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PREFACE

The present work is a thesis approved by the
University of Allahabad for the Degree of Doctor of
Philosophy in 1947. 1 have made in it certain chan-
ges here and there in the light of subsequent thought.

The topic of our thesis needs neither an explana-
tion nor an apology, for a truly comparative and
eritical history of the fundamental thoughts of
Buddhism and Veddata, the two most important and
mature systems of Indian Philosophy, representing
both correctly, was long overdue. :

In the present work I have restricted myself to
Mahayina Buddhism and Advaita Vedinta only, firstly,
because it is simply impossible to deal with all the
schools of Buddhism and of Veddnta in a single
treatise like this, sccondly, because Mahidyina Buddhism
and Advaita Vedanta are the cream of Indian Philo-
sophy, and thirdly, because effective comparison is
possible only between these two. Throughout this
work, therefore, T have used the word Buddhism for
Mahiyina Buddhism and the word Vedinta for
Advaita Vedinta unless, of course, I have mentioned
otherwise.

The entire work is based on my own study of
the original texts and I am rc:ﬁaonsihle for all inter-
pretations. I have consulted almost all the existent
originals that were available to me.

Many rooted prejudices about Buddhism and
Vedinta, for example, the view that Shanyavida is
nihilism, the view that Vijadnavida is subjective
idealism advocating the reality of momentary ideas
only, the view that Buddhism by its Nairdtmyavida
denies the existence of the true self and by its
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Ksanabhandga-vida declares ever to be mnmcntary,
the wcwﬁ%n: Buddhism is np?vwf to Vedinta, the
view that Veddnta has borrowed everything from
Buddhism—these and such other wrong wviews are
LhumuEhI]r exploded here and many other miscopcep-
tions about Buddhism and Vedinta are cleared.

It has been clearly proved in this work that
Buddhism and Vedinta are not two a_pﬁ:mi systems
of thought, but only different stages in the develo
ment of the same thought which starts with t
Upanisads, finds its indirect su Cﬁ;:bn in Buddha, its
elaboration in Mahiyina ism, and its open
revival in Gaudapida, 1urh.u:h reaches its zenith in
Shankara and culminates in Post-Shadkarites.

Some eminent scholars have pointed our the
similarities and differences between Buddhism and
Vedinta. Some of them have a bias in favour of
Buddhism and some in favour of Vedinta. Some
of them have, of course, suggested the right view,
but it has remained more or less a suggestion only.
No body has tried to develop it by tracing the whole
history of Mahdyina Buddhism and Advaita Vedanta
and by supporting it with copious extracts from and
references to the ﬂﬂ%}m texts. This may be regarded
as my humble contribution to Indian Philosophy, T
may also mention that many important original points
of interpretation will also {)c ound in this work.
I am convinced that the line I have taken is the
right onc which will enable us to view both Buddhism
and Vedanta correctly and which will, T hope, eacou-

rage further research in the proper direction. How
ﬂr have I been successful it is for the learned to

judge.

I am most £lmﬂﬂ to the eminent scholars,
Oriental and Occidental, ancient and modern, who or
whose works have been a source of help and inspira-
tion to me.
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I am deeply obliged to Prof. R. D. Ranade,
M. A, D. Litt.,, Retired Head of the Philosophy
Department and Dean of the Faculty of Arts and
Oﬂl:. Vice-Chancellor, University of Allahabad ; Prof.
A. C. Maukertji, M. A., Head of the Phﬂnsotrhy Depa-
rtment and Dean of the Faculty of Ans, University
of Allahabad; and Pr. K. Chattopadhyaya, M. A,
Department of Sanskrit, University of Allahabad,
who have encouraged and helped me in various
ways. | cannot express my gratitude and thanks—for
it will be sheer impertinence on my part to do so—
to my revered and learned father who has kindly
explained many difficult portions of the original texts
to me and without whose encouragement, help and
blessings the present work would not have seen
the light of the day.

The Hindi version of this thesis made by me
and entitled ‘Bauddha Darshana aur Vedinta® was
published in 1949 and was awarded the ‘Best Books
in Hindi’ Prize of Rs. 1000/~ by the Government of
Uttar Pradesh. The publication of this original in
English was delayed. T am glad it is being published
now.

New Year's Day, 1952, :
Department of Philosophy, = Chandradhar Sharma

Banaras Hindu University.



A NOTE ON TRANSLITERATION

I have made the following changes in the generally
accepted method of transliteration :
¥ = sha
¥ = cha
® = chha

A NOTE TO REFERENCES

The references to the works given in the foot-notes
of this book are to those editions which arc mentioned
in the Bibliugmphy.
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CHAPTER 1|
INTRODUCTION

The word “dialectic’ comes from the Greek “dialego”
which means to debate or to discourse. It was some-
what like the ‘shdsfrérths’ in ancient India. Juét as in
India this word was used by some for mere quibbling
(jalpa or vitandd or kutarka) in which victory over
thg;ﬂponcnt was the main aim, and by others of more
re taste, for discussion to arrive at the truth (sutarka
or sannyiya), so in ancient Greece the word “dialectic’
was used by some sophists as a synonym for verbal
jugglery, but was understood by others of more refined
taste, as meaning a discussion to ger at the truth.

