they cannot be different. Because, identity
and difference are contradictory and as such cannot coincide.
Either of them can be real and not both. So you should say
that substance and moods are different and distinct ; and if
you insist on regarding them as identical in spite of their
contradictory character, you must repudiate all distinctions
in the world and the consequence will be that even blue and
yellow will be one and the same.?

1 tatrd 'py avikrtarh dravyam parydyair yadi sangatam |
na vifeso’sti tasye 'ti parinami na tad bhavet |
T. 8, 8. 812.
2 gvabhavabheda ekatvam tasmin sali ca bhinnata |
kathaficid api duhsidhya paryayitmasvaripavat |
T. 8. 81, 8186.
Cf also ““......... bhede’pi yady ekatvarh tat kvacid api nilapitadau bhedo na
gyat. uktarh hi, ayam eva bhedo bhedahetur va yad viruddhadbarmai-
dhyasah karanabhedas ce’ti * Kavyaprakiéa, Ch. V.,—p. 244 (Jhalkikar’s
edn).
)The ‘Law of Contradiction’ and the ‘Law of Excluded Middle’ have been
formulated by Udayana in his Kusumafjali in the following couplet :
parasparavirodhe hi na prakérintarasthitih |
nai 'kata ’pi viruddbAnam uktimatravirodhatah’ |
III. 8.
‘ Between twp terms exclusive of each other, there is no third term
possible. Nor can there be any identity between the two, as it is a contra-
diction in terms,”
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Thus there can be no compromise between continuity and
change which are  the connotations of substance (dravya)and
modes (paryaya). And if they are identical, your so-called
substance must be transitory like the modes, because two
identical things cannot possibly have contradictory attributes
or in the alternative the so-called modes will be continuous
like the so-called substance, they being absolutely identical.
"You cannot have it both ways, as that involves a contradiction
in terms. So the idea of a continuous underlying self or subs-
tance has to be abandoned and the states of consciousness;' are
to be regarded as absolutely fluxional, each perishing irrevocably
when the other succeeds. Or the idea of variable modes has
to be surrendered and things are to be regarded as absolutely
immutable and fixed, as mutation and continuity cannot be
pfedicated of one and the same thing.?

The statement that the underlying, continuing entity is
known by direct perception is a baseless error. Because, no
such entity is perceived as something distinct from the transition-
al modes. And as it is posited that the self is an entity and is

A thing can be supposed to be ‘A’, or nob ‘A’, or both, or neither.

The last two alternatives are impossible,
‘na prakarintarasthitih, na nobhayitmakatvam nai ’kata’pi na bhivabhii-
vitmakatvam api’—Haridisa. ‘na prakarintarasthitir ity asya vivaranam
ns nobhayétmakatvam iti, nobhibhyim anyatvam ity arthah, na bhivibhi.-
vobhayabhinnatvam iti yavat.’ XK. T., C. K. Tarkalankira.

! Cf. Hualy, “‘Consciousnesses’”’ would be a better name, but it is
awkward. I have elsewhere proposed psychoses as a substuntive name
for mental phenomena’’ Hume by Huxly. Ch. II. p. 62. F. N. 1.

2 tato ni'vasthitam kifticid dravyam atmadi vidyate |
puryayavyatiriktatvat parydyaparh svariipavab |
na co 'dayavyayakrantah paryaya api kecana |
dravyad avyatiriktatvat taddravyaniyatatmavat |
tato niranvayo dhvareah sthirarh va sarvam igyalam |
ekdtmani tu nai 'va sto vyavrityanugamav imou |

T. 8., Sls. 819-21.
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competent to direct cognition, we must set it down as a purely

illusory idea like that of a sky-lotus or a barren woman’s son,
becausc if it was a real existence, it could not but be perceived.
The Jaina's demand that it is perceived by him must be dismis-
sed with scant courtesy, as in that case there could arise no
dispute about the existence of the self.

- 1t may be legitimately urged, however, that if there is no
substance as a unitary principle underlying all the manifold
modes, then why should there be such distinctions as of number,
name, differentia and functions? If an underlying reality over
and above the plurality of modes is posited, then these distinc-
tions become intelligible. But the Buddhist answers that such
distinctions are purely intellectual fictions and they have no
being in the real existents. The entities, though absolutely
distinct and different entities in and by themselves, have two
sets of functions and practical uses, one common and another
schiﬁc. When emphasis is laid upon the common nature of
the functions concerned, these entities, in spite of their mutual
differences, come to be labelled with a single epithet for the sake
of convenience by an intellectual fiction. On the other hand,
when attention is paid to their specific functions, they are desig-
nated by different names. The distinction of number and name
is thus a matter of convenience, absolutely imposed by the intel-
lect. The distinction of functions is due to an analogous operation
of the intellect ; thus, when the similarity of the common func-
tions is emphasised, the function is conceived to be one and
when the diversity of the specific functions is accentuated, they
are regarded as different and manifold. The distinction of
differentise is also purely conceptual, arising from the operation
of the ‘ Law of Causation.’ Thus, the structure of the pot is re-
duplicated in all the various stages ; the black pot in its unbaked

1 na co ’palabhyariipasya paryayanugatétmanah |
dravyasya pratibhaso’sti tan na ’sti gaganabjavat |
Op. cit., él. 822,
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state and the red one are absolutely two distinct entities. But
the structural similarity gives rise to illusion of identity and so
continuity comes to be regarded as its differentia. And when
the transition of colours 18 contemplated, the difference and -diver-
sity come to be regarded as the differentiating characler of these
modes.! In reality, however, there is no continuity at any one
of the stages and so the entities are diverse and discrete every
moment. But there is an innate tendency of the intellect to
synthesise those diverse aspects, which have a similar look, into
one category. The similarity is only apparent and does not
imply any continuity whatsoever. 8o the Jainas by adjudging
the nature of reality from surface appearances of things, which
are created into a category by the abstractionistic tactics of the
intellect, only betray sad lack of philosophical insight and logical
ineptitude.

It has, however, been urged that the twofold character
(dviriipa) of substance and modes is merged in one concrete
whole, and this whole being one impartite identity like the man-
lion deity, the distinctive individuality of the two characters
escapes detection. But this involves a contradiction in terms.
If the whole is one impartite identity, it cannot have a twofold
character, as character means distinctive individuality and two
characters would imply of necessity two individual existences
and certainly an identical entity cannot have two distinct exis-
tences, as it is manifestly absurd. And the analogy of the man-
lion is quite irrelevant, as the man-lion too is not one substance
with two distinct individualities. The man-lion is an aggregate
of manifold atoms and so having a plurality of natures, it appears
as twofold.

To sum up : the Jaina theory of soul as a multiple entity
with a duplicate nature of continuity and change is vitiated by

1 vividbarthakriyayogyas tulyadijnianahetavah |

tathavidharthasaﬁketaéabdapratyaydgdcarﬁb I
Op. cit., 1. 328,
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self-contradiction. It can be accepted if we give up or revise
our idea of the ‘ Law of Contradiction.” DBut as the constitution
of our minds cannot be changed, we cannot accept the theory,
which flagrantly violates a fundamental law of thought, And so
long as our logical sense refuses to be coaxed or coerced into
acceptance of a contradictory proposition, the Jaina metaphysics
must remain an intolerable and unacceptable system, though it
might excite our admiration as a monument of philosophical
sophistry or imagination gone mad.



CHAPTER XI
Tae SANKHYA THEORY OF SouL

The Sankhya philosophers posit the existence of the self,
which is-of the nature of consciousness, pure and simple, as a
distinct principle from intelligence, called buddhi or mahat.
The buddhi is the primary transformation of Prakrti or primor-
dial matter, which is the material cause of the world order.
Prakrti is dynamic in nature and is ever changeful. Buddhz,
being the first evolute of Prakrti, inherits the dynamic character
of the latter in full, the difference being the preponderance of
the sattva principle, which makes it extremely supple and trans-
parent. In fact, buddhi is the highest attenuated maiter, which
in transparency makes the closest possible approximation to the
spirit, whose nature is pure illumination. Now when the spirit
and buddhi are brought together, the latter receives the full
reflection of the spirit and becomes spiritualised to all intents
and purposes. Whatever passes in the buddhi becomes illumin-
ed at once by the light of the spirit and knowledge in the real
sense of the word takes place. But this is not all. The trans-
formations of buddhi, again, are imaged in the self or the spirit,
by virtue of which the self is said to enjoy the pleasure and pain,
which are only superposed on it and which in reality are the
modifications of buddhi. Thus, though there is no modification
in the self, the self assumes the rélc of experiencer of pleasure and
pain and suffers bondage, which is nothing but the defilement
of its native purity by the false ascription of these modifica-
tions. The Sankhya philosopher, however, denies all active ini-
tiative to the self even in this false sense. The self is the
epjoyer (bhoktr), though not an agent (kartr).
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But the Buddhist refuses to subscribe to the eternal, unitary
consciousness of the Samkhyas. If consciousness is one, then
why should there be such a variety and multiplicity of cognitions,
such as -cognitions of word, taste, colour and soon ? And
these cognitions cannot be lumped into one category, because
they are distinct and separate. Moreover, it is said that the
self is the enjoyer of pleasure and pain, as presented by the
buddhi. But when the sclf is one and eternal, how can it be
said to enjoy pleasure and pain, without forfeiting its uni-
formity ? And why should it wait for the services of Prakrti
for its enjoyment ? Certainly an eternal principle can have
no such dependence on an external agent. Again, therc is no
obligation that Prakrti should minister to the self according to
its needs ? Granting that Prakrti has a disinterested mission
in pursuance of which it caters to the needs of the self, does
the self undergo any modification in the process of enjoyment ?
If it does, the self cannot but forfeit its cternal uniformity. If
it does not swerve from its native purity, it cannot be supposed
to be an enjoyer, which denotes a change of state and change of
state means modification.

But it bas been said that enjoyment on the part of the
self is not to be taken literally. It happens in this way : first
buddhi undergoes a modification by being transformed into the
shape of the object and this transformation of buddhi is imaged
on the self. This reception of the image is interpreted as its
enjoyment and in this the self does not undergo a modification
in the least. But this is only a hoax. If the image gets merged
into the identity of the self, the self will have all the incidents
of the image, viz., origin and dissolution. If however there is
no such identification, the self cannot be supposed to be an
enjoyer even by way of fiction. Again how can the uncons-
cious Prakyti shape its activity according to a well-regulated plan
and progremme ? If it is conceded to have such purposive
activity, it is passing strange that it cannot enjoy the fruits of
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its labour. Certainly a person, who knows to prepare delicious
dishes, should also know how to enjoy them.!

It has been observed that buddhi is an intelligent principle
and so there is nothing inappropriate about it that it should
shape its activity according to the requirements of the self. But
this is begging the question. If you grant that buddhi has this
intelligence, you cannot consistently affirm that it is unconscious,
because intelligence is the invariable characteristic of conscious-
ness. We have no warrant to suppose that the self is something
distinet from intelligence and our experience at any rate contra-
dicts such a hypothesis. The example has been trotted out that
unconscious milk flows from the cow’s udder with a view to the
nourishment of the calf and no prescience can be suspected in
this purposive activity. Precisely unconscious buddhi aiso can
follow a teleological plan. To suppose that God guides such
activity is to make an unwarranted and uncalled-for assumption.
Because the activity of all intelligent persons is motivated either
by self-interest or by pity, and God, who has no unsatisfied need
cannot have any incentive for creative activity on the score of
gelf-interest.? Nor can He be actuated by pity, because before
creation there is no occasion, e.g., suffering, to call for his pity.
And if God is really merciful and is responsible ‘for creation and
if He has a foreknowledge of the eventual suffering of the created
beings, He should have desisted from such activity, as you
suppose that without his guidance no activity in unconscious
matter is possible. If you say that the world-process is a begin-
ningless cycle, and God has to order and arrange the creation
of the world in conformity with the deeds of creatures in their
previous lives, well, you should - dispense with the superfluous

1 karturh nama vijanati pradhénam vyafijanadikam |
bhokturn ca na vijanati kim ayuktam atah param | T. 8., 800.
2 (f. Slokavartika—
prayojanam anuddisya na mando’pi pravartate |
jagac ca srjatas tasya kirh ndma na krtar bhavet |
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appendage in the shape of God and accord supreme power to
Karman. So there is no absurdity in thinking that unconscious
Prakrti can work according to a teleological plan for emancipation
of the self, which is the highest good for the self. This has be n
the argument of Vacaspati MiSra.! But the analogy of milk’s
activity is not germane in all essential particulars to the creative
activity of Prakrti. The milk in question does not move of its
own initiative, but is activated by a cembination of causes and
conditions which come to pass at a particular time. But
Prakrti stands altogether in a different category. Being an
eternal principle, uncontingent on any other factor, it should
function always and not occasionally. But in that case Prakrti
should produce enjoyment and emancipation without break—an
absurd issue which even the Sankhya philosopher must hesitate
to accept in spite of his undying love for Prakrti.

It is, however, contended that buddhi has to be posited to
account for origination and dissolution, which cannot appertain to
consciousness. But this involves a petitio principii. There is
no contradiction between consciousness and ori:gin and death. On
the contrary, if consciousness be an eternal fait accompli, the
function of sense-organs will be deprived of all meaning, as the
sole purpose of sense-organs is to produce knowledge, but this is
already there. - Certainly there cannot be any necessity for fuel,
if fire is present for eternity.’

The argument that all composite things have to subserve the
interests of another principle and the ultimate principle, which
will be so served, cannot but be a spiritual substance, is acceptable

1 Vide 8. T. K. under
vatsavivrddhinimittam ksirasya yatha pravrttir ajfiasya |
purusavimoksanimittam tatha pravrttih pradhanasya |
8. K. 8l. 57.
2 gkpyarthady aphalarh tu syic caitanyarh advatarh yadi |
na bhaved indhanena ‘rtho yadi syac chavato’ nalah 1
T. 8., 808,
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so far.! But it fails to take into account that this spiritual
principle must be capable of receiving supplementation from its
accessories, otherwise these accessories cannot render any service
to it. And if this spirit derives benefit from these auxiliaries, it
cannot afford to be an unchanging static principle. We have no
experience of a changeless substance being benefited by others.
Even examples of bed and cushion and the like that have been
cited to bring home the argument are only helpful because the
beneficiary is actionable and so changeful. An unactionable and
unchanging spirit cannot have any necessity for accessories,
because the latter cannot have any effect on the former. And if
the spiritual substance is thus conceded to be capable of change,
it will be a fluxional entity which is the position we hold.?