Anaximander was perhaps the first philosopher
in the West who taught that the Real was the
the .A4peiron, the Boundless, the Infinite, the Etcrnal,
out of which everything arises, by which everything
lives, and into which everything once more returns.
The world presents us with a serics of opposites which
are ‘at war’ against each other. This insistence on the
series of opposites, this constant strife in which one
‘grows’ out of the other, may be taken as a crude pro-
totype of the H:gclinn dialectic. The ‘mean’ of Pytha-
goras is also a ‘form’, a ‘blend’, an ‘attuncment” or
syathesis of the op?ositc*s. Heraclitus  regards  the
strife or opposition or “war” as the *father of the universe’
even as Hepel repards negativity as the ‘soul of the
universe’. The ‘c%m.n :* of Heraclitus was transformed
into ‘development’, :ﬁ: ‘opposite tension” into ‘thesis
and anrithesis’, and the ‘attunement’ into ‘synthesis’
by Hegel. Parmcenides relegated ‘becoming’ to
the sPhcrc of ‘opinion’ and regarded ‘being’ as the
truth’. His disciple Zeno, the father of the method
of *reductio ad absurdner’, and Gorgias, the ‘enfant terrible’
of the Eleatic School, developed the destructive side
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of the dialectic to its ultimate pitch. Socrates, though
he emphasized the negative aspect of the dialectic,
wanted really to arrive at the positive truth. Socrates
believed that dialectic was the best method to realize
the truth. We should point out the inherent contra-
dictions in the arguments of the opponent and show
him that his knowledge is merely a superficial one and
that therefore he should Strive for the true. For
Socrates dialectic is the science of the Real. It is the
highest science through which we know the ‘forms’
as they are and know that the igparcnt plurality
of the “forms’ vanishes in the unity of the highest form’,
the ‘Form of the Good’. Plato identified dialectic with
metaphysics or philosophy proper meaning by it the
‘science of sciences’ or the highest science which was
to be $tudied after the preliminary study of music,
astronomy, arithmetic and geometry was over. It
was the synthetic or the unifying method to know the
Real as it is and not merely as it appears to us. It is
a method by which onc is ‘liberated from the cave’
of the manifold phenomena and is enabled to see Reality
as it shines in its pure light. It is the realization of
the ‘Idea of the Good’ which underlies the world
of sense-manifold, which is the ‘author of science and
truth’, “which imparts truth to the known and the power
of knowing to the knower’, which manifests itself as the
Supreme Truth, the Supreme Beauty and the Supreme
Goodness, and which in its essence ultimately transcends
these all. Aristotle also equates dialectic with meta-
physics which is the science of Being as it is. Substance
is ‘actualized Being’ towards which §trives the ‘potential
Being’. It is the essence or form which makes things
what they are. .

For Kant dialectic is the illusory logic of the false
show. When reason proceeds without reasoning about
its power it leads to contradictions, paralogisms and
antinomies. The very nature of thought is to be
discursive and relational. As long as it remains wedded
to sensibility, it can rightly unfold the phenomena,
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but the moment it trics to know reality it lands in
self-contradictions. Itcan nmever know the Real, the
Noumenon, the Ding-an-sich (thing-in-itself), Hegel
rejected the agnosticism of Kant and criticized the thing-
in-itself as the most absurd of all philosophical con-
ceptions. Thought is not only discursive intellect
bur also self-conscious reason or Idea. Dialectic is
the march of thought from bare affirmation, through
and with negation, to a fuller and richer re-affirmation,
or from thesis, through and with antithesis, to synthesis.
Thought ptoceeds in the triumphant trindic march
by giving ris¢ to and then overcoming opposition.
Contradiction, negation, opposition is not something
to be feared ; it is, on the other hand, the life, the force,
the movement of thought and thereforc ‘the soul of
the universe. But as the Law of Contradiction reigns
supreme, thought cannot rest content within “a nedt
of contradictions’ and therefore they must be reconciled
in the synthesis. The force behind the contradiction
is the force of the Whole which is a concrete Ideatity-
in-difference or the self-conscious Reason, the Absolute
Idea which is called by Hegel as the Idea-in-and-for-
itself. Bradley on the destructive side completes the
work of Zeno and Gorgias, pointing out that everything
finite when taken to be ultimately real is found to be
utterly self-contradictory and hence merely an ‘appear-
ance’, not ‘Reality’. On the constructive side he swings
between Kant and Hegel. Hc maintains with Hq:gﬂ
that Reality is a Spiritual Whole, and with Kant

the real cannot be identificd with the rational. Thought
has to*commit suicide’ in order to reach Reality. Though
in philosophizing which is a sort of game we can-
not question the rules of thought, yet thought at best
can only give the outlines of ilmh‘ry; it cannot give
its details, its “why’ and ‘how’, because it is essentially
relational. Another challenge to thought comes from
Bergson who regards Reality as ¢/an wital, the life-
impulse which is continually evolving. There is nothin
which changes ; only ceaseless change exists. ThmugE
‘intuition® we realize our pardcipation in this vical
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impulse. Intellect only cuts the flow of reality and
can %ive us only unreal moments. Croce rewains the
Hegelian basic idealism and the view that Reali

is a Spiritual whole, but he rejects Hegel’s ‘Emlogim ’
He muaintains the full force of the dialectic but accuses
Hegel of misusing, it. Reality is not the ‘absolute
logical étructure, but the actual process of spirit’,
Thought has in itself opposition and is affirmation
and negation. “It does not affirm save by denying, and
does not deny save by affirming. But it does not
affirm and deny save by distingushing, because thought
is distinction and we cannot distinguish save by unifying”.
The abstract and analytical aspect of thought is called
“intellect’, while its concrete and synthetical aspect is
called ‘reason’. But thought is always thought and
it works with ‘pure concepts’ as distinguished from
*pseudo-concepts’ of the empirical sciences which are
merely formal and intellectual., The ‘pure concept’
is the ‘idea’, the unity of opposites which is the a priori
logical synthesis. Thought always implics ‘intuition’
as a preliminary $tage. Intuition is immediate pre-
sentation and is itself a creative and communicative
expression. Croce departs from Hegel in maintaining
the autonomy of the non-logical manifestations of
spirit like art and nature. But he maintains the dialectic
in its full force and goes a Step ahead Hegel in pointing
out that therc arc many implied $tages between the
thesis and the antithesis, these two being enly the tower-
ing peaks, ‘the minima and the maxima ufy the logical
curve’. The ‘dialectical and the historical process is
one and the same. Philosophy is history and history
is philosophy. The dialectical materialism of Marx,
Engels and Lenin reverses Hegelianism but maintains
the full force of the dialectic movement, though it
applies it primarily to matter which, according to it,
is the Reality, and secondarily to thought which is only
a copy or a photograph or an image of that Reality.
It thus without justification—because the force of the
dialectic can never come from matter and must come
from thought alone—perverts the Hegelian dialectic by
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transferring Reality from the mind to the matter, from
the idea to the iron, from the self-conscious Spirit
to the hammer and the sickle, forgetting that it is the
self-conscious spirit which throu ﬁcthc conscious eye
and the conscious hand, makes, knows and uses them.
The ‘process’-realists like Alexander and Whitehead,
influenced by the theory of relativity, regard the physical
nature in terms of ‘events occurring in space-time’.
Thus the antithesis between mind and matter is very
much lessened. Knowledge, for Alexander, is an act
of contemplation which is experienced or ‘cnjoyed’
immediately, the object being ‘compresent’. Dialectic
is the force or the process of evolution. And evolution
is not mechanical or even continuous; it is purposive
and emergent. The cmergence of purposiveness in
life and mind is consistent with the lower levels of