1 “‘sanghatapardrthatvat trigunadiviparyayad adhisthanat |
puruso’sti bhoktrbbavat kaivalyartharh pravrttes ca | '
Sankhys Karika, é. 17.
slso, puruso ’sty svysktdder vyatiriktah, kuteh? sanghatapararthat-
vdt, avyskta-mshadshankaradaysh pararthah, sanghatatvat, §ayanasan-
abhyangavat. Sdnkhyatattvakaumudi.
2 pérarthyamnh caksurddinam yat punah pratipadyate |
§ayyasanadivat tena sanghatatvena hetuna |
adheyatiSayarthatvarh yady esam upapadyate |
igtasiddhir yad istas te’ smabhir jiiinopakarinal |
avikaryupakaritvasadbane sadhyasinyata —
drsténtasya oalasyai "va yuktas te’py upakarinah |
T. 8., éls. 807-09.



CHAPTER XII

TaHE SOUL-THEORY OF THE VATSIPUTRIYAS

* The Vatstputriyas, who profess to be followers of the
Buddha, do strangely postulate the existence of the self under the
name of pudgala (the principle of individuality), which they
affirm as neither identical with, nor different from, the psychical
aggregates, called skandhas. The pudgala (individual) is not
held to be a distinct entity from the aggregates, because that would
amount to acquiescence in the position of the heretical schools.
Nor can it be held to be non-distinct from the skandhas either,
as in that case the individual will be split up into a multiplicity.
So the individual is described as an indefinable and inexpressible
principle. Thus, if the individual is something absolutely distinct
from the psychical elements, it will of necessity be an cternal
verity; but this is logically unsound, as-an eternal verity, being
unamenable to any modification like space, cannhot possibly dis-
charge the functions of an agent and enjoyer, the very functions for
which an individuality is postulated. And this would be directly
in opposition to the teaching of the Master, who has denied an
eternal soul. If, on the other hand, it is regarded as absolutcly
non-distinct from the psychical complexes, the individuality will
stultify itself being reduced to a plurality of psychical factors.
Moreover, it will bé momentary like the psychical phenomena and
will be subject to absolute extinction like them. But this will
involve the absurdity of loss of karman and the consequent nega-
tion of metempsychosis, a contingency which is opposed to reason
and the Master's teaching alike. So with a view to avoid-
ing the two extremes of absolute existence ($asvatavdda) and
absolute extinction (ucchedavdada), which have been condemncd
by the Master as absurd, the VatsIputriyas have advocated

-a principle of individuality, called the pudgala, which

24
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bas the metaphysical virtue of explaining the continuity of the
empirical ego to the avoidance of the fallacy of the eternal self,
posited by the heretical thinkers. The contradiction of identity
gnd difference, involved in the conception of the pudgala, need
not deter us, as experience and metaphysical necessity alike call
for such a conception.

The Sautrantika philosopher .has, however, opposed this
doctrine with all the emphasis he could command. Santaraksita,
an exponent of the former school, observes that this pudgala,
which has been ushered into existence with so much pomp and
ceremony by the Vatsiputriyas, is but a metaphysical fiction
like the sky-lotus. Because, a thing which cannot be described
either as identical with, or different from, another is nothing but
an unreal idea, a logical and a psychological fiction. Identity or
-difference can be predicated of a reality and not an unreal fiction.
So this pudgala, which is neither identical with, nor different
from, the psychical complexes will be an absolutely hollow, unreal
voidity and to claim objective reality for such a figment of
imagination betrays a sad lack of even elementary logical
thought. Such a thing can exist in the imagination of a morbid
mind, but not in reality. To say that a pudgala is different and
non-different from the aggregates is a contradiction in terms.
It it is different, it cannot be non-different ; if non-different,
it cannot be different. So when you say that the pudgala
is not different from the aggregates, you at once admit
the identity of the two. When again you say that, that the
pudgala is mot the aggregates, you admit they are distinct and
different. When things are found to be possessed of mutually
incompatible attributes, they are set down as different and distinct,

1 gkandhebhysh pudgalo nanya ity esd ’nanyasiicand | skanano na
pudgala ce ti vyakta tasye’yam anyatd | viruddhadharmasango hi
vastGnarh bheda ucyate | skandhapudgalayos’ cai 'va vidyate bhinnata

na kim |
T. 8., 848-44.
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as the criterion of difference is the possession of contra-
dictory attributes, and this is incompatible with the identity of
the substratum. You say that the pudgala is indescribable either
as identical or as distinct. But the aggregates are describable as
distinct from each other; thus, the aggregate of “physical
elements’ or sense-data . (riipa) is different from that of feelings
(vedand). The aggregates again are describable as impermanent,
but not so the pudgala. So the pudgala and the aggregates as
a class apart, are absolutely distinct categoriés, because they are
possessed of mutually contradictory attributes, viz., the fact
of being describable or indescribable. The pudgala therefore
must be set down as an absolute unreality, baving no locus
standi except in the coloured imagination of the Vatsipuiriyas.
The impossibility of predication of identity or difference with
respect to the pudgala does not alone prove its unreal, imaginary
character; its unreality is also brought home by the fact that
it cannot be described as momentary either. We have proved
beyond the shadow of doubt that existence means causal
efficiency and this causal efficiency, it has been demonstrated by
irrefragable logic, is restricted to momentary reals.' 8o a thing,
which cannot be described as momentary, must be set down as a
fiction, pure and simple. How can a non-momentary thing have
causal efficiency ??

It may be contended that as causal efficiency is incom-
patible with a non-momentary thing, a non-momentary cannot
be a real entity.. But this pudgala is not accepted by us as
absolutely non-momentary. What we contend is that the
pudgala cannot from its very nature be described either as
momentary or non-momentary. If we categorically affirmed
its non-momentary character, the charge of unreality could be

1 arthakriyasu §aktifca vidyamanatvalaksagam | keapikesv eva niyaté

tathi 'vacye na vastuta |
T.8., 847.

8 ‘anityatvena yo'vacych sa hetur na hi kasyacit.’
Quoted in T.8,P., p. 128,
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brought home to us. But as we neither affirm nor deny the
non-momentary or momentary nature with regard to the pudgala
‘the charge cannot be substantiated. If we categorically affirmed
it to be non-momentary, causal efficiency could be denied of it.
But we admit its momentary character as well; so there is
nothing to prevent its exercising causal efficiency. But this
only seeks to draw a red herring across the line of real dispute.
The indubitable and irrefutable fact remains that there is contra-
diction between the two incompatible attributes of momentariness
and non-momentariness. If oneis true, the other must be false. 1f
one is false, the other cannot but be true. There is no half-way
house between two mutually exclusive terms. A thing cannot be
permanent and non-permanent both. What is the connotation
of permanence? Obviously it is the fixed and unalterable nature
of a thing. A thing is said to be eternal, which does not perish
at any time.! The non-eternal is that which does not persist
always, but ceases to exist at some point of time. So, how can
an identical thing be conceived as existing for all time and
again ceasing to exist-at some point of time? This is sheerly
an inconceivable situation. The affirmation of one presupposes
the denial of another and vice versa. You cannot have it both
ways or neither. If it is eternal, it must be admitted to be an
unreal fiction like a rabbit’s horn. If momentary, it cannot be
an unreal existence, which, however, is claimed by the Vatsi-
putriyas with a shameless naivete. So when the pudgala is
not categorically a momentary entity, it must be devoid of causal
efficiency, as causal efficiency is the mvarlable concomitant of
the momentary.

As for the seeming scriptural and textual discrepancies,
they have been fully explained by the noble Vasubandhu in his
Abhidharmakosa and Paramarthasaptati. The curious reader
is advised to consult those works. 'We are here concerned with
the metaphysical issues involved in the position of the Vatsi-

1 npityam tam &hur vidyainso yah svabhavo na nasyati. Ibid, p. 129,
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putriyas and we have shown that the whole doctrine is vitiated
by a flagrant breach of the ‘Law of Contradiction.” It betrays
slipshod logic from top to bottom and can be held out as the best
illustration of the heights of absurdity to which a man can be
led by a pet superstition.

About the teaching of the Master, one word is sufficient to
indicate the method which was adopted by him. The sermons
of the master were inspired by the enquiries of inquisitive persons
and the Master had to consider the intellectual calibre and
equipment of these enquirers before giving answers to their
queries—otherwise his words would become incomprehensible
to them. This point has been explained (by Kumaralabha)
thus: *“ The Buddha was pleased to construct nis doctrine
concerning the elements of existence (with the greatest
caution), like a tigress who holds her young by her teeth (her
grasp is not too tight in order not to hurt him, nor is it
too loose in order not to let him fall).”* So when the
Buddha said, ‘ There is a being spontaneously boen,”’ ? it
must be understood to mean the continuity of the stream of

! The Soul Theory of the Buddhists by Th. Stcherbetsky, vide p. 847.
Cf. ** darhstridarhgtravabhedarh ca hhrarhéarh ca *veksys karmapam |
defayanti jina dharmarh vyaghripotapaharavat.”” quated in the T. 8. P.,
p. 129,

? ¢ asti séttva upapadukah * Prof. Stcherbateky renders it by * appari-
tional spontaneous self-birth.” The learned Professor has translated Hiuea
Thsang’s version as follows:—'‘ ......... it the five skandhas (of the inter-
mediate state) proceed to a new life, which begins neither in the womb,
nor in an egg, nor in warm moisture, then the result is called transfigurated
being."’ Ibid, pp. 844 and 957. ** In this way are born: gods, the inhabitants
of hell and all men in the inlermediate state between death and a new birth,
i.e., without g seed. not from previous elements, as the Vits (the Vatsipu-
triyas) believe.”’ Op. cit , p. 946. Cf. Amarakoga, ** divyopapaduka devah,”
Bhiinuji comments: * narakavydvrttaye divyapadam. matapitradidrsta-
kirananirapeksa adrstasahakrtebhyo ’ nubhyo jata ye devah, te divyopapa-
dukii ucyante.”” We have it from Prof. Sicherbatsky, ‘‘ The whole theory
of apparitional or miraculous self-births is exposed and discussed in the
I1I Section.’’ Op. cit., p. 966,
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conscious life after death in other regions. This does not
lend any support to the existence of an eternal ego-principle.
The Buddha did not point-blank deny the existence of the soul,
as that might bc misconstrued by inferior intellects as denial of
all post-mortem existence.

The Vatsiputriyac have made capital out of the sermon of
the Master, which is in the following terms—* O Brethren, I
will explain to you the burden, the taking up of the burden, the
laying aside of the burden and the carrier of the burden. Of
these, the burden is the five aggregates, which are the substrates
(of personal life) ; the taking up of the burden is the craving
for a continuation of life, accompanied by a sense of satisfac-
tion; the laying aside of the burden is emancipation ; and the
carrier of the burden is the individual.”’ They have stressed in it
the distinct mention of the individual apart from the aggregates,
and have taken care to point out that unless the individual is
recognised to be a distinct principle from the aggregates which
have been described as the burden of life, the burden and the
burden-bearer will be the same thing, which is absurd on the
face of it.!

But such an interpretation of the parable, though to all
appearances it seems to be in conformity with the text, canmnot
be accepted as embodying the real intention of the master. Be-
cause, the individual spoken of as the carrier of the burden is
nothing distinct from the aggregates : the preceding aggregates
which culminate in the production of the succeeding aggregates,
are called the burden and the latter are the burden-carrier, being
the inheritors of all that has gone before. That this is the
sense intended is apparent from the very epithets with which the
pndgala has been hedged round. Thus, the individual (pudgala)

1 ¢bharah vo bhiksavo deédayigydmi, bhardddnam bhiraniksepam
bharaharamh ca, tatra bharah peficopadanaskandhah, bhéradanam trptih,
bharaniksepo mokso, bharaharah pudgala iti.’

I have adopted the translation of Prof. Stcherbatsky with slight
plterations.
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has been spoken of as the subject, bearing such and such a name,
such and such a caste, coming of such a family, living on such
food-stuffs, experiencing such pleasure and pain, and having
such a span of life allotted to him and so on. Certainly these
adjectives are ill-adapted to an eternal self or any real self, having
a distinct existence apart from the elements of conscionsness.’
So - this sermon cannot be interpreted as evidence of a soul-
entity.

This should be a clincher to the Vatsiputriyas’ contention.
But Uddyotakara, to suit his purpose, has gone out of his way
to seize hold of another text and has twisted it so as to make it
appear as evidence of the existence of a distinctive soul-principle.
The text is as follows : “ O Venerable sir, I am not colour ; and
so again I am not feeling, name, conformation and cognition.
Likewise, thou too, O monk, art not the colour ; nor art thou
any wmore the feeling, name, conformation and cognition.”’?®
¢ The specific negation of the aggregates,’ argues Uddyotakara,
¢ element by element, as the object of ego-consciousness, shows
that there is a self apart and aloof from the contents.” If nega-
tion of the self as such had been the purport, it could have been
conveniently expressed by a categorical negation of the self ¢ as
thou art not.” But the specific, negation of the aggregates, one
by one, points to the existence of an independent self, as for
instance, the statement ‘I do not see with my left eye ’ indicates
that he sees with the right eye. If seeing as such was to be
negated, the specific negation of the instrumentality of the left
eye would be unmeaning. So it follows by way of implication
that there is a self distinct from the psychical complexes, no
matter whether it be an indefinable entity as the Vatsiputriyas
would have it or any other variety.”

! ata eva Bhagavatd, ‘Bharaharah katamah. pudgala’ ity uktva
‘yo’siv Ayusman mnevarindmi, evarhjatih, evarhgotra, évamabarah, evam-
sukha-dubkharh pratisarhvedi, evarh dirghayur ’ ityadina -pudgalo vya-
khyiitah.

$ &3 T 8. P, pp.180-81.
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But the contention of Uddyotakara is based on a mis-
understanding of the real purport of the text. The sermon was
addressed to persons who had these particular misconceptions with
a view to their enlightenment. So the purport of the text is
purely negative and cannot in any way be construed as an
affirmation of the self, express or implied.’