natare.

In the field of Indian Philosophy too we find both
the negative and the positive aspects of the dialectic.
ainism, Sankya-Yoga, Nyiya-Vaishesika, Mimarmsa,

imanuja-Vedinta and Madhva-Vedanta advocate
more or less pluralistic realism. Mahayina Buddhism
and AdvaitaVedinta are champions of absolute idealism.
The Jainas like Kundakunda, Akalanka, Vidyinanda,
Siddhasena, Samantabhadra, Hemachandra and Ma-
llisena ; Ishvarakpsna and Vijadnabhiksu in Sinkya;
the Naiyiyikas like Uddyotakara, Udayana, Jayanta,
Gaggesha, Raghunitha and Jagadisha ; the Mimam
like Prabhikara, Kumirila, Shalikandtha and Pirtha-
sirathi: the theigtic Vedintins like Raminuja, Sudar-
shana, Venkatanitha, Meghanadari, Madhva, Jayatirtha,
Vydsatirtha and others have defended pluralistic realism
and attacked absolute idealism with very great diglectical
subtleties, But the defence of lglumlism appears to
be weak as compared with the onslaughts of the monidts
and the realistic pluralists have cither embraced sclf-
contradictions or else they have implicitly accepted
absolutism. Before the mighty strokes of the destructive
dialectic of the Buddhists like Nagarjuna, Chandrakirt,
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Vasubandhu, Dharmakirti, Shintaraksita and Kamalashila
‘and of the Advaita Vedantins like Gaudapida, Shadkara,
Mandana, Vichaspati, Vimuktitman, Prakishitman,
Surcshvara, Vidyaranya, Shriharsa, Chitsukha and
Madhusaidana, the entire edifice of all finite and pheno-
menal things, consisting of the categorics and concepts
:!t]' the intthi:zc;!t]ﬁ substance, paliu&i; dfcn'ml'li, :l:u:}tin:mr::,l

ange, epo, mo : religion an
even philosophy, appe?:s to crun?l;le down Iikfl a2 house
of cards or a palace built on sand. But to admit thar
these appearances are entirely lost is to show greatest
disrespect to their dialectical genius. The condtructive
side of their dialectic tells us that the appearances are
esapirically real and are transformed into the Non-dual
Reality which does not anaihilate intellect but perfects
it. Reality can be&t be described by negative terms.
But if we insist on positive description, as we should,
it can be beft described as Pure Reason or Pure Ex-

rience or Pure Consciousness which is at once Pure
Etiﬁan:c and Pire Bliss. The Buddhists call it Tathatd
ar Shinya or Vijfidnamdtra; the Vedintins call it
Brahman or Awman.

Reality exidts by itself and in itself and is therefore
self-proved and can never be sublated. Pure Cons-
ciousness alone satisfies these conditions in the definition
of reality and therefore it alone deserves to be called
real. Tt cannot be fully prasped by relational intellect.
Intellect can give us only the subject-object duality
which it cannot ersnem{ Intellect, therefore, must
be transformed into something higher—call it ‘intuition”
or ‘pure reason’ or anything clse—which can directl
reveal Reality. That intellect always functions thmug{l
contradictions and that it mu$t realize its limitations
is the tive side of the dialectic : that intellect should
be transtormed into the pure transcendental unity of
Reason or Intuition which is supra-rational is the
constructive side of the dialectic. Reality itself appears
as matter (anna), life (prdna), instinct (manas), relational
intellect (vijiina) and self-conscious blissful reason or
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intuition (inanda). Matter is on the ph ical
Life is on the giaio ical plane. Inﬁm:‘P ruia mphﬁ
psychological plane. Intellect is on the metaphysical
plane. Pure reason or intuition is on the mystical
plane. Dialectic is the power of self-manifestation
of Reality. Tt is the development of reason from within.
The Absolute, through its own power, appears 28 ur-
dergoing the evolutionary process, though in fact it
is untouched by it. Dialectic is implicit in matter, life
and ingtinct. It becomes explicit only in intellect.
Hence dialectic is the monopoly of the homan life.
It has two aspects—the negative of the destructive,
and the positive or the constructive, In the negative
aspect it is analytical and discussive intellect and proceeds
through pointing out inherent contradictions in every-
thing%nitc. When  finite thing is migtaken as absolutely
real, its true nature breaks forth and reveals its inherent
contradictions which relegate it to its pmgltl sphere
of the relative. In the positive aspect, ialectic is
the synthetic and transcendent  reasom of intuition.
It reconciles all contradictions by i
subject-object duality. Here to know the Real is to
become the Real. To enjoy this supreme expericnee,
intellect mue be transformed into purc feason OF
incaition, even as animal instinct must be transformed
into human intellect before it can move in the sphere
of the subject-object duality. -

Dialectic is generally identified with its negative
only. Either it is misundesstood as sheer verbal
quibbling, as intellectual gymrastics of somersaults
of thought, as futile logical hai -splitting or discussion
for the shake of discussion only, 25 2 “dazzling show of
intellectual fire-works” or as a degencrate intellectual
j resembling the rope-trick of the jugglers (bau-
ddhiki-nata-vidyd ; jalps; vitandd ; lmtarlﬁa‘.aj: or at
best it is identificd with true intellect (sutar ) which
is essentially relational, discursive, analytic and finite,
which proceeds with the force of con iction pointing
out the inherent sclf-discrepencies in everything finite
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and phenomenal when taken to be ultimately real, and
whicﬂ has to confess its impotence to know Reality
and has to commit suicide in order to be one with it.
The former view, we submit, is entirely wrong and
the latter is partial. Tt is highly improper to regtrict
dialectic to its negative sense only, Because thought
cannot rest content with contradictions, it has to find
out a way for their reconciliation, The antithesis must
ne ily lead to synthesis. The very fact that dialectic
is condemned as mercly negative implies that it must
logically have a positive scnse also because there can
be no negation without affirmation.