1 yisegapratigedha# ca taddrstin prati rajate. T. 8., 81 349.

For a thorough-going and detailed exposition of the soul theory of the
Vitsiputriyas, vide ‘ The Soul Theory of the Buddhists’ by Prof. Stcherbatsky,
and Prof. Louis de La Vallee’s Abhidharmakoga and his brilliant exposition.



CHAPTER XIII
Tar THEORY OF SOUL BASED ON THE UPANISADS

The Vedantists, who hold to the doctrine of absolute monism,
consider the world of reality as an unsubstantial appearance
floating over an eternal spiritual principle, which is absolutcly
homogeneous and destitute of all distinctions, subjective or ob-
jective whatsoever. As the Absolute Brahman, which is pure
consciousness and pure existence, is the only reality and the
multiplicity of the phenomenal world, both subjective and object-
ive, is only an appearance as unsubstantial and unreal as an
illusion or a dream, there can be no distinctions—external or
internal in the spirit, which is one, uniform, unchanged and
unchangeable, homogeneous Being. The subject-object distinctions
are thus purely fictitious, as the objects have no reality outside the
Absolute Consciousness.

The Buddhist idealist (vijianavddin) holds to an analogous
doctrine as according to him also the objective world bas no
reality whatsoever outside the thinking minds. The subject-
object distinctions are equally false creations of the conscious
principle. But though thus they are fundamentally agreed on
the reality of consciousness alone, they differ in a very material
respect. The Vedantists are certainly wrong in holding this
consciousness to be a homogeneous, unitary principle. If this
consciousness were one eternal substance, then why should there
be any diversity in our ideas? Certainly colour-consciousness is
not the same thing as sound-consciousness and if they are
different, you connot consistently hold the doctrine of unitary,
eternal consciousness. If they had been one and eternal, all
these diverse cognitions should arise all at once and not in a
graduated scale as they are found to do. Nor can these different
cognitions be regarded as so many modes or determinations of
one eternal conscionsness, because modes cannot be regarded
as absolutely distinct from the substance .and so the substance
wiil vary with its modes. The result will be a multiplicity of
conscious units, which is our (Buddhists’) position.
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Moreover, no line of demarcation can te drawn between
cognitions and consciousness as such, as they are found in
experience to be absolutely indivisible. And if the diverse cogni-
tions are distinet from one another, what is there to be conceived
asone? The Vedantist position of one eternal consciousness,
on the other hand, renders bondage and liberation absolutely
impossible. If bondage be its essential nature, there can be no
emancipation and if consciousness is eo ipso emancipated, bondage
will become equally untenable. But in the Buddhist theory,
no such contingency urises, as in a consciousness-series, each
moment of consciousness being absolutely different and distinct,
there is no incompauibility if one moment is impure and another
is divested of its impurity. The fact of the matter is that
bondage is nothing but consciousness as defiled by passions and
1gnorance, and emancipation is nothing but consciousness in its
native purily, purged of all impuritics, by a course of rigorous
discipline, Had bondage or emancipation been eo ipso the nature
of consciousuess, all discipline would have been unavailing.! 1If,
however, bondage and liberation be held to be false superimposi-
tions of igrnioranea, a praxis of yogic discipline will be devoid of
all purpose, because there will be nothing to avoid or to aftain.
So the theory of the etérnal consciousness is logically absurd and
ethically a dangerous doctrine.?

! tathd hi—yadi viparyastasvaobhdvam eknrh jfidnarh sadd, tadi
parnsyd 'vasthantarasyd 'bhivdn na moksivyavasthd syat. athiviparyastarh
tadd nityarh pari§uddbasvabhiavatvan na bandhah sy &t. esmiakarh tu santana.-
bhedena wijdsptth sarhk isti duddhd ce ’syata iti yuktd bandbamohsa-
vyavasthd yatho ‘ktam—* snrhkligtd ca viSuddhd ca samald nirmala ¢a #3 |
sarhk'isticed bbaven na ’sau mukidh syuh sarvadehingh | viSuddha-ced
bhaven na “sau vydydmo nigpbalo bhavet ''—iti.

T.8. P., p. 124,
$ k'rh va nivertaved yogl yogdbhyasena siidhavet |
kith vi na hiitum dakyo hi vipary#sas tadatinakah |
tattvajfidnarh pa co ’tpadyeru tidatm) at survudd sthiteh |
youbbydso’pi tend 'yam aphaluh sagva eva .ca |
T, 8., éls. 884-885.



CHAPTER XIV

-A CRiTICAL ESTIMATE OF THE NoX-souL THEORY OF THL
BuppHIST PHILOSOPHERS

The Buddhists of the Sautrintika-Yogdcara school bave
vehemently opposed the existence of a permanent sclf behind
the psychical phenomena either as their substratum or as their
condition. But they postulate the existence of pure, absolute
consciousuess, though momentary, bereft of subject-object deter-
minations in the state of Nirvara. Though the possibility of
total extinction of all conscious existence is found to be adum-
brated in the Tattvasangraha and alluded to in the writings of
rival schools, we shall not however concern ourselves in this con-
text with the metaphysical merits or drawbacks of this theory,
as it will be fully discussed and examined in the chapter on
Nirviara. Sangaraksita tells us that the gap between the
Buddhistic and the Vedantic conception of consciousness as the
ultimate principle is but very narrow, though it is fundamental.
The Vedantists too have denicd the existence of individual soul-
centres (Jivdlman) as metaphysical entities and in this they are
at one with the Buddhists. The issue of debate hangs upon the
permanence or impermanence of consciousness. There is ab-
solutely no difference of opinion regarding the impersonal and
impartite character of consciousness too. The Buddhists hold
consciousness to be of momentary duration, albeit the strcam of
consciousness-units is one unbroken and uninterrupted procession
and in this respect of eternal duration, there is agreement, too,
between the two schools of thought. The continuum of conscious-
ness as an ontological reality whether in the series or in the
unity is accepted as a fundamental reality and so for all practical
purposes tho two positions do not differ in a material respect.
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But practical considerations are not the only thing that carry
weight with philosophers. The difference of metaphysics is far
too deep and uncompromising, though to the commonplace
mind, it would perhaps appear to be a distinction without differ-
ence. The difference between the two philosopbies is therefore
based upon a fundamental ground and neither of them can be
expected to capitulate to the other, as this would imply the entire
change of outlook and philosophic orientation. But a dis-
passionate critic, when confronted with a metaphysical tangle of
this type, has got to make his own decision and to pronounce an
unbiassed. verdict either in favour of one or against the other.
It is very seldom that the critic can come with offers of compro-
mise, as compromise proves very often to be suicidal to philo-
sophy. Compromise is a virtue in practical life, because it
ensures the harmonious co-opera'dion of the members of a com-
munity, which disagreement and difference would render
impossible. But difference of opinion does not spell any such
danger, if it does not involve a fundamental antagonism in ethics
and social life. So the practical work-a-day man of the world
has no reason to sound the tocsin of alarm if philosophers differ
between themselves, as decent philosophy does never stoop below
wordy warfare.

Now, the Buddhist maintains that consciousness must be
believed to vary with its contents. Thus, the consciousness of
red is different from the consciousness of blue. If they were
one undivided consciousness, then, the contents should be felt all
at once and not in a graduated series, which is the actual fact.
Nor is there any warrant either from experience or from logic to
suppose that consciousness is a principle apart and distinet from
its contents, because we feel the two together and as identical.
g0 one consciousness must be held to be distinet from another
consciousness and the apparent unity and identity of self-con-
sciousness must be explained as a psychical fiction, generated by
the homogeneity of the consciousness-units.  Th= Sdnkhyas put
forward their epistemological theory that cognitious are processes.
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and affections of a thin, attenuated intelligence-stuff (buddhi),
which are as much material and unspiritual as any other material
changes, but these are quickened and illuminated and thus spiri-
tualised by the light of the spirit reflected upon it. The
Vedantists, too, with minor differences among themselves, which
are negligible for our purpose, almost unreservedly accept this
epistemological device of the Sankhyasand the objective of all
this is to maintain the supposed integrity of the spirit, standing
aloof from the psychical processes. But this is only an ex-
pedient, ingenious though, devised to maintain a pet theory,
which has no logical or psychological evidence to support it. If
the contents of consciousness were really different and distinct
from counsciousness per se, the knowledge of these contents would
become absolutely unaccountable. What is the criterion of
knowledge ? What is the explanation that one thing is known
and another is unknown save and except this that one thing
enters into consciousness and becomes identical with it ? But
how can a thing, material and unconscious in itself, come to be
identified with consciousness, which is its complete anti-thesis ?
The Sautrantikas tide over this common difficulty of all epistemo-
logy by positing the existence of an intermediary, viz., the
image or likeness of the material object imprinted on conscious-
ness. The process is something like photography.

The Vedantists, on the other hand, think that these Buddhists
bave come very near the truth, but their philosophy suffers ship-
wreck at the very sight of-the harbour. We admit, the Vedan-
tists argue, that knowledge of a fact cannot be explained if the
fact stands in its sacred aloofness from consciousness. There
must be some relation between the two and the relation of
causality or objectivity (vigsayatd or uddyesyata) which is requisi-
tioned by the Realists, cannot adequately explain the intimacy
and immediacy of the relation involved in knowledge. There
may be a case of causality between two material facts and yet
there is no resultant knowledge. And a material object may be
the aim and objective of our physical endeavour, but such
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endeavour fails to remove the cover of ignorance that envelops it.!
You may plead that the relation is unique and the fact of illumi-
nation proceeds from consciousness to the object and so knowledge
becomes possible.  Yes, but this is the very crux of the problem.
Your explanation only states the problem and assumes the very
fact which you are called upon to explain. The Buddhist thinks
that this relationis one of complete identity (sahopalambhaniyamad
abhedo nilataddhiyoh). But this is opposed to the testimony of
experience. The contents cannot be believed to be absolutely
identical with cansciousness, because they are felt to be distinct,
external and possessed of a long or short magnitude, whereas con-
sciousness is felt inside and as an amorphous principle without
any geometrical dimension. So the two cannot be lumped
together. Butunless they are idcntified, they cannot be suppo-ed
to be illumined and revealed. Illumination is the property, nay,
the very self of consciousness and unless the contents are sup-
posed to be taken into and integrated with it, they cannot be
known. Knowledge is a peculiar rclation—it is neither one of
complete identity nor of complete difference. It is a peculiar
relation—something indescribable. There is difference betiween
consciousness and its contents, but the 'difference is not real.
There must be identity between the two, no doubt, without which
no knowledge can be supposed to be possible. But this identity
coonot be a real, absolute identity. It is something equally
indescribable. Consciousness is self-luminous and as such can
illumine its own identity and with regard to external objects it is

! banadijenanadd handdibuddhindm arthavigayatvam, arthavigaya-
banadibuddhijanacdc cad ’rthasarhvidas tadvigayntvam iti cet, tat kirh
dehasya prayatnavadiitmasarhyogo debaoravrttivivrtiibetur arthe ity artha-
prakifo 'stu. jadyad dehdtmasarhyogo na 'rthaprakads iti cet, nanv ayam

' avayamprakido’ pi svi'many eva khadyotavat prakasub, arthe tu jadas ity
upapiditam. Bha. ad Br. 8a. 1.1.1., p. 86.

Cf., drévavargasya sarhvidbhionatibhyupagame sarhvidah svitminath
pruti prakisatvarh hy abhedasambandhenai *va klptam iti tarh prati sa jada-
ripa dehdtmasarhyogatulyd na prakiaripa. K. T. P., ad ibid.
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perfectly unilluminative. So the very possibility of knowledge
demands that the two must be brought together in a relation of
identity, but this identity cannot but be illusory and fictitious !
Now, the Buddbist philosopher argues into the momenta-
riness of consciousness on the ground of the variation and the
fluxional nature of the contents of consciousness and he bases
his ‘conclusion upon the relation of identity between conscious-
ness and its contents. And he explains away the felt unity of
consciousness as a psychological fiction by an appeal to the
palpable variability of these contents. But these are pure
assumptions which militate against sound logic. It has been
proved that the relation of consciousness and its' contents is
neither one of absolute identity nor one of absolute difference, as
both these are equally felt in experience to be the case. But iden-
tity and difference cannot both be predicated of the same pheno-
menon, as it infringes the fundamental laws of thought, viz., the
Law of Contradiction and the Law of the Excluded Middle. The
said relation therefore transpires to be an unreal. illusory super-
imposition just like the illusory superimposition of silver upen
the shell. The relation of consciousness to its superimposed
contents is thercfore one of illusory identity and tke difference
of onc content from another is equally false and illusory. And a
false identity and a false difference cannot be made the basis of
@ pliilosophical argument. There is a felt difference between
one cognition: and another, but this difference is purely fictitious

1 na ca prakadisyd 'tmino visaydh. to hi vicchinnadirghasthalatays
'‘nubhbyante, prukisas ci 'yam dntaro 'sthilo ‘nanur abrasvo ‘dirghsé ce
"i prakagate. tasmic eandre 'pubhlyamdna iva dvitlysé candremah
gvaprakdgad any> ‘rtho ‘mirvacaniya eve ’ti yuktam utpaydmah. Bha,
ad1.11, po. 36-37.

Cf. samvit svaprakie °‘ti tasydh svibhinna eva prakifariipatvasya
klptatvit svabhione dpsyavarge tasyah prukifardpatd ns sembhavati,
tattyik#é ca drgirsyayor abhedo na yujyate, ato driyavargasya samhvidvivar.
t.tuyd ‘mirvacaniyena tadabhedena prakiSamanata.

K.T.P., ad ibid, p, 87,
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and a fletitious difference cannot entail a substantive difference
in consciousness. A fictitious difference cannot affect the in-
tegrity of the reality, much less can it induce a real distinction.
The shell may erroneously be perceived alternately as silver or
as lead. But the distinction of lead and silver does not touch
the identity of the shell and so cannot split it up into two. By
similar logic the difference of contents, which have been proved
to be illusory superimpositions, cannot be legitimately supposed
to introduce a real distinction into consciousness. Consciousness,
therefore, should, in deference to the demands of logic, be regard-
ed as a simple identity, an impartite whole, an eternal verity,
with no ontological difference in itself. Itis a self-illuminative
principle without origin, decay and death, existing as the sole
witness and illuminator of the cosmic panorama, which hangs as
a pall and as a cloud over it. Ontologically speaking, it is
nothing short of a vain show, & mysterious appearance, an idle
phantasmagoria—the creation of an equally illusive and unreal
avidyd (pescience), which however is not a psychological pheno~
menon nor a logical fiction, but an elusive category that cannot
be desoribed in metaphysical terms either as an absolute aught or
as an absolute nanght.

Experience too does not lend support to the Buddbist con-
ception of multiple consciousness-units. The consciousness of
red is felt to be distinct from the consciousness of blue, no doubt ;
but distinction is not the only note in it, the identity of con-
sciousness is equally a felt fact. The Buddhist believes this felt
unity of consciousness to be an illusion and he bases this belief
upon the apparent multiplicity of contents. With equal logio
one might explain away the multiplicity of contents as fiction
and establish the unity of consciousness to be the reality. So
appeal to experience is perfectly unavailing and its testimony is
jnconclusive and conflicting. The two opposite characters—unity
and difference—cannot both be true, as they involve a contradic-
tion in terms. Which of the two then is to be believed as the
reality and which again as false appearance? Difference and
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non-difference cannot both be true and if one of them is to be
discarded, we must give up the aspect of difference as false
appearance over the basic foundation of unity or non-difference,
because difference cannot arise except on the foundation of two
units, which are in their nature simple unities. If one of the
two units be absent, the concept of difference becomes impossible,
as each of the units constitutes its foundation and pivot, and if
the foundation be lacking, how can it subsist 2 But the case of
unity is quite different. Tt is perceived in and by itself and
without any reference to any other unity. Difference however is
contingent upon unity and without unity its existence is incon-
ceivable. And if we are faced with the alternative of rejecting
one, we must perforce reject the aspect of difference as false
superimposition and accept the factor of unity as the basic
reality, because unity is the pre-supposition of difference and
even if difference be accepted to be the final truth, unity will
have to be accepted, as difference without unity as its basic
support is a chimera. So between unity and difference we must
accept unity as the reality since unity cannot be rejected as it is
the constituent factor and is the raison d’ etre even of difference.
The Buddhist philosopher commits the blunder of unpardonable
abstraction when he seeks to explain away the unity of con-
Sciousness on the basis of difference of contents, which in
its turn, we have seen, presupposes the fact of unity as its very
foundation and essence.



CHAPTER XV

THE PROBLEM OF AFTER-LIFE OR IMMORTALITY
OF CONSCIOUSNESS-CONTINUUM

The philosophers of the Lokayata school, who believed
consciousness to be a product of physical elements and as such
ceasing to function with the death of the physical body, opposed
the Buddhist doctrine of the immortality of consciousness-series
in very violent language. They argue: when the Buddhist
believes this life of consciousness to be nothing but a congeries
of distinct and discrete conscious units without any real, under-
lying unity in the shape of the self, then how could they believe
in disembodied existence of consciousness?  Consistency
requires that they should subscribe to the Lokayata doctrine of
absolute extinction of consciousness after death and they should
hold with the materialists that consciousness is nothing but a
bye-product of the four physical elements, earth, water, fire and
air held in certain juxtaposition in a physical organism. It
therefore stands to reason that consciousness should come to
absolute doom, when these elements are separated by physical
death, no matter whether consciousness be regarded as a bye-
product or as an epiphenomenon of the same.! And as regards
the physical organism, sense-organs, and objects of perception,
they also are nothing but peculiar combinations of these elements,

! ¢ paralokino ’'bhivat paralokabhava ’iti, a satra of the Lokayata
system quoted in T. 8. R,, p. 520.

‘ prthivy @pas tejo vayur iti catvari tattvani tebhyas caitanyam ’ iti.
(another silra). 1atea keoid vrttikira vyacaksate utpadyate tebhyad
caitanyam, anye ’bhivyajyata ity ahuh.’ Loc. cit,
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as there is no reality outside these elements found by ex-
perience.!

It might be argued that the consciousness in a pre-existent
body is the substantive cause of consciousness in a subsequent
body and so there is no break in the continuity of consciousness
even on the death of a particular body. But such a causal rela-
tion between consciousness-centres located in different bodies
is absolutely unthinkable, as we find the consciousness of an
elephant and of a horse to be absolutely distinct and independent.
Besides, there is no instance of one subjectivity producing
another in a different body, on the strength of which we could
suppose this relation to obtain in a past and a future organism.
The theory that consciousness is the cause of another conscious-
ness should thus be abandoned and it should be held that con-
sciousness emerges as a product of the living physical organism.?
It is a bold proposition to assert that consciousness exists even
in the embryonic stage. How could there be any cognition of an
object in the absence of sense-organs and certainly consciousness
without a content is a contradiction in terms. Likewise, there
can be no consciousness in fits of swoon and the like, when
sense-organs cease to function. Nor can consciousness be
supposed to exist in such circumstances in the shape of a poten-
tial energy, because potentiality can exist, if at all in a substra-
_tum and as the Buddhist denies with the materialist the existence
of the Self, acting as a substratum of consciousness, the organism
should be regarded as the substrate and with its death, con-
sciousness should be held to become defunct, as there is no other

1  ganniveéavifege ca kgityadinarh nivefyate —
dehendriyadisanjfie ‘yarh tattvarh na 'nyad dbi vidyate Il
T. 8., 1860.

cf. tathd oa tegarh sitram—* tatsamudaye vigayendriyasamjfid’ iti.
T. 8. P., p. 520.

? kayad eva tato jfidnarh pranapanadyadhigthitat |
yrktarh jiyata itye ‘tat Kambaladvataro 'ditam 0 §l. 1864.

cf. tatha oa sitram—* kiyad eva 'iti. T. 8. F., p. 521.
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organism in which consciousness could function, The hypothesis
of an intermediate astral body, working as the medium of the
departed consciousness, has been thoroughly exposed by Vindhya-
vasin and so far as the Lokayata is concerned, it is simply an
idle supposition as there is no positive proof of it. Moreover,
this intermediate astral body which is supposed to originate and
disappear all on a sudden, cannot be supposed to act as a vehicle
of the departed consciousness, because, consciousness being
devoid of locomotion, cannot be transferred to this astral body
even.! And even if this be granted, it cannot be conceived how
it should deposit consciousness in another organism, as this will
necessitate the existence of consciousness in an embryo, a contin-
gency too bold to be regarded with equanimity.? So the
Buddhist finds himself to be placed tightly between the two
horns of a dilemma : either he should accept an eternal Self like

1 ¢ ggtiha sattva upapadukah '—Buddha.

2 The entire argument put-in the mouth of the materialist is bodily
taken mutatis mutandis from Kumarila's Sloka-vartika. The Slokas from
1865 to 1868 are reprodueed wverbatim and Sls. 1869 to 1871 are but a
summarised version of Kumérila’s Slokas, §9-64 and 69 to 78, Atmavada,
8. V., pp. 708-07.

Bridhara in his Nydyakandali employs similar arguments to prove the
impossibility of metempsychosis in the Buddhist theory of Soul or rather
no-Soul. Sridhara opines that the theory of momentary consciousness would
land the Buddhist in rank materialism, which denies post-mortem
existence of the Soul or conscious life, to be accurate. We are templed
to believe that Sridhara has borrowed his arguments from Kumérila whom
he quotes with great respect in other places. It is strange that the editor
of the Tativasangraha has failed to enumerate the Slokas 1865 to 1868
in that work in the list of quotations from Kurnirila, given as an appendix.
Perhaps the omission to mertion Kumarila as the author of the same by
KamalaSila is responsible for this overt omission on the part of the editor.
It is absolutely necessary that these slokas should be noticed in the appen-
dix of the Tattvasangraha.

Vide Nydyakandali, p. 81.
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the Mimdmsaka or in the alternative deny metempsychosis like
the materialist.

Santaraksita observes that tho whole problem of after-life
binges on the correct determination of the meaning of the expres-
sion ‘after-life.” Now, if by after-life or post-mortem existence is
meant something distinct from the continuity of consciousness-
series, then the denial of such an existence by the materialist will
not affect the Buddhist in the least. The Buddhist holds the life
of consciousness to be a beginningless, never-ending continuum,
in which each precedent conscious moment is followed -by a
subsequent conscious moment, which derives its existence from
the former and goes on producing its duplicates without end.
Thus, so far consciousness qua consciousness is concerned, it
is an eternal, timeless process without a definite beginning or
an abrupt end. The conception of this life or after-life is but
a relative idea, according as it is considered in relation to a
cpnventional time-standard. Thus, consciousness-continuum as
delimited by & period of a hundred years or its neighbourhood is
conventionally regarded as the present life and its survival after
this fictitious limit is considered to be after-life or post-mortem
existence. In reality, however, the procession of consciousness
being a time-less existence, such standards of time-limitation
are not applicable to it per se, which do apply to the physical
organism, which is however an accidental adjunct to the con-
scious life.

It may be urged that the so-called continuum, which is
said to be one, eternal fact in this connexion, is nothing but a
fictitious idea and the problem of post-mortem existence conse-
quently cannot be solved in terms of this fictitious convention,
however useful it might bé in other contexts. Yes, the continuam
(santati) per se is an unreal fiction, but this does not affect the

1 ekajianaéryas tasmad anddinidhano narah |
sarnsar! kadoid egfavyo yadva nastikatd pard i

T. 8., 8l. 1871
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reality of the conscious units, which never come to an abrupt
end but continue producing replicas of themselves to all eternity.
These conscious moments are absolutely real entities and when
taken in their totality they are designated by such expressions as
series, continuum and the like as a matter of convenience.
This series has no independent reality outside the constituent
moments, just as a forest has no existence apart and distinct
from the trees, still these expressions have a pragmatic value
inasmuch as they give us an idea of the entire collection in one
sweep. Though the series is thus a mere name, a logical fiction
quite as much as the series of sky-lotuses, since it is not conceiv-
able either as identical with or as distinct from its constituent
factors, yet there is no logical difficulty for the conscious units
to form an ever-recurring, never-ending procession, Moreover,
the eternity of conscious existence is a matter of logical proof.
Thus, the first conscious moment in a body may be regarded
either'as (1) an uncaused event; or (2) as the product of an
eternal conscious principle, e.g., God and the like, or (3) as
an eternal self-existent entity; or (4) as a product of the material
elements ; or (5) lastly, as the effect of a different conscivus-
ness-series. The first advent of consciousness in the feetus can-
not be conceived to be an uncaused event, as it is a historical
event, distinctly assignable to a point of time. This would be
impossible, if the first consciousness is a causeless event, since
an uncaused entity being independent of external factors, would
continue always and not occasionally. Neither can it be re-
garded as the effect of such eternal categories as God, space,
eternal mind, etc. Because, an eternal cause would produce an
eternal effect always. The third alternative involves a pre-
posterous issue, since consciousness cannot be regarded as an
unitary, eternal entity, the diversity of cognition of colour, sound
and the like being manifestly a matter of direct experience.
The fourth alternative of consciousness being a product of the
physical elements is open to the self-same logical difficulties, as
the elements are ex hypothesi eternal, obdurate, unchanging
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entities. The successive occurrence of auxiliaries cannot be
trotted out as an excuse, as an eternal entity cannot bave any
necessity for them. And if these elements are regarded as
fluxional, this would be surrendering their own position. But
even the acceptance of the elements being momentary will not
help the materialist. Because the existence of extra-mental
physical elements is logically untenable. So if the Carvaka does
not hesitate to surrender his position of eternal elements in the
interests of logic, he should end by regarding them as mere
ideas, consubstuntial with consciousness. The unreality of the
material world is proved to demonstration by irrefutable logic.

We think we can quote with profit in this connection.the
views of a comparatively modern thinker about the relation of
thought and matter, particularly of our psychological operations
with cerebral functions. ‘‘ Surely no one who is cognisant of
the facts of the case, nowadays, doubts that the roots of psycho-
logy lie in the physiology of the nervous system. What we
call the operations of the mind are functions of the brain, and
the materials of consciousness are products of cerebral activity.
......... It is hardly necessary to point out that the doctrine just
laid down is what is called materialism...... But it is neverthe-
less true that the doctrine contains nothing inconsistent with
the purest idealism. For, 48 Hume remarks (as indeed Descartes
had done long before) : —

‘ 'Tis not our body we perceive when we regard our limbs
and members, but certain impressions which enter by the sense ;
so that the ascribing a real and corporeal existence to these
impressions, or to their objects, is an act of the mind as difficult
to explain as that (the external existence of objects) which we
examine at present’ (1, p. 24).

‘¢ Therefore, if we analyse the proposition that all mental
phenomena are the effects or products of material phenomena,
all that it means amounts to this ; that whenever those states
of consciousness which we call sensation, or emotion, or thought,
come into existence, complete investigation will show good
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reason for the belief that they-are preceded by those other pheno-
mena of consciousness to which we give the names of matter
and motion. All material changes appear, in the long run, to
be modes of motion; but our knowledge of motion is nothing
but that of a change in the place and order of our sensations,
just as our knowledge of matter is restricted to the feelings of
which we assume it to be the cause.

‘“ It has already been pointed out, that Hume must have
admitted, and in fact does admit, the possibility that the mind is
a Leibnitzian monad, or a Fichtean world-generating Ego, the
universe of things being merely the picture produced by the
evolution of the phenomena of consciousness. For any demon-
stration given to the contrary effect, the ¢ Collection of percep-
tions ° which makes up our consciousness may be an orderly
phantasmagoria generated by the Ego, unfolding its successive
scenes on the background of the abyss of nothingness; as a fire-
work, which is but cunningly arranged combustibles, grows
from a spark into a coruscation, and from a coruscation into
figures, and words, and cascades of devouring fire, and then
vanishes into the darkness of the night.