The positive side of the dialectic at once brings
us to the age-old controversy between Rationalism
and Mysticism. There arc three alternatives : (1) Either,
we should say like Kant that Reality is unknowable ;
or (2) we should admit like Hegel that ‘the Rational is
the Real and the Real is the Rational’; or (3) we may
swing between Kant and Hegel and maintain like
Bradley that though in the sphere of philosophy thought
reigns supreme yet it has to commit suicide in order
to reach Reality. The third alternative is the weakegt and
should be immediately discarded. The firgt alternative
is also untenable. We agree with Hegel in maintainin
that there can be no criticism of thought ab extra. ﬂ.ﬁ
attempts of criticism and distinction will fall within
thought itself. He who says that “Reality is unknowable”
cither does not know what he is saying or is talking in
self-contradiction for he at lea& knows that R ity
exists and further knows that it is unknowable. Reali
is certainly Indescribable in the sense that relatio
intellect fails to describe it adequately. But it is most
assuredly not unknowable. On the other hand it is
the mos known of all. No great thinker has seriously
maintained that Reality can be identified with relational
intellect.  But it also does not mean that thought is to
be annihilated. Pure Thought or Pure Reason or
Consciousness itself in its phenomenal aspect is relational
intellect or discursive underftanding. It is therefore
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not an annihilation but a correction and a perfection of
the intellect. We however agree with the Buddhists
and the Vedantins as against the Jainas, Bhart rapaficha,
Nimbirka, and Riminuja and also against Hegel and
Bradley, in maintaining that though Reality is the self-
conscious Spirit which is the same thing as Pure Con-
sciousness, it cannot ultimately be called Identity-in-
difference. Appearances cannot tetain their individuality
in the Absolute. “No flame of passion, chastc of
carnal” can burn in the Absolute retaining its individual
capacity. Individuality is the creation of Ignomnce,
How can it remain when knowledge dawns? No
distinction between ‘individuality” and ‘egoity” will be
of any avail here. Egoity, of course, is a baser thing.
But cven individuality has to be transcended in the
Absolute. But our Absolute is neither the “lion’s
den” not “the night in which all cows are black”. If
the river runs into the sea, docs it mean that the river
is destroyed? It has rather become the ocean. It
has teached the highest perfection. Appearances are
transformed into Reality. Every particle of dust,
every meanedt iota of the universe becomes the Real.
Ultimately there are no grades of truth, no degrees
of Reality, though their phenomenal reality is emphasized.
Undoubtedly identity-in-difference is the highest con-
ception of the intellect and therefore perfectly valid
in the empirical world. But ultimately even identity-
in-difference has tp be transcended together with the
intellect. The intuitional unity is not barc ideatity.
Tt is supra~relational and indescribable. For want of
better term we call it pure identity. Thought always
functions with identity-in-difference. Bare irlﬁ:uljljf and
bare difference are figments of the imagination or pseu-
do-concepts. Bare identity is undifferentiated identity of
the sense and is infra-relational. ‘The my$tical pure
identity is, on the other hand, supra-relational.

Now, what is this ‘intuition’ in praise of which
various hymns, the mystice—Fastern and Western, old
and new—have sung, are singing and will sing? Does
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it mean the denial of thought and the re-affirmation
of infra-relational feeling? A rtrue mystic, we are
sure, will answer this queftion with us in an emphatic
negative. Probably a mystic will come forward and say
that the question cannot be answered because intuition
is something which cannot be described. Agreed ! we'
urge provided he understands the full implication of his
statement. Either he should maintain absolute silence
or he sould say that intuition is indescribable because
it transcends and is higher than relational intellect.
This intuition will be the same as our Pure Reason.
But if “intuition” means that it is something quite different
from thought and thercefore, by implication, somethin

infra-relational, this intuitionism Stands aclf-mndcmnccﬁ
Fecling is a sort of whole because it is entircly un-
differentiated and infra-relational. The moment we
try to think about it it is aroused from its slumber and
realizing its utter insignificance it surrenders itself at
the feet of thought and with folded hands begs for a
place in the systematic world. To hold this un-
differentiated  infra-relational immediacy of sense as
the ideal for thought is certainly absurd. Instead of
rising from the mortal plane of intellect to the heaven
of Reason, should we descend to the hell of feeling ?
But a truc mystic does not degrade his intuition to such
fecling. His intnition is our Pure Reason. There
is only difference in name. Let us call this intuition
as pure intuition, This Pure Intuition or Pure Con-
sciousness is the only Reality and it appears as finite
intcllect on account of Ignorance. Tt is not the negation
of intellect but its transformation into Reason. Intellect
confesses its impotence only to be rejuvenated with
new life and eternal vigour and what appears to be its
suicide is in fact its consecration. Only 2 true rationalist
can be a real myétic and only a true myétic can be a
real rationaligt. In vain have some of the mystics and
the rationalists fought against each other. Let intuition
be higher thought, but not higher than thought as such,
and let it not degenerate into infra-relational undiffe-
rentiated feeling, and all difficulties will be removed.
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.~ To some our digtinction between analytic intellect
and synthetic reason, between lower and higher thought,
may appear meaningless. ‘To them we make the
following reply :. We readily admit that this distinction
is relative, not absolute because it is made by intellect
itself. It is a practical compromise because it is valid
only from the empirical Standpoint. The ditinction
is the same as the diStinction between empirical and
absolute standpoints, between phenomena and noumenon
between appearance and Reality, between samyrti or
vyavahara and paramirtha, between opinion and truth,
between illusion and Absolute. The ‘Ne#i Neti’ of
Yijiiavalkya, the ‘anknowable’ of Spencer, the ‘e ne
sais quoi’ of Locke, the ‘ Ding-an-sick of Kant, the
“Cognoscendo Ignorari’ of Augustine, the ‘Weder Dies Nock
Das’ of Eckhart, the Ignorabimus’ of Reymond, the
<somehow’ and ‘we do not know how’ of Bradley, the ‘Nirabhi-
lapya or ‘Avichya’ of Buddhism, the ¢ Anirvachaniya® of
Vedinta—all these are the cries of finite intellect and
not of pure reason. The moment they are taken to
be the result of the impotence of thought as such,
they stand self-condemned. The distinction, therefore,
between lower and higher thought, we maintain, is
perfectly valid and most necessary from empirical stand-
point. To question its validity here is either to refuse
to think or to embrace utter self-contradiction.

We agree with Plato in identifying dialectic with
metaphysics or philosophy proper. It is the highest
science of the First Principles. It wants to know Reality
as it is and not merely as it appeass to us. As thought,
dialectic has two aspects—the negative or the destructive,
and the positive or the constructive. In its negative
aspect dialectic is intellect or under§tanding or tarka,
mati, buddhi, yukti. It is relational, discursive and
analytic. Tt proceeds by pointi::l%:l out inherent con-
tradictions in every finite thing. its positive aspect
dialectic is Puge Consciousness or the self-luminous
Self or the self-conscious Reason or Pure Thought or
Pure Intuition. It is Prajfia, Vijfiana, Jiiana, Chit,
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Samvit or Svanubhat. [t is dircct, immediate, unifying,
self-conscious and synthetic. It reconciles all con-
tradictions.

The constructive dialectic tells us that Reality far
from being unknowable is infact the most known. It is
called indescribable or unthinkable only in the sense
that no category of intellect can fully and adequately
describe it. It can be bedt described by negative terms,
though it is certainly not negative. It is to be directl
realized through Reason; it cannot be philosophize
through intellect. Thus the philosophy of silence is
the highest philosophy. This silence is neither the
silence of the dumb nor the silence of the fool ; it is,
on the other hand, the silence of the wisest of the wise.
It is the silence which speaks for itself in 2 way in which
all human speech is unable to do. It is the thunderous
silence of the Buddhist Vimalakirti who answered
questions about Non-dual Reality by silence and others
exclaimed: ‘Well done! The ultimate truth is really
beyond speech and intellect’ Tt is the great silence of
_the Vedintin Bidhva who told Vaskali : ‘I am answer-
ing your question by my silence but you do not under-
stand. The highest Self is silence™® It is the renowned
silence of the Great Shanikara who finally preached by
silence and all the doubts of the disciples were remo-
ved.® It is the famous silence of the Upanisads® It
is the celebrated ‘Amrvachaniyata® of Buddhism and
Vedinta. It is not the silence of the grave-yard, it is
the silence which breaths new life and new meaning
into the entire outlook towards the universe.
‘When one embraces Reality, grief and delusion are

! Suzuki: Outlines of Mahiyina Buddhism, pp. 105-107.

! qm: ww & g frarafa, avasTREfT )
Shafikara-Bhisya, 111, 2, 17,

* fad qEainge : T
%mm%mﬂ

Daksinimiirti-statea.
* geaarfafa o S
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gone Tt is here that the full significance of the
life of “the honest man and the good citizen” so much
gtressed by Green is realized. Plato’s liberated cave-
dweller returns to the cave to liberate others, Here
the real teaching of the Gita is realized. It is at this
gtage that one is ready like Buddha to bear the suffering
of the whole world® like a Bodhisattva to defer his
own Nirvina in order to @rive for the liberation of
others, like Shiva and Socrates to drink the cup of

jison so that humanity may be saved and bettered,
and like Chri&t to crucify one’s flesh to save the soul
of the world.

Prince Siddhirtha has gone, but the Buddha remains.
The Four Noble Truths and the Noble Eightfold Path
have a meaning for us even today. The E:ﬁightcnmum
which dawned upon the mortal Siddhirtha and which
transformed him into the immortal Buddha, serves us
even today. The Dharma-chakra, the wheel of Pratitya-
samutpada, first turned by the Buddha at the deer ark
in Sarnath &ill revolves. The Great Decease of the
Buddha at Kushiniri, so vividly described in the Maha-
parinirvinasiitra, proves it beyond doubt that ecvery
one of us is a potential Buddha.

Buddhism is divided into many schools and has

4 ‘vadt literature. It is very difficult to say what exactly
are the teachings of Bud:-l}l"m himself and what are the
interpretations, amplifications and claborations put upon
them by the disciples. Buddha was primarily an ethical
teacher and a social reformer than a theoretical philo-
sopher. He referred to a number of philosophical
views prevalent in his time and condemned them as
futile, Whenever m:taghysica] ucstions ‘were J:ut
er

to him, he avoided them by saying that they were nei
profitable nor conducive to the highest . Human
existence is full of misery and pain. immediate

1 7% §1 Aig: w A9 QeI |
=Wmﬁﬂnﬁmmﬁwaﬁm:
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duty, therefore, is to get rid of this misery and pain.
If instead we bother about barren metaphysical specu-
lations, we behave like that foolish man whose heart
is pierced by a poisonous arrow and who, instead of
taking it out, wastes his time on idle speculation about
the origin, size, metal, maker and thrower of the arrow.!
Buddha is reported to have said in one of the Suttas :
“Surely do I know much more than what I have told
you. And wherefore, my disciples, have I not told you
that ? Because, my disciples, it brings you no profit,
it does not conduce to progress in holiness, because
it does not lead to the turning from the earthly, to the
subjection of all desire, to the cessation of the transitory,
to peace, to knowledge, to illumination, to Nirvina”.?