““ On the other hand, it must no less readily be allowed
that......... there may be a real something which is the cause of
all our impressions; that sensations, though not likenesses, are
symbols of that something, and that the part of that something,
which' we call the nervous system, is an apparatus for supplying
us with a sort of algebra of fact, based on those symbols. A
brain may be the machinery by which the material universe
becomes conscious of itself. But it is important to notice that,
even if this conception of the universe and of the relation of
consciousness to its other:components should be true, we should,
nevertheless, be still bound by the limits of thought, still unable
to refute the arguments of pure idealism.’’ *

! Huxly’s Hume, Ch. III, pp. 80-82,
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Kamalasila observes that even if the four physical elements,
which are she only stoek.in-tyade of the Cdrvdka, are granted
to be momentary and fluxional, the materialist will not succeed
in making out his case that consciousness is a product of these
fourfold elements, combined in various proportions. There is
no proof whatsoever in favour of the position that the two sets
of phenomena are causally related. Well, the causal relation
is comprehended by an observation of concomitance, in agreement
or difference, of & special type and mnot by mere presence or
absence. When causal relation is to be determined by con-
comitance in agreement, it must be laid down as a necessary
condition that the effect in question must be perceptible and
known to be non-existent before ; otherwise if it is imperceptible
its non-existence prior to the operations of the cause will be a
matter of doubt and so the causal relation cannot be ascertained.
If previous non-existence is not regarded as a criterion,
things already in existence, ¢.g., the house and its furniture and
the like, could be misconstrued to be the effect of the cause in
question, Again the concomitance in absence or difference can
be ascertained only if other likely causes are found to be present
and the absence of a particular phenomenon is found to be
invariably accompanied by the absence of another phenomenon.
Mere concomitance in absence is incompetent to determine the
causal relation, as there is room for doubt that the absence of
the effect might be due to the absence of some other unobserved
fact. Thus, we cannot establish any causal relation between the
growth of date trees and the custom of marriage within prohibited
degrees of consanguinity, though it is found that date trees do
not grow in aland where such custom does not obtain. The
fact of the matter is that the concomitance in question, whether
in agreement or in difference, must be unconditional, else the
causal relation cannot be established. Let us examine if such
unconditional concomitance is found to obtain between the
physical organism and consciousness. Concamitance in agree-
ment is not ascertainable, as the antecedence of the physical

a7
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organism to the advent of consciousness in the foetus cannot
be perceived by one’s own self, as such perception presupposes
the existence of consciousness in it. Nor can it be ascertained
in‘other organisms, as consciousness is by its nature incompetent
to perceptual observation. So concomitance in agreement is
impossible of ascertainment. Concomitance in absence too does
not stand any better chance. For, the absence of one’s own
bodily organism prior to the disappearance of consciousness can
be determined if there is a consciousness, but this is sought to
be eliminated in the process. Nor again can such concomitance
be ascertained in the organism of another person. Because,
consciousness in a different organism being invisible by its very
nature, its non-existence on the cessation of the organism can-
not be positively asserted. Nor can such n-un-existence be
ascertained by means of inference on the strength of absence
of all activity in inorganic bodies. Because, there is no such
restriction that the cause should function always. Moreover, it
is quite supposable that the absence of the activities may be due
to the absence of perverted volition and desire, which are
regarded as the cause of association of consciousness with a
physical organism. So it cannot be proved that organised
physical elements are the cause of conscious life.!

It may however be urged that though there may not be any
positive argument for consciousness being a product of physical
elements, there is no evidence either against this possibility.
But this is not the case, as argument in favour of the indepen-
dent existence of consciousness as an immaterial principle is not
lacking. In dreams and pure imagination (vikalpa) the mind
is found to work independently‘ of any external stimulus, either
through the nervous system or through the sense-channels. And

1 parispandidikiryadaréanad apy abhavenifcayo na yuktah, na
*vadyarh hi karapdnar karyabbivattvam, apiea dehavidegaparigrahahetos
trsnaviparyasslakganasya svakdrapasya ‘bhavat kith tatra buddher
abhdvah, dho svid dehavyatirekad iti sarhéayah. T.S.P., p. 526.
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even in reflective thought, which arises in the trail of sense-
perception and interprets tue perceptual experience, the: mind
contributes its own quota, which is not derived from an external
source. All these facts which will be described in full in the
course of our dissertation points to the independence of the mind
existing in its own right, The problem of life aiter physical
death is purely a spiritual problem and our spiritual existence
is independent of any physical trapping, which is only an
accidental appendage and which is adopted by it either as a
matter of choice or of necessity, determined by its own law of
existence.

Now, let us proceed to examine the thesis of the Carvaka
that consciousness is a product of the physical organism in all
its bearings and aspects. Is the organism as a whole the cause
of consciousness, or is it as an aggregate of manifold atoms, or
is it as endowed with sense-organs or independent of sense-
organs the cause of consciousness ? Again, if it is a cause,
is it the material cause or an auxiliary cause of the same?
Now, the organism as one whole cannot be the cause of
consciousness, as there is no such thing as an organic whole,
which, though believed to be an objective existence independent
of the component parts, is held to be an intellectual fiction
by the Buddhist. Moreover, if the whole is an organic unity
constituted of the four elements, it will have a fourfold consti-
tution, which js incompatible with its unitary character. Nor
can the aggregate of manifold atoms be regarded as_the cause
of consciousness. Is each of the atoms constitutive of conscious-
ness or the entire collection of them? Not the former, because
in that case there will be as many consciousnesses as
there are atoms in the body just as there are as many sprouts as
there are seeds. Nor can the entire collection be productive of
one single consciousness, as in that case there will be no con-
sciousness, if there is & diminution of any pars, say, a breach of
the nose or a severance of the arm, because it is a matter of
common observation that there is a failure of sprout, if any of



212 BUDDHIST DOCTRINE OF FLUX

the constitutive factors, say, soil, water, the wind or the
season, is absent. If it is contended that all of them contri-
bute to the production ef the sprout and the  absenoce of any one
factor or faotors cannot preclude the functioning of others,
then, there  will be a consequent varidtion of consciousness in
a cripple and sound body ; but no such variation in conscious-
ness is noticeable in a man, who has suffered loss of some
member of the body. His culture and education "persist intact
as before. And in this theory, we are to expect a bigger in-
tellect in an elephant than that in a tnan, because the increase
or decrease of the cause is concomitant with similar increase
or decrease of the effect. But as such concomitant variation is
found to be absent, we shall safely repudiate any causal
relation between them. Nor, again, can the body as endowed
with sense-organs be responsible for the emergence of conscious-
ness. The question is, whether the sense-organs are individually
or jointly the cause of consciousness ; if consciousness be the
cumulative product of all the sense-organs, then, . consciousness
will fail to emerge or will abruptly disappear if there is
absence or loss of any one of the sense-organs, as we observe that
the absence of even one of the accessories entails non-production
of the effect. Nor can the sense-organs be individually produc-
tive of consciousness, because consciousness is seen to continue
unimpaired even if there is loss of a sense-organ. For instance,
we see tha} even a paralytic possesses an alert consciousness,
though his active organs are rendered inactive by palsy.
Certainly, a thing, whose variations are not followed by. simi-
lar variations in another, cannot be regarded as the cause of the
same. Besides, consciousness ar the product of the sense-organs
will be subject to all the limitations, incidental to the sense-
organs, to wit, capacity for cognising particular types of
objects and for recording indeterminate, non-relational cogni-
tions, in other words, knowledge of particulars alone and
‘las‘tly functioning in relation only to present objects. The up-
shot is that conceptual and relational knowledge and memory
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and imagination will be reduced to unaccountable mysteries.
Nor can unorganised matter, destitute of sense-organs, be
regarded as the cause of consciousness. - Because, we do not
see any indication of consciousness in an arm severed from the
body. If the body as an organic whole be held to be the cause,
it wil be one endowed with sense-organs, because an orga-
nism devoid of sense-organs is a contradiction in terms.
But the sense-organs have been weighed in the scale and
found wanting in the capacity credited to their account.

The last two alternatives remain to be examined. Is
the organism the material cause of consciousness ? The
question can be answered if the essential nature of a material
cause is determined and understood in its proper perspective.
The material cause is that which bequeaths its essential nature
to the effects, which, though differing in inessential matters,
are found to agree in their fundamental constitution. The un-
failing characteristic of a material cause which follows as a
corollary from its essential character, is this that no medification
in the effect is possible without a corresponding modification of
the cause. Thus, for instance, a lump of clay is the mater-
ial cause of the pot. Now, the production of vhe pot can be
obstructed if there is effected some modification in the lump of
clay itself. So an effect can be injured or modified only by pro-
ducing an injury or modification in the material cause. If the
material cause remains absolutely unhurt or unmodified, there
can possibly be no change in the effect, as the effect 1s bound up
with the material from which it is produced. So it rhust be
laid down as a universal proposition that an effect is injured or
affected only if it is preceded by asimilar affection in the mate-
rial cause, which means the inducement of diminution in the
causal energy. Consequently, there is no possibility of any in-
jury or benefit being rendered to the effect directly and inde-
pendently of the material cause—in other words, such service or
disservice is possible through the medium of the material cause
alone. And where an affection or modification in a particular
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entity is nov preceded by a corresponding affection in another
entity, supposed to be its material cause, these two entities
must be set down as ihdependent facts without any causal rela-
tion subsisting between them. Thus, a cow and a buffalo are
considered to be independent entities without any causal relation
whatsoever obtaining between them, because any injury done to
the one is not conditioned by a similar injury in the other.

Let us see whether the dictum laid down by us in the deter-
mihation of causal relation is satisfied in the case of conscious-
ness and the bodily organism, which are declared by the Carvaka
to e causally related. Now, it is observed that the mind is dis-
turbed by feelings of pain, hatred and the like by some unwelcome
speech,or disagreeable behaviour of another person, though the
body is not affected in the least. Had the body been the material
cause of the mind, the latter could not have been disturbed
without producing an injurious effect in the former. So the
plea of the physical organism being the cause of the principle
of consciousness must be abandoned. It may, however, be
urged to the contrary that the mind is inflamed with passions
and violent impulses, when the body is nourished and developed
by nutritious and invigorating food and this points to an intimate
causal relation between the two. But this is only an accidental
coincidence. Moreover, it does not affect our central position
that an effect cannot be modified without a corresponding modi-
fication in the cause. The fact that the mind is affected without
any affection in the body is sufficient to condemn the whole plea
of the Carvaka. The fact that a mental affection sometimes
coincides with a bodily modification cannot be construed into an
evidence of a causal relation between the two. Because, such
coincidence is found even between an external object and a
subjective affection ; but nobody with an iota of sanity would think
the mental affection to be a product of the object for that.
Thus, for instance, a man with a sémsitive mind is found to
faint away at the sight of a tiger or blood-shed ; but this is a
pure coincidence. By similar logic we could regard the body. as
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a product of the mind, as the body is seen to be agitated when
the mind is perturbed with passion or grief. These are coin-
cidences, pure and simple. The causal relation can be established
if the variation of one is found to follow a corresponding varia-
tion of the other, invariably and unconditionally. But passions
are not invariably concomitant with bodily affections, as it is
not a rare phenomenon that an enlightened man is immune
from passions though he may have a developed physique. On
the contrary a lean, emaciated creature is seen, to have a strongly
passionate nature. Certainly a thing cannot be supposed to be
the effect of something else, when it is found to occur when
thet something is” absent, Moreover, the relation between a
physical change and a mental affection is at best a mediate and
conditional one. The emergence of passions, anger or love, is
contingent on the association of pleasurable or painful ideas
with objects of love or anger. But these ideas are purely sub-
jective manifestations, arising from an inexhaustible and ever-
growing fund of memory-impressions deposited in the course of
beginningless metempsychosis. So it is seen in the case of an
enlightened being, who has completely purged himself of these
false ideas, that he is absolutely immune from these solicitations
of animal passions, though he might have a powerful physique.
A careful consideration of all these facts knocks down the
materialist’s plea that the mind is a product of the physical
elements, no matter whether organised or unorganised.

We have proved the absurdity of the physical organism
being the material cause of the mind or consciousness Let us
consider whether the organism can be an auxiliary cause of the
same. But this is also evidently an absurdity ; because an
auxiliary cause is that which directly helps the production of an
effect. Thus the soil, water and the like are regarded as auxili-
ary causes of the sprout, because they directly "assist in its
production. If this dictum is not accepted, anything can be the
auxiliary cause of any other thing. But such direct relation is
conspicuously lacking between physical growth and rise of
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passions, as is evidenced in the case of enlightened persons, who
are found to be immune from these inspite of their youth and
possession of a vigorous physique. In the case of unenlightened
persons even, these bodily changes are not directly responsible
for the emergence of such passions, etc.; they only stimulate the
memory-impressions and subconscious desires that are lying
dormant in tLem and through their medium become the remote
causes of the rise of passions. 'And even if it is assumed for
the sake of argument that bodily changes do assist, immediately
and unconditionally, the promotion of these passions, it does not
necessarily follow that the death of the body will entail the death
of consciousness. This will be made clear by an example.
Fire is certainly an indispensable factor in the production of an
earthen pot (the baked one), but the extinction of the fire in
potter's furnace does not necessitate the extinction of the pot.
8o the possibility of the survival of consciousness after the death
of the physical body is not excluded, even though the latter
might be regarded (by a concession) as an assisti.ig cause of the
former. But we have seen that the whole plea of the materialist
that the body is either a material or an auxiliary cause of con-
sciousness is a hollow and unfounded assertion.

It has been further contended that the physical organism
and the mind are certainly related as cause and effect, as material
and product, because they are found to be invariably concomitant.
It is an established proposition that things which are invariably
co-existent are in the relation of material and product and this can
be brought home by a concrete example, viz., light and its efful-
gence. But the reason, viz., invariable co-existence, is not
acceptable to the Buddhist, as the Buddhist believes in the exist-
ence of the disembodied - spirit in the .immaterial sphere. The
co 1mon principle of debate is that the probans (the middle teim,
hetu) must be acceptable to both the parties, particularly to the
opponent for whose conviction the argument is employed. The
breach of this rule constitutes the fallacy of unproven middle
term. Again, the probans employed may also prove quite the
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contradictory of the intended thesis, viz., the body may be regard-
ed as the product of the mind. Moreover, the reason of in-
variable concomitance is inconclusive (anaikdntiks). Because,
invariable co-existence may be due to a reason other than
material causation as is the case with fire and liquefied copper.
Thus though copper passes into a liquid stage only when fire
works upon it, nobody yet thinks fire to be the material cause
of the liquid copper. So it can be legitimately supposed that
the protoplasmic cell enters into a later development only when it
is informed with consciousness; and the co-existence, being thus
due to a factual necessily, cannot be made to prove the relation
of material and product between the mind and the organism.’

It may be argued that though subsequent cognitions may be
products of antecedent cognitions, the- primal consciousness,
which is the source of these derivative conscious states, may be a
product of the physical organism and so the theory of beginning-
less conscipusness will have no legs to stand upon. But this is
only a dogmatio assumption and has no logic in its support. It
may be contended that as the other hypothesis is also an assump-
tion, for which there is no more logical necessxty, the present
hypothesis may be plausible. Not so, because this hypothesis is
opposed to all reason. Thus, if the primal consciousness is
derived from the pbysical organism and subsequent conscious
states axe purely derivatives of this internal coneciousness, then
all our cognitions will bg purely subjective. But as a matter of

1 gyad etad—yayoh sahasthitiniyamas tiv upidanopiideyabhitau,
yathé pradipaprabhe. asti ca sahasthitiniyamal darlramanovijfidnayor iti
gvabhavahetuh. tad ayam anyatardsiddho hetul, virGpe dbhitau éariram
antarepi 'pi manomater abhyupagamit. pé "pistasiddhir manomater api
doharh praty upadanatva-prasangat; ansikéntikatd ca hetubhedad api
sahivasthanasambhavét, yathd ‘gnitdmradravayoh. tathd hi—vabnisa-
bakari tamrath dravatvam &rabbate, na kevalam, evam ihd 'pi dehasyo’
padanam kalalidi manovijidnasshukéri deham uttaram &rabhate, ity atag
tayoh sahasthiinath no’ padanopadeyabbivad ity ato "nekinta eve.

T s.P p’ 529.
8
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fact our cognitions are derived from both a subjective and an
objective source alike, as is evidenced in sense-perception. But
the theory of physical source of primal consciousness leaves no
room for this peculiarity, as an effect once produced from a
particular cause cannot possibly derive its being from other
factors. Thus, smoke being first produ~ed fram fire canno
subsequently be produced from other causes.®

Moreover, if the organism be the constitutive cause of the
primal conseinusness alone and not of the derivative conscious
states, what necessity is there that subsequent conscious states
shoul¢ not function independently of the organism? Certainly
one cannot have a necessity for a thing, which does not benefit
it in any way. But the Carvaka may rejoin: * Well, according
to your theory, the principle of consciousness is independent of
the physical organism. But why does it not function in isolation
from the body, which renders no -service to it? ' The answer is
that consciousness does function independently of the body in the
immaterial sphere. The association of the physical organism is
not essential either for the bLeing or for the functioning of
consciousness. It is an aeccidental coincidence, due to a
perverted desire on the part of a particular subjeet for such
physical embodiment. If, on the other hand, the organism is
supposed to condition even the subsequent career of conscious
processes, then there should emerge a multiplicity of conscious-
ness-streams, as the constitutive cause of the subsequent cogni-
tions is present intact in the shape of the physical organism.

I athd ‘pi sydt—yady apy uttara-kdlarh mano-dhih plirvapirvabuddhi-
prabhavd bbavati, tathé 'pi ya prathama-kilabhavini tasya dehopidaoatvad
ato nd ‘naditvasiddbir iti. tad etud asamyak, na h asyih kalpaniyah
kifA it eddhaksra praminam esti ‘’ti pratipiditam etat. badhakam api
uiésti ’ti cen, pa, vidyata eva bidhakam. jyadi dehat sakrd utpannd satf
monodhih paéeat svajitisamudbhava sydt, tado ‘ttarakdlarh sarvadai 'va
piirvapirvamanovijfiinacamudbbavai 'va syat, na vijﬁtiya-cnksurMivijﬁana-
samudbhavd, na hi dhiic.o ’ge b eakrd udbbiiya paseid auvato vijﬁtiyﬁj
bhavati.

T. 8. P., p. 529.



PROBLEM OF AFTER-1.7FE 219

Thus, whatever cognitions may be produced from the organism,
each of them will go on producing their replicas without a break
and the resnlt will be an infinite variety of consciousness-streams
in each living organism, an issue which is directly contradicted
by exverience. It may be contended that as the organism is
only an ancillary condition and not the constitutive cause of
suceessive eonscious states, which however derive their being
from the vrimal internal consciousness, the contingency of
manifold consciousness-streams does not arise ; and this bypothesis
moreover gives the key to the fact of consciousness functioning
only in relalion to a physical organism. But this is an uncalled

for and irrational bhypothesis. For if the organism "be the
substantive cause of consciousness in its inception, there is no
reason why it should function at a later stage in the capacity of
an ancillary condition, particularly as the organism persists
unchgnged as before. If this extravagant hypotbesis is accepted,
the consequence will be the impossibility of affiliating particular
effeets to particular causes, as the effects will not "have their
constitution determined by the causes. Furthermore, if the
organism is the constitutive cause of primary consciousness, why
should it not be so in respeet of subsequent cognitions as well ?
Assuredly the organism has not undergone any change in its
constitution. And if it is constitutionally identical in its earlier
and later stages, it will ba either the substantive cause as before
or an ancillary condition as later on, Nor can it be supposed
that the organism funclions as a substantive cause even in
relation to subsequent cognitions, subject to its association with
the previous cognitions helping as contributory factors. Because,
the plea of the orgunism being the substantive cause of conscious-
ness has been proved to be logically absurd. And even if it is
conceded, the primal consciousness too will be the product of a

1 atho ftarakdlarh dehasyd ‘py upekdritvam angikriyate, tada
‘nekavijfianaprabandhaprasavaprasaigab....na cai 'vam anubhaso ‘sti.

Ibid, p. 630,
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previous cognition working as a helping factor. But in that
case the foisting of a physical element upon it will have no
logical necessity, as the law of homogeneity of cause and effect
and the law of the parsimony of causes equally overrule the
hypotbesis of the physical cause. All these objections, again,
will bold good even if the physical elements- are held to be
momentary. And so has it been said by the venerable doctor
(Dignaga?), ‘‘ If the primal consciouness is produced from the
organism, why should subsequent cognitions be determined by
their compeers ? Why should the all-powerful organism cease
to function? *’ !

. So it must be accepted that non-sensuous consciousness is a
beginningless process. But if we are to abide by the dictates of
logic not only non-sensuous (manobuddhi) subjective conscious-
ness, but consciousness as such must be accounted to be a begin-
ningless principle. Well, as for the primal cognition, is it a
sensuous cognition or non-sensuous in character ? The former
alternative is unacceptable, because there is no sensuous cogni-
tion in swoon, deep sleep and the like although the sense-organs
are present intact. The reason is that a sense-organ is incom-
petent to envisage even external reality unless it is backed by an
alert attention, 8o even if the first advent of consciousness in
the baby is supposed to be a seusuous cognition produced by the
reaction of the sense-organ on the objective world, the independ-
ent existence of previous consciousness has to be postulated. If
the primdl conseiousness were the product of sense-activity alone,
it would be -f6und to be so for all times, and the service of con-
sciousness functioning in the ‘background of ‘sense-activity, ‘which
is invariably found to be the casb in all sensuous cognitions,

! ata eva 'nityabhitapakge ’'py etad aciryiyam diganam sutaram
éligyati. yad dha—‘ dehdt sakrd yad utpanna dhih svajitya niyamyate |
paratas cet, samarthasya dehasya viratih kutah Il ’ (The verse has been
emended by me from what appeared to be a faulty quotation, both in metire
and matter).

Ibid, p. 530,
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would be not only useless but unaccountable. There is no such
thing as the plurality of causes ; and if an effect, “say smoke,
cot ld emerge from a variety of causes other than fire, this would
amount to denying totidem verbis the law of causation and conse-
guential repudiation of inference. So it must be admitted on the
analogy of sense-perceptions in our ordinary experience that the
first sense-cognition is the resultant of consciousness aiding and
informing the sense-activity ; in default, the law of causation will
have to be repudiated.’ '

If, on the other hand, the primary consciousness is
supposed to be a non-sensuous, subjective experience, unpreceded
by conscious life, the result would be equally disastrous. Pure
subjective experience (manobuddhi), unmediated by sense-func-
tioning, is incompetent to envisage an external reality, which is
the only reality -of the Carvaka school. 1If this dictum is not
accepted, organic privation will not operate asa bar and the
distinction of blind or deaf persons would be reduced to a nullity.
And even if the possibility of independent subjective experience
is conceded, it requires to be threshed out whether the primal
cognition is an indeterminate simple experience or a determinate
judgment. It cannot certainly be determinate, because the
characteristic of determinate cognition is verbal association,
actual or implicit. Determinate cognition is but a judgment,
which means the synthesis or relationing of two discreté ideas
and we synthesise when we think in terms of language. ‘Whether
actual words or concepts are used, the fact remains that relational
thought or judgment is possible only after concepts have been

1 tatha hy adibuddhir bhavanti akgabuddhir va bhavet, manobuddhir
vd ? natdvad adyah paksah suptamircchanya-(dya ?)-cittanarh saty api
akse 'nugunamanaskardbhavad aksabuddher anutpatteh. ato na kevalam
indriyam aksabuddheh karanam, api tu manaskaravifesasapekgam iti
nidciyate, anvaya-vyatirekasamadhigamyatvit kiryakiranabbavasya. na
ca'pi yato yat prathamataram utpadyaménair nicitarh tet tato ‘nyasmat
parastdt udayam Asddaysati ahetukatvaprasangat.

T. 8. P., pp. 580.81.
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formed and not before. But concepts or general ideas are mere
abstractions and are represented by words, i.e., verbal symbols,
which have nathing corresponding to them in reality. And the
question arises how this verbal association, which is the invari-
able concomitant of conceptual thought, comes to bé accom-
plished. Isit duzto a knowledge of the conventional relation
(sanketagrahandt) between a word and an object, or to the fact that
a word is an essential attribute of a concept like consciousness, or
thirdly, to a cognition of word and object in one sweep ? The
first alternative is out of the question, as this being the first coy-
nition, there can be no previous knowledge of the relation in
question. The second alternative is equally doomed to condemna-
tion. Because, words are of two distinct kinds, the particular
with its unique individuality (svalaksanariipa) and the generic.
The first has no expressive power and so its cognition cannotf
constitute the determinate knowledge. Nor can it be regarded as
an essential constituent of a cognition, as it has as distinct an
external reference as any other objective fact, say, blue. Other-
wise, the blue and the like will have to be regarded as consti-
tuent factors of ideas and the result will be that the whole world
of experience will be a collection of ideas and not objective facts.
Although in the theory of representational perception, which
regards our ideas as copies or likenesses of external objects, the
blue-content is a part and parcel of ideas, rtill as our perceptual
knowledge has an external reference, the blue-content is” not
regarded as an essential attribute of our cognition but of the
external object, which impinges its form on the cognition some-
how. The word in its generic aspect certainly possesses ex-
pressive power, but it iz not a constituent factor of cognition,
but of the particular word-individual which is cognised in audi-
tory perception. Nor can conceptual thought (vikalpa)take cog-
nisance of the'‘individual with all its uniqueness, as it is restricted
to general ideas. So conceptual thought has to be set down to a
previous memory-impression, depqsiteJ by a previous perception
in the course of a beginningless career of metempsychosis. The
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third alternative that words and objects are cognised by a single
act of perception is absurd on the face of it ; because, words do
not hover over objects or form part of the objective reality, as in
that case even the uninstructed would have knowledge of the
same.}

Moreover, conceptual thought is selective in character and
takes note of some one aspect to the exclusion of the rest. And
what is the raison d'etre of this selective tendency ? It is nothing
but a particular habit of thinking, as is scen in the case of a
particular object giving rise to different ideas in different persons.
Thus, for instance, the body of a woman is looked upon by an
ascetic as a mass of dead flesh; by a dog as a covetable morsel of
food ; by an amorous person as an object of love. So conceptual
thought, which is made possible by a long-standing habit of
thinking in a peculiar strain, points to a beginningless existence
of consciousness, as a definite beginning, even in some disiant
past, would raise all the difficulties that beset the ineception of
consciousness in the present life.?