Buddha emphasized the Four Noble Truths, the
Noble Eightfold path and the Doctrine of Dependent
Origination. There is nothing in these teachings that
would seriously militate against the Upanisadic teachings.
Our contention is that Buddha was greatly influenced
by the Upanisadic philosophy and the Lamp of Dharma
which he bequeathed to his disciples was borrowed
from the Upanisads. But the Hinayana made the
constant and the luminous light of this Lamp flickering
and faint. The Hinayana, therefore, represents not
~ the real teaching of the Buddha, but, as Mrs. Rhys
Davids says, “the verbal superstructures, the formulas
often being held up as what he (Buddha) taught”.3
Mahdyina also says that Hinayana philosophy is either
due to the adjustment in the teaching by the Buddha
to suit the needs of the less qualified disciples (upaya-
kaushalya) or due to their lack of understanding the
real significance of the teachings of the Master.

Hinaydna philosophy which is a radical pluralism
based on the doctrine of universal momentariness is

1 Majjhima-nikdya, 63.
? Oldenberg : Buddha, p. 204.
* A Manuval of Buddhism, Preface, ix.
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a bundle of contradictions. Though outwardly it
says it believes in the reality of all—sarvastivada, yet in
fact it undermines the reality of all. It has reduced
mind to momentary ideas, matter to momentary atoms
and God to the relics of the Buddha’s body. When
the famous fourteen questions regarding God, soul
and matter were put to Buddha, he answered them
by his silence. The significance of the Buddha’s silence,
as the Mahdyana points out, lies in the fact that these
antinomies are ultimately insoluble by the intellect.
Discursive reasoning always proceeds through duality
and contradiction and must be transformed into direct
spiritual vision if the Real is to be realized. But Hina-
yana mistakes the silence of the Buddha as signifying
the denial of God, soul and matter.

The defects in the Hinayana philosophy were
corrected by the Mahiyanists who gave a right inter-
pretation of the teachings of the Buddha in the light
of the Upanisadic philosophy. The idea of liberation
in Hinayana is said to be negative and egoistic.
Mahayana believes that Nirviga is not a negative
cessation of misery but a positive $tate of bliss. Its
ideal saint is Bodhisattva who defers his own Nirvana
in order to work for the salvation of others. He is
ready to suffer gladly so that he may liberate others.
Dry asceticism of the Hinaydna is replaced by an en-
lightened and loving interest in this world. The
denial of God is replaced by the Buddha’s Divinity.
The Buddha is the Absolute Self running through all
existences. The explosion of matter and mind by
their reduction to momentary atoms and momentary
ideas respectively, is replaced by the admission of the
relative reality of both, the transcendental reality being
the Absolute, the Luminous Body of the Buddha.
The Mahiyanists are reasonably proud of their faith

as a progressive and dynamic religion which throbs

with vitality because it has the capacity to adapt itself
to the changing environmental conditions, preserving

its essentials in tact.
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The fundamental thoughes of Advaita Vedinta
have been considerably influenced by their development
in the Mahdyana literature, As a matter of fact Mahi-
yana and Adwvaita are not two opposed systems  of
thought but only different Stages in the development
of the same central thought. The view of the dialectic
to which we have subseribed in both its aspecrs—
negative and positive—has been a result of gradual
development in these two great systems which are
the cream of Indian Philosophy. It is, therefore, very
desirable to trace the development of the dialectic
throughout its various Stages 1n Mahayiana Buddhism
and Advaira Vedanta.



SHONYAVADA
Ashvaghosa, the first systematic expounder of Mahdydna

The great philosophical work of Ashvaghosa,
the mw—:.&mwwmm or the 'Anukve;.gmg of
Faith in the Mahiyina® which entitles him to the rank
of the firét systemaric er of Mahdyina is not
available in original Sanskrit.! Tt has been translated
into English from the Chinese translation of Paramirtha
by T. Suzuki and also by T. Richard. Our study of
Ashvaghosa is mainly based on these two translations.

Ashvaghosa tells us that after Buddha's Nirvina,
there rm]w:re very few E:hwﬂﬁ whnigcou]d understand
the implication of the many-sided ings of
Buddha, mtf that therefore the object ofm
is to unfold the fundamental teaching of the Tathigara
as inét the efrors of the laymen (Prthag-jana) and
ﬁddh}:]nn?imm-ﬂle Shriavakas and the Pratyeka-

as.

Reality is Tathati. As the ultimate ExiStence,
it is called Bhara-tathati; as Pure Reason, it is called
Bodhi or Prajii or Alayavijiiina; as a Harmohious
Whole, it is called Dharmakaya or Dharmadhiitu ; and
as Bliss having infinite merits, it is called Tathigata-
garbha, Viewed from the mpiﬁml m:n:lpoint. it is
sarhsira or the cycle of birth and death ; viewed from

1 Profs. Tlhhsut:dwhﬂerlﬁnﬂiuuhthtﬂlhﬂm
is not the author of this work. Butw:ﬁ.:demf. .
has given strong arguments to proye support
ﬂ!;mudbﬁnmhu Ashvag-osa is the author of this
work. ; _

% “The Awakening of Faith in the Mahiyina® : Suzuld, p. 47
MFI! e ' ’



the ultimate §tandpoint, it is Nirvina or the realization
of positive bliss. It is esseatially Indescribable because
intellect cannot compass it. It is beyond the four
categories of the Understanding. It is neither existence
nor non-existence nor both nor neither; it is neither
unity nor plurality nor both nor neither ; it is neither
affirmation nor negation nor both nor neither.! When
it is said that all worldly things are unreal what is meant-
is that they are only phenomenally real. The Absolute
is the ultimate Reality. All phenomena are found to
be merely relative. Relativity (Pratityasamutpada) is
the work of Ignorance. Ignorance has no existence
of its own, yet it is not entirely unreal as it roduces
the objective world. “It is wrong to take the work
of Ignorance as ultimate and to forget the foundation
on which it stands".?

Relational intellect cannot give us Reality. “When
one can apprehend that which is behind (discursive)
thought, one is on the way to Buddhist Wisdom” says
Ashvaghosa.® “The reason why the Tathigata never-
theless endeavours to instruct by means of words and
definitions is through his good and excellent skillfulness.
He only provisionally makes use of words and definitions
to lead all beings, while his real object is to make them
abandon symbolism and directly enter into Reality”.$
But intellect all the same is not to be annihilated. Ashva-
gglosu emphatically asserts that “If we dispense with

ite enlightenment, we cannot conceive of true en-
lightenment”.® It is Reason itself which appears as
intellect. The Absolute itself through Ignorance appears
as this _manifold world of phenomena. Just as, says
Ashvaghosa, calm water of the ocean, on account o
wind, appears as waves, similarly consciousness, on

1 Ibid, Suzuki, p. 59. :
* Qutlines of Mahdyina Buddhism : Suzuki, p. 124,

* The Awakening of Faith in the Mahiyina, Richard, p. 7
¢ Ibid. Suzuki, p. 112. =

8 Ibid. Richard. p. 10.



2CCO _ignorance, appears 1
Just as clay is transformed into various kinds of pottery,
similar] Consciousness manifedts itself as so many
finite intellects.?  Absolute Suchness, wultimatel
speaking, transcends ev ing. Bur tainted wi
orance it manifests itself as Conditional Suchness.
d our phenomenal world, subjective as well as ob-
jective, is the result of the sport of this Conditional
Suchness. When true knowledge dawns we realize
that we are no more finite beings E:u: Absolute Suchness
itself. ‘This is the self-existent immortal Reality, Calm
and Blissful which mu&t be realized® Bud the
ining Sun of Enlightenment, kindly rises in this
world to destroy the darkness of Ignorance. A Bodhi-
sattva, though he has realised what is to be realized
and though for him nothing remains to be done, yet,
following the example of Buddha, he has, out of com-
passion, to defer his own Nirvina in order to liberate
those who are &ill entangled in the meshes of suffeting.4

ant of
as
y

There is hardly any important doctrine in any school
of Mahdyina which cannot be traced back to Ashva-
El:;rm The point that Reality is Indescribable and

ond all the categories of intellect and that therefore
it can be called ncither Shiinya nor Ashiinya nor both
nor neither, was developed by Shiinyavida, and the
point that Reality is Consciousness was developed by
Vijfiinavida.

Sﬂgwidd:-
Shiinyavada is one of the most important schools
of Buddhism. Nigirjuna cannot be its founder
1 See Richard, p. 8.
* See Richard. p. 11
ot ford efergess w1 69 of Al aq o

—Saundarananda, xvi. 26 & 27.
¢ Saundarananda, xvi, 54.



because it was present before him in the Mahiyina
Sitras, some of which are prior even to Ashvaghoss,
and inﬂshzghap. Nagirjuna is only the first systematic
under of Shiinyavida. However it is to the glory
Nagirjuna that he scized these threads and wove
them into unity ; it is to the greatness of Nigirjuna
that he devcloped these more or less scattered ideas
almodt to perfection in a thoroughly consistent manaer.

- Shinyavadins call themsclves Madhyamikas or the
followers of the Middle Path realised by Eu.ddha during
his Enlightenment, which Path, avoiding the ecrors
of exitence and non-exiftence, affirmation and negation,
eternalism and nihilism, also at once transcends both
the extremes. It is a great irony of fate that the followers
of such a path are condemned by some as nihilists.

Unfortunately the word ‘Shiinya” has been gravely
misunderstood. The literal meaning of the word
which is negation or void has been the cause of much
misunderstanding. The word is used by the Madhya-
mikas in a different philosophical sense. Ignoring the
real philo:;:]phica] meaning of the word ‘ﬁfﬁnya and
taking it only in its literal sensc, many thinkers, castern
and western, ancient, medicval and modern, have
unfortunately committed that horrible blunder which
has led them to thoroughly misunderstand Shiinyavida
and to condemn it as a hopeless scepticism and a self-
condemned nihilism. Shiinya, according to the Madhya-
mika, we emphatically maintain, does not mean 4,
‘nothing’ or an ‘empty void’ or a ‘negative abyss’.
Shiinya essentially means Indescribable (Avachya of
anabhilipya) because beyond the four categorics of
intellect (Chatugkoti-vinirmukta). It is Reality which
ultimately transcends existence, nop-cxistence, both and
neither. It is neither affirmation nor negation nof
};:Ff; nmé n:ithpj. Eﬁjﬁi“uy iJit means Relativity

titya-Samutpida) w is phenomena (Samsira) ;
absolutely it th;ns Reality {Tfttﬂ_ which is release
from plurality (Nirviiga). The world is Indescribable
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because it is neither existent nor non-existent; the
Absolute is Indescribable because it being Pure Reason,
no category of intellect can adequately describe it
Everything is Shﬁya-:ficannm are  Spabldva-5

or devoid of ultimate reality and Reali is Prapane -
shunya or devoid of plurality. Thus Shiinya is used
i 2 double sense. It means the relative as well as the
Absolute. It means Relativity as well as Reality. It
means Samhsira as well as Nirvina. That which is
phenomenal, that which is drg:’ld:nt and conditional
fnd therefore relative cannot be called ultimately real
mﬂﬂborrﬁwtdwﬂlthmmmbetnﬂudmﬂdpihl
All appearances (Dharmas) being relative {-'Pnﬁnz:—
samutpanna), have no feal origination (Paramirthas
to'nutpanna) and are thercfore devoid of ultimate
reality (Svabhiva-shinya or Nissvabhiva or Andtman).
But they are fot absolutely unreéal, ~ They must hﬂﬁﬁ
to Redlity. It is the Rea itself which a :

this Real is the Absolute, the Non-dual Harmonious:
Whole in which all plurality is (Prapaficha-
shiinya or Nigpra or Advaya Tattva). Shiinya
therefore does not mean *Void' ; it means, on the other
hand, ‘Devoid'—so far as appearances are <o

‘of ultimate reality’, and so far as Reality is co

‘of plurality’. Tt is clearly wrong to translate the word
‘Chilnya” as 'nﬂtiﬂﬂg or void’ ; and even to translate
it as ‘Relativity’ as Prof. Stcherbatsky has done, is but

to represent only one aspect of it.