'We have seen that consciousness in the sense of intellection
cannot be regarded as the product of the bodily organism or
physical elements for the matter of that. The reason is that all
intellectual thought or judgment presupposes the existence of
notions or categories of thought, which are acquired from begin.
ningless experience by a conscious subject. The Buddhist
philosopher here differs from Kant in regarding these categories
of understanding as a legacy of previous experience and not
inherent in the constitution of the mind The Buddhist how-
ever has long enticipated Kant in regarding knowledge as a

1 Vide T. 8. P., pp. 581 (L. 6)—532 (L. I).

%  kifi cd 'nityadiriipend 'rthasyé 'viSese 'pi na vikalpah sarvan &kiran
yugapad vikalpayati, 6kardoteravyavacchedena pratiniyataikfikiropegra.
henai 'va vikalpasyotpatteh. ata$ cai 'kakaravikalpane karaparh vaktavyam.
an co ‘bhyisit tad anyad vakturh dakyam, yathd kupapadivikalpinam. tatas
oa plrvabhydsavaona vikalpakesys pravrtter - enddir vikalpabuddhir ici
siddham.
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synthesis of an a priori and an a posteriori element, but whereas
the great German philosopher regards these a priori categories of
understanding as supplied by the mind from its own inherent
constitution, the Buddhist traces them to a previous experience,
shifting however to a continunlly receding past life. The expla-
.nation of this fundamental divergence of thought is to be found
in. the Buddhist belief in a beginningless existence of conscious-
ness. This epistemological doctrine of the Buddhist is very
similar to the Platonic theory that all knowledge is reminiscence.
It has become apparent that material data, whether as a
constitutive cause or as a conditioning factor, cannot account for
intellectual, synthetic thought and for its explanation we have to
postulate the existence of the mind prior to and independent of
the organism. So the grand alternative that the primal
consciousness as the product of the organism is a simple
indeterminate cognition will equally tumble down like a house of
oards. If the original comsciousness is a simple indeterminate
cognition, we shall never have that synthetic knowledge, which
is knowledge in the real sense of the term. It is determinate
knowledge, which is capable of satisfying pragmatic needs. Nor
cap simple knowledge be converted into a determinate, synthetic
knowledge at any later stage of experience, as all our future
experience also will be simple and indeterminate from its very
constitution. Determinate knowledge presupposes & relationing
of the facts of experience, a synthesis of what is immediately
given in experience and what is not so given. Nor can memory
be of help, as memory too is conceptual in nature, though percep-
tual in origin. And two particulars cannot give us the general,
and all our knowledgé -of reality is a combination of a general
and a particular idea. This combination or synthesis cannot be
effected by a simple, indeterminate cognition and for this we
have to posit the relationing or synthesising activity of conscious-
pess. But this relationing is not possible between particulars
(svalaksana) and this can be made clear by a study of the process
as to how the conventional relation of words and meanings, or
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meanings and objects, is cognised. Now, when we relate the
word ‘cow’ to the object signified,. we do not.relate it to the
individual cow, which was experienced by us for the first time
when an elderly man had occasion to speak of it asa cow. But
we come to learn this relation on a subséquent occasion, when
the word ‘cow’ is used in another context with reference to
another ‘cow.” The previous cow is Lot before the eyes and so
the word cannot be affived toit. Nor can it be affixed to the
present cow, as in that case the previous cow will not be denoted
by it. So before the relation is understood, it is necessary - that
we have already had a notion of the cow, that is universal and
not this or that cow. So if the first consciousness is a direct
experience of the individual and not conceptual, the conventional
relation of the word with. the object cannot be apprehended.
Nor can the second experience be of any better help. as it is
equally a simple, non-conceptual experience. Thus relational
thouglit presupposes conceptual thought and conceptual thought
is not possible if our consciousness consists of pure, simple
indeterminate experience. And conceptual thought (vikalpa),
which is the precondition of pragmatic activily, is possible if
there is an independent thinking principle, prior to the first
advent of experience, endowed with a synthetic and selective
activity. This selective activity, we had occasion to observe
before, is possible if there is a previous habit of thinking and
this habit points to the pre-existence of consciousness before the
physical organism.!

‘1 atha’vikalpike ‘ti paksas tadd na kadacid vikalpikda buddhir.utpad-
yate. proktanitys sanketavadad uttarskalam utpadysta iti cen, na ; nirvi-
kalpakajfidne sthitasya purhgah satketasys kartum sfakyatvat. tatha hi
na yavac chabdasaminyam arthasimfén§arh va buddbav avabbasate na
tavab sanketah Sakyate kartum. na ca 'vikalpe vijfidne sdményarh praty-
davabhasate, yac ca pratyavabhaésate svslakgapam, na tatra tena va sen-
ketah kriyate, vyavahardrthatvat tasya. pa ca sanketa-kiladrstasya
sv lakganasya vyavaharakale 'sti sambl_mvs iti na svalaksane, sanketaka-
ranit plrvamh vikalpo ’vadyabhyupagantavyah. sa ca’bhyassm antarepa
ns siddbyati 'ti siddha’nadita. T, 8. P, p. 582,

20
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It might Le argued though conseiousnes may not be regarded
as the product ol physical elements, it may have its souree in
the consciousness of the parents. But then, the parental con-
sciousness may be cither the material cause or an auxiliary cons
dition of the consciousncss of the son. It cannot be the material
cause, as in that case the som’s chain of consciousness should
inherit all the peculiarities of the material cause in question, to
wit, the father's learning, culture and the like. And this is
seen to be the case in the father's own chain of consciousness ;
then why not in the son’s consciousness also, as the latter is the
product of the former in the same sense. It may be conme
tended that the effect dees not inherit all the peculiarities
of the cause, as for instunce, onc light is seen to produce another
light, but the thickness, richness and intensity of the flame is
not the same in both. But the analogy of the light and the
flame is not quite apposite. The peculiar intensity or richness of
fiame, etc., aré but unstable attributes of the light and do net
always continue. And the substratum of these attributes is
none the mose siable, as it is seen to become extinet on the cons
sumption of the fuel, wick, oil and the like. But the case
is ditterent with consciousness and its attributes. Eduecation,
culture, etc., are seen to persist throughout the career of consciouse
ness and consciousness too never be¢ores defunct, as it is not depens
dent for its being on any othér cause. Moreover, one flame is
not the material cause of -another flame, as they are distinet
and discrete. So the analogy is entirely out of place. Again, in
the case of insects that are born of moisture, how can you
account for their consciousness as no parent can be found for
them. If however parental consciousness is looked upon as a
Lelving condition, we have no quarrel with you.?

' atha matam—ryathai 'kasmiit pradipiad dipintarotpattau na pirvadi-
pasathekarena sthaulyiid.lakg penn vi§.gpasyo ’ttarasys dipasya sambhaval,.
Lith turhi ? nigsarh-kirasva pradipamatrasyo ‘tpattib... ..tadvat tadbud-
dher iti, tanna, yasmit disarhskarah svdé-nye 'pi tivat santdoam
nd 'vabadhndti, asthirat a, tatud bl ‘unlhanipacaye tasyai ‘'va
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So primal consciousness must be admitted to have its sou-ce
in the previous conzciousness of its own series on the strength
of experience of the career of consciousness in the present
life  More so as other likely ¢lternatives, to wit, God, space,
physical elements and the like bave been found to be impro-
bable, and as consciousness has a historically assignable place,
it cannot be regarded as an uncaused category. So pre-existence
of consciousness is established beyond doubt. And as regards
survival of consciousness after physical death, it can be casily
inferred from the nature and function of consciousness. We
know consciousness has the power to produce another conscious-
ness and thus the continuity is maintained in our present life
and as the consciousness-moment at the time of death has the
same attachment and passions and desires that characterise the
whole career of consciousncss in the present life, there is no
reason why it should not culminate in nanother consciousness.
Certainly things having secll-same nature and function cannot
behave capriciously, as caprices of nature are logically unthinkable.
The Carvika cannot still maintain that consciousness is a direct
product of the organism, as the causal efficiency of the orginism
in respect of consciousness has been exposed to be a hollow pre-
tension on the pain of simultaneous emergence of all possib'e
cognitions. It is a matter of positive demonstration hLow atten-
tion aroused produces memory and memory rakes up pleasurable
or painful ideas associated with an object of loveor hatred, say,
a woman, and finally culminate in a strong passion of love or
batied. Moreover, repcated mental exercises or lack of them in
the matter of science and arts arc scen to be followed by a
heightened or lower intellectual efficiency. Furthermore, when

dipasyd ‘sattvarh dréyate, na tv evarh érutddisnrh<kiirnh, ato na dipidivan
nissarhshiirasya buddhimitrasya sambhavo yuktsh......api ca sarh-vedsji-
tinarh matai 'va ndsti, t-sirh katham anyavijdianaji buddbir ity. elarh pra.
sabgeun, atha sabakirikirapam iti pakgus tudi siddbasidbyata. T.S.P.,
p. 584.
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the mind is engaged with a particular object, the expected cogni-
tion of another object though present to the senses does
not take place. All these lead to one and only one conclusion,
viz., the independent existence of consciousness, as controlling gnd
directing the physical organism as an apparatus. And as all
other alternatives fail, we have willy-nilly to accept that con-
sciousness alone is the sub-<tantive cause of another consciousness.
And the objection that consciousnéss located in one organism can-
not operate as a cause of consciousness in another organism has
no substance in it. Because; consciousness being an incorporeal
substance cannot be supposed to be located in a physical
organism. Certainly consciousness is not a gravitating object so
that a locus may be necessary for its being or functioning.

Nor can consciousuess and the organism be regarded as
identical in substance by the materialist. The idealist, who
denies the existence of anything but ideas, can regard the
body as identical with consciousness, but this sounds like a
paradox in the mouth of a rank materialist. And how can these
two distinct phenomena be identical in chAracter, when they are
found to differ in every respect. The body is liable to visunal
perception. But consciousness is exactly the reverse of it. And
how can the two be identical, when they are possessed of contra-
dictory attributes ? And if they are identical, the body would
be as much fluxional as consciousness, which disappears in
the next moment of its birth. The objection that conscious-
ness in one body cannot be the cause of consciousness in
another body is based on an obvious misreading of the nature of
bodily organisms. The organism is equally momentary and so
there is no one organism as the basis of operations of conscious-
ness. There is no difficulty for consciousness to function though
the organism differs every moment ; and if difference of organism
does not operate as a bar, why should there be any difficulty if
another new organism is adjoined to it in the next birth ?

The objection of Kumarila that consciousness cannot exist
in an embryonic form, as there is no sense-organ in it, is based
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on partial observation. Certainly it is sheer foolbardiness to
insist that all cognitions are sensuous. What about dream cogni-
tions, which arise independently of sense-organs? And these
cognitions are not objective coynitions (arthagati) either, which
Kumdrila holds all cognitions to be. There js no difficulty,
therefore, for consciousness persisting even in fainting fits,
though sense-organs cease to function that time. "We do not
‘believe that consciousness exists in the form of a potential energy
in these stites; we hold that it exists in its own nature and
80 the objections based on it do not arise at all. And there js no
proof of its non-existence either. How do you know that there
is no consciousness in these states? Is it from absence of sclf-
pereeption? But this awareness of absence of self perception
proves the existence of consciousness in these states. It may be
contended that had there been any cognition in these states, a
person would remember on awakening that he had such
cognitions. But as no memory follows, it is proved that there
was no consciousness. But this is the result of a basty general-
isation that all cognitions should be followed by memory,
which is not the case. Only those cognitions are followed
by memory, which possess intensity and which are repeated and
have a special interest, and cognitions which lack these condi-
tions pass into oblivion like the cognitions of a new-born baby.!

It may be legitimatelv asked if there is any positive evidence
of consciousness existing in these states. The answer is that
subjective consciousness is independent of external. conditions,
such as sense-organs and is produced by its own cause, viz., the
preceding consciousness. If there be no consciousness in these

1 Vide T. 8., 8ls. 1028-1927,

of. yadi hy anubbita ity etdvinmatrepai’va smaranarh syat,
syadd etat, yadvatd saty apy anubhave patavibhydsdrtbitvidivakalyat
smarapam na bhdvati, yathd sadyojitidyavasthayam - anubhdtasyapi
oittasya.
T. 8. P., p. 541,
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states, it would mean death, as decath is nothing but cessatien
of consciousness in physical organism I[ it is held that con-
sciousness emerges into being after a lapse, then, there would
be no such thing as death, as there is no reason why conscious-
ness should not re-appear in a dead body though it might have
lapsed for a time. 'What demarcates these abnormal conditions
from dcath is the presence of consciousness in the former and
its total absence in the latter. -If there is total absence of con-
sciousness in these states also, there would be no reason te con-
sider them distinct from death.!

But since subjective consciousness as distinguished from
objective cognitions (arthagati) is independent and absolutely
unconditioned by external stimuli, the existence of conscinusness
in the embryonic stage is not barred out. Moreover, it bas bteen
proved that conceptual and imaginative thought are absolutely
independent of sense-functions and objective reality. If all our
thoughts had been determined by sensc-experience, we could
bave had no such ideas as of sky-lotus and the like, which are
subjective fictions, pure and simple. And even the reflective
thought that arises in the trail of sensuous intuition is
purely an activity of subjec ive consciousness. So subjective
consciousness being absolutely independent of physical environ-
ment, the death of the physical organism cannot arrest its
continuity. The independent existence of consciousness prior to
the organism being thus established by irrefragable logic, we do
not insist on the reality of the intermediate, astral body. But
there is nothing absurd in this supposition, as non-perceptior
constitutes no evidence against its existence, the astral bod:
being ex hypothesi composed of subtler stuff.

1 gvapnamiirchiidyavasthasu ci‘tarh ca yadi ne "svate |
mytih sydt tatra co ‘tpattau maranabhiva eva ui |
svatent’d minasi baddk§ caksuridyanape! sanit |
svopiidinabalenai 'va svapnidiv iva vartate |

T. 8., Sls. 1929-30.



suUBLEM OF AFTER.LIFE 281

The contention that there can be no continuity of conscious-
pess in different organisms is absolutely unsubstantial, as the
aseociation of organisins is accidental, so far as the inherent
nature of consciousness is concerned. That the consciousness
in cow is different from that in the horse is not due to the
difference of organisms, but to the intrinsic difference of nature
by which one centre of consciousness is demarcated from another.
The continuity of previous consciousness in a newly-born organ-
ism is proved by the fact that the child evinces peculiar intellec-
tual and moral characteristics which presuppose a long course
of training in previous lives. The pre-existence of consciousness
is furtbcr proved by the fact that the new-born baby at once
seeks for the mother’s breast to satisfy its hunger This shows
that the child is born with memory impressions acquired in
previous lives, otherwise how could it know tbat the mother’s
breast contained nourishing food for it ? Again, the child begins
to cry when its mouth is forcibly removed from the mother's
breast and is satisfied when the breast is applied to the meouth.
Certainly it could not acquire these experiences in its present
life. .E en among unimals it is found that the menkey-child
clings to the mother’s person for fear of death from a fall. How
eauld these phenomena be accounted for unless previous knows
ledge is postulated ? These activities unmistakably testify that
the new-born baby has powers of synthetic judgment and this
is possible if the mind can independently bring to bear upon
sense-cxperience some basic ideas, the categories of understand.
ing. And how could these idcas be there, unless it is assumed
that they were acquired in a past life ? No determinate thought
is possible unless the mind does supply from.its own.-fund these
fundamental categories. Sense-experience alone is never capable
of giving us that determinate knowledge, which- is-made pos-ible
by synthesis, which-again presupposes possession-of bas ¢ ideas.
This synthetic judgment is possible if. the mind can-think in terms
of words and the knowledge of these words could only be acquired
in.previous lives,
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But it may be contended that if this synthetic thought-
activity is the result of memory-impressions of verbal associations
of conceptual thonght acquired in previous lives, then, why
does not the new-born baby remember the actual words or express
his thouglits in distinet, articuiate language like an eloquent
speaker ? But as there is no such memory of verbal expressions
and as the baby does not give articulate expression to his
thoughts, this hypothesis is absolutely an insensate supposition.
But this objection is futile, as it is not an unusual phenomenon
that there may be previous experience and subsequent loss of
memory. In fact memory is a delicate faculty and suffers lapse,
if there is a violent shock in the organism. Thus an attack of
typhoid is seen to obliterate memory of previous experience.
Here too the memory-impressions have passed through a violen
shock during the period of confinement in the moter's womh
and .sa have not had the opportunity to reach -the stage of ma-
turation; which makes remembrance possible: So tl:e objeetion
of the materialist on the score of loss of memory does not carry
weight. The example. trotted out by him- that-all- the people
eoming from the same village remember the past incidents (in-
the village) contains only a half-tenth, as persons--having a'bad
memory fxil to recall these incidents. ~That this is the ease is
borne out by the fact that persons of extraordinary spiritual
powers do exdctly remember. their past history and distinctly
articulate their thoughts as soon as they are born, - The reason:
is that the confinement in the mother’s womb could not impair
their mental faculties, which have reached the highest degree
of development. .

~ Moreover, some people in their very boyhood are seen to
evince strong passions of love, hatred, jealousy, pride and others
4gain display a sunerior intellectu:1-power, a kindly disposition,
dispassionate love and friendship and the like. What might be
the cause of this intensity of passions and intellectual and emo-
tional- refinement ? Certainly it is-neither the environment, nor
even the objects, that can be supposed to have a bearing on these
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emotional idiosyncracies, as enlightcned souls are not affected
with these passions though the objects may be present in their
fulness. They are again seen to emerge with a vengeance
when people are not in a mood- to philosophise on their worth-
lessneps, These passions are seen to arise cven when the objects
are lost or dead or not even born. Mbreover, these objects cans
not be supposed to possess all the fine and good attributes that
are associated with them. These good or bad qualities are only
creations of subjective fancy, but are superposed on them by the
persons concerned owing to their ovn inherent tendencies. 1f
the objects were really good and beautiful as they are supposed
‘to be, they would appeal to the imagination of a'l with equal
force. So these emotions and passions must be regarded to bo
purel)' subjective facts, growing in intensity and volume accord-
ing to the strength of habits of thinking. But as the intensity
of these emotional and intellectual faculiies cannot be explained
by the habits of present life alone, they must be supposed to
have been occasioned by Labits of previous lives. .

It may be urged that if the presence of objects is not the
cause of these passions, then how is it that these passions are
geen to emerge when the objects are presented to the scnses ?°
The reason is that these objects produce pleasurable or painful
sensations and these stimulate the latent rmemory-impressions,
which, when roused, culminate in the stimulation of passions of
love or hatred in the minds of those, who are given to indulge in
such unfounded speculations. This is'seen to be the case with
persons who are in the grip of ignorance and who are averse to
enlightened thinking, But these objects utterly fail to evoke
gny response {rom those, whose minds have been purified by a
course of ethical and philosophical discipline. 1If these passions
were the effects of these objective facts, they would have pro-
duced these resultsin the minds of the enlightened ‘and the
unenlightened alike.

But the Carvaka may rejoin:  Well, these passions cannot
be construed .into evidence of previous birtbs, as it is quite likely

80



284 BUDDHIST DOCTRINE OF FLUX

that these are originated either by direct experience of the beha-
viour of others or by communication with those having first-
hand experience.” But this is no explanation; even animals,
which cannot be supposed to profit by such example or communi-
cation, are seen to develop these passions in the presence of the
opposite sex of their group. Nor can it be supposed that these
passions come out spontaneously ; had it been the case, such
virtues as enlightenment, mercy, moral elevation and the like,
which are known to arrest the career of metempsychosis, would
also bave come out spontaneously. But it is a matter of common
experience that these require to be cultivated by a prolonged
course of discipline and training before they become part of
our nature.

There are some thinkers who maintain that the passion of
love is gencrated by the prevalence of phlegm, hatred by bile
and infatuation is the effect of wind. But this is absolutely an
unfounded supposition. It is not unfrequently seen that a
phlegmatic person has a violent anger and a bilious man has a
loving nature. Moreover, the increase or decrease of phlegmatic
humour is not found to be aczcompanied by a corresponding
increase or decrease of love. Certainly, the relation of cause
and effect cannot be supposed to exist when the variations of
one are not concomitant with the variations of another. So this
theory must be abandoned. On the contrary, it must be granted
that the strengtL or weakness, intensity or incapacity of these
passions and impulses, which exercise so much influence on the
moral, intellectual and spiritual progress of the individuul, is
derived from the previous habits of life and thought acquired in
past lives, The present life and environment cannot be con-
ceivably held responsible for all these good and evil tendencies,
for which sufficient latitude in time should be allowed. There
isno doubt that a good deal of the ills of the present life is due
to environmental conditions, to a hostile or indifferent milieu,
which are remediable by a better adjustment of the state and
society, in other words,—by the present karman of man in his
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individual and collective capacity. But there will ever rrmain
an undeniable residuum, a soupgon of individuality, in the life
of the individual, which cannot be explained in terms of the
present circumstances, to which a man is born. The law of
karman, it may not be out of place here to observe, emphasises
this freedom of will and choice, which lies at the basis of all
social and political reform. An individual can do or undo, make
or mar his fortune and when the doctrine emphasises the inexor-
able and relentless character of past karman, it only does so with a
view to encouraging the individual to put forth greater exertion
to undo the evil, that is his present heritage. The evils of
heredity too are not insurmountable barriers. They are the
creations of his own and so can be altered or undone by his own
efforts. The materialist fails to give this encouragement to man,
as he makes him a plaything of chance, for which there is no
room in the philosophy of karman, which the Buddbhist along
with all other Indian systems of thought propounds as the
golution of the evil that is found to hold sway in this imperfect
world. '

It is established, therefore, that the materialist’s theory of
origination of consciousness from matter, whether organised or
unorganised, is absolute.y unsafisfactory, as it fails to account
for the variety and wealth of the manifestations of consciousness
in various spheres of existence. Not to speak of its failure to
give ethical and esthetic satisfaction, it is metaphysically un-
tenable as it leaves a large part of our conscious life and expe-
rience unexplained and unaccounted for. It secks to immolate
the rationalistic tendencies of our thought-life at the altar of
a false God, the all-powerful matter, for a mess of pottage. The
better minds of every age and clime have persistently refu~ed
to be seduced by the meretricious charms of this harlot of false
philosophy and have tried to give us a philosophy, that satisfics
to a far greater extent the sthetic, moral and intellectual
demands of humanity—the demands which lie too deep-seated
in our nature to be lightly brushed aside. We have not besitated

!
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‘to give in the present chapter'a’ full exposition of the honest
attempts of two Buddhist philosopbers who flourished over
twelve centuries before, though .some of their arguments seem
to have been deprived of their logical value by the advanced
researches of modern physiology. But the Buddbist philosophers
have no doubt succeeded in making out a very strong case against
the materialist and this redounds to their glory, all the more as
they could not reinforce their metaphysical arguments from ihe
contributions of modern scientific researches.

Refercnces.

Taltvasahgraha, Sls. 1857 1964.
Du. Puijika, pp. 510-550.



CHAPTER XVI
Nirviya

Nirvana is the highest goal, the ultimate objective of human
aspiration and the summum bonum of rationallife and was
declared by the Lord Buddba in his clarion voice to the. suffering
denizens of the three worlds (traidhdtuka) as the panacea to the
ills and sufferings of existence, to which all sentient beings from
the amoeba to the bighest god are subject without exception.
And this ideal state, in which all suffering and pain are extin-
guished totally and irrevocably, was declared by the Master
to be within the reach of all mortals, provided they elected to
pass through the course of discipline which was styled the eight-
fold path (agtangikamarga). Whatever be the differences of
views regarding the nature of Nirvanra, all schools of Buddbism
bave accepted it to be the most cardinal principle of their religion
and philosophy. ¢ Nirvinam éantam ’ (nirvana is the only calm)
is the corner-stone on which Buddbist philosopby and religion
stand and which gives the distinctive character that marks it
out from other religious and pbilosophical -disciplines. The
persistent refusal of the Master to descant on the metaphysical
implication of Nirvana, - which was rightly regarded by bim as
& matter of idle speculation without ethical and spiritual value,
has, however, become a fruitful source of polemics among his
followers and modern scholars too. The schools, into which
later Buddhism became divided, hotly debated with one another
on this all-important problew and were sharply divided in their
opinions as to whether Niroasa meant cessation of passions
and sufferings only, or of existence altogether. The emphatic
denial of an individual soul, the ego-principle, by all sections
of Buddhist thought has naturally given support to this negative
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conception and the result is .that Buddhist Nirvana is believed
by all and sundry as a state of total annibilation of all existence,
conscious or non-conscious. The criticisms of Brahminical
writers, notably Saakaricirya and philosophers of the Nyaya-
Vaidesika school, have confirmed the belief in the mnegative
character of Nirvina and the consequence has been that
Buddhism and particularly Buddhist Nirvarza have become a
bugbear to scholars and laymen alike. The present writer has
set himself the task of conducting a dispassionate enquiry into
the various conceptions of Nirvara that are found in the later
schools of Buddhist philosophers and it is proposed to evaluate
some of these theories on strictly philosophical grounds.

Let us examine the conception of Nuvdrva as found in the
Milinda Panha, a work of considerable antiquity and believed
to represent the philosophical doctrines of the school of Elders
(Sthavira-vada). There, in answer to the queries of King
Milinda, the Venerable Elder, Nagasena, enumerates the charac-
teristic features of Nirvawa. Although some of the qualities,
which go to show that there is extinction of all pain and im-
purities, may be susceptible of a negative interpretation, there are
some again, which unmistakably prove its positive cha acter.
Nirvana is said to allay all hirsts and cravings, even the craving
after extinction. Nirvana is said to be.replete with the innu-
merable and various fine flowers of purity, of knowledge and of
emancipation.  Nircapa like food is the support ‘of life and puts
an end to old age and death. As food increases the $trength of
all being, so does Nirvana increase the powers of rddhi of all
beings. As food is the source of beauty, so Nirvava is-the
source of the beauty of holiness. Nirvaua like space is not born,
does neither grow old nor dies, nor passes away, mor has it
rebirth. It is unconquerable, is not liable to be purloined,
is not attached to anything. It is the sphere in which arhats move ;
nothing can obstruct it ; it is infinite. Like the wish-fulfilling
tree, it satisfies all desires ; it causes delight ; it is full of lustre.
As clarified butter is beautiful in colour, so is Nirvana beautiful
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in righteousness. Like clarificd butter again, it has the pleasant
perfume of righteousness and has a pleasant taste.!

The catalogue of some of the qualities of Nirvdna in the
foregoing paragraph unmistakably points to its being a positive
existence, characterised as it is by permanence, blissfulness,
freedom and purity. So Nirpdna, as conceived by the Venerable
Nagasena, docs not evidently imply an extinction of all conscious
life, but on the contrary points to a much too positive existence,
nay, the highest life of purity and perfection and bliss. In the
Visuddhimagga, Buddbaghosa gives us a disquisition on Niroana
which, if carefully analysed, will be found to be far from nega-
tivistic. Nirpdne is characterised as the cessation of lust, of
batred-and delusion (Sam Ni. Jambukhddaka Satts) Buddha-
ghosa warns us that mere cessation cannot be the nature of
Nirodana, as in that case the state of arbatship will bave to be
regarded as a state of cgssation. ‘But why has it not been
expounded in its specific character ? asks the enquirer.
‘Because,” the answer goes, ‘it is extremely subtle and the
Master was not eager to dilate on this profound mystery. It is
a state which can be envisaged only by the noble intuition of tha
saint.” Again, ¢ Nirvana is without origination, as it has no
dntecedent cause.” (Question) ‘ But how can it be unoriginated,
as it clearly emerges on the practice of the magga (the discipli-
nary course enjoined as the means to attainment of Nirygna)' 2
(Answer) ‘No, it is not produced by contemplation, it is anly
attained and realised by it.  So it is without origin.and because
without origin, it is not subject to decay and death, and because
it is not subject to origin, decay and death, it is eternal (nicca).
‘It is devoid of form and colour, because its nature is beyand
that of coloured form. In reality it cannot be non-existent, as it
is realisable by transcendental intuition, born of unremitting and
unflagging perseverance and as it is attested by the words of the

! The Questiors ot King Milinda, 8. B. E.. WVol. I, pp. 189.195,
Milinda-Panha, pp. 818-822,



240 BUDDHIST DOCTRINE OF FLUX

Omniscient Master, which run as follows :—‘‘ There is, ye
monks, an unborn (ajdtam), un-become (abhutam), unmade
(akalam), un-compounded (asamkhatam). 1if, ye monks, this
unborn, un-become, unmade, un-compounded, were not, an
escape from the born, become, made, compounded, would not be
discernible. But because, ye monks, there is an unborn, un-
become, unmade, uncompounded, therefore an escape from the
born, become, made, compounded, is discernible.”’!

From what has gonc before, we can legitimately infer that
Buddhaghosa refuses to believe Nirvdna to be an absolute ceasing
of existence. Nirvdna is ceasing of scffering, of lust, of hate and
of delusion ; but this does not argue that Nirv@pa is abrolute
extinction of existence also. Dr. Paul Dabhlke has however
taunted those who think Nirvana as a metaphysical reality with
the title of believers, as victims to conceptual thinking, which
can never envisage the truth face to face. In support of his
position he quotes, ‘‘ If, ye. monks, only so much might permit
of being attained of a self ‘that would be permanent, lasting,
eternal, unchangeable, eternally the same, then a possibility of a
life of purity for the ending of all suffering would not be discern-
ible’’ (San. Ni. ILL. 144). The unconditioned (asankhalam) ir
the Udana test has been explained by Dr. Dablke as non-condi-
tioned, as the Ceasing of Lust, of Hate and of Deluzion (San.
Ni. 1V., p. 162). There are of course not a few passages in the
Tripitaka literature, which can bear such negative interpretation
that has been proposed by Dr. Dablke. The following quolation
from the Ratana Suita, Verse 14, also lends support to the nega-
tive.conception of Nirvdna and indeed this is one.of the currem
interpretations among the p<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>