 Ashvaghosa said that Tathatd is neither Shiinya
nor Ashiinya nor both nor neither because it tran

all categories of the intellect. «All things in thc World
from beginning are neither matter not mind (empiri
ego), nOL consCiousness (momentary and individual),
nﬂr-nm-hcing,nurbdng;theymaﬁc:ﬂ -
cable”! But this does not mean that there is no ty
because it is the Real itself which appears.

1 The Awikening of Faith in the Mihfyina: Suzuld,
pp. 111—112. _



divine nature of the Absolute Reality is not
umcal”'l

The Shiinyavadins take ‘existence’, “is’. ‘affirmation’,
‘being’ in the sense of absolute existence or ultimate
reality ; it means Eternalism. Those who maintain
that the world exists are committing a great error because
when we penetrate deep we find that this entire world
with all its manifold phenomena is essentially relative
and therefore ultimately unreal. And those who
advocate non-existence or non-being are also committing
a great error because they are denying even the pheno-
menal reality of the world. They are condemned by
the Shinyavadins as nihilits (nastikas). Eternalism
and Nihilism are both false. Intellect which is essentially
discursive, analytic and relational involves itself in
contradictions. ~ All that can be grasped by it is
essentially relative. = It gives us four categories—
existence, non-existence, both and neither—and involves
itself in 62 antinomies.? It cannot give us Reality.
Reality transcends all the categories and reconciles all
the antinomies of intellect. It is to be directly realized
through Pure Reason. It is the Non-dual Absolute
in which all plurality is merged. We must rise above
the subject-object duality of the intellect and the plurality

of the phenomena.

The Saddharma-pundarika-Sitra says : Not knowing
that in the reign of intellect, Relativity holds the sway,
not knowing that everything phenomenal is dependent,
not knowing that “this being, that arises” is the empirical
law called Dependent Origination, people, like blind
born men, go on revolving in the wheel of Birth-and-
Death that is Samsira® He who knows that all
empirical dharmas are Shiinya or devoid of self-reality,

1 Ibid : Richard, p. 26.
* Digha-nikaya, 1, Saddharma,-pugdarika, p. 48,

3 Saddharmapundarika. p. 139.
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knows the supreme wisdom of the Buddhas.! He
who knows that all worldly objects are like illusion
and dreams, essence-less like a plaintain trunk, only
echoes of Reality, that there is neither bondage nor
release, that all dharmas are absolutcly equal, that in
fact difference does not exist, knows the truth and
attains to the immortal blissful Nirvina.2

It is declared again and again in the Agtasahasrika
Prajidgparamita that no object of thought can resist
ultimate scrutiny, that every phenomenal object, when
taken to be ultimately real, will be found self-contra-
dictory or shiinya, the mere fact that it is an object of
finite intellect proves that it has only conditional or
relative existence.  The five skandhas are an illusion.
There is no “person’ that can be liberated nor is there
any doctrine by which he may be liberated ; there is
no ‘person’ that can be bound nor is there anything
by which he may be bound. The ‘thinghood” of a
thing is an illusion. Nothing has an origination.
There is no element, no person, no dharma. Mahayina
is a self-contradiction. Nirvana is an illusion. Even
if there is anything greater than Nirvina, that too will
be only an illusion.® A Bodhisattva is 2 mere dream.
Even the Buddha'is only a name. Even the Perfect
Wisdomi itself is a2 mere name. Dreams, echoes, re-
flections, images, mirage, illusion, magic, void—such
are all objects of intellect.t  The Siatasihasrika-Prajiia-

jramita also condemns all dharmas as illusory. They
ave neither origination nor dcsgy, they neither increase
nor decrease, they are neither suffering nor its cessation,
they are neither affirmation nor negation, neither eternal

! Ibid, p. 138.

? Saddharmapundarika, p. 142 143.

3 fratorafy araIes @fafy g3t f$ groag w9 afz
eeafafs 39 1 Astasihasciki p.  40. :

¢ Ibid, pp. 25, 39, 196, 198, 200, 205, 279, 483, 484.



ol DL I ey

nor momentaty, neither shiinya nor ashinya.! They
are mere names and forms. They are Maya. And
Miyi is declared to be an inconsistent category which
cannot resist dialectical scrutiny and which is ultimatelr
found to be neither existent nor non-existent.? All
phenomena are mere names ; they are only a convention,
a usage, a practical compromise.® The Lasikdvatira
also condemns them to be like an illusion, a dream,
a mirage, a hare’s horn, a barren woman’s son, a magic
city, the double Moon, a moving fire-brand presenting
an appearance of a circle, a hair seen floating in the
atmosphere by defective vision, an empty space, a sky-
fower, a2 mere echo, a reflection, a painting, a puppet
like mechanism, which can be called neither existent
nor non-existent.® ‘The Lalita-vistard®, the Samaidhirdfa,®
and the Swvarpaprabhisa® also join in such descriptions.

The Lasikdvatira tells us that intellect gives us
discrimination (vikalpa) and dualism (dvaita), not
Reality. The entire phenomenal practices of the
world depend on the four categories of the intellect.®
Entangled in these categories, people do nor try to
realize Reality through reason. Thought (Jfidna) has
got two aspects : the first is called intellect (Tarka)
which proceeds with the subject-object duality; the
second is reason (Prajiid) which enables us to realize
the Formless and Unqualified Absolu'e.® Those who

1 Shatasahasrika, pp. 119, 120, 185, 262.

* qrreTdT WET qEF Areeey | Ibid, p. 898.
wraraT: 9% 7 faeq 1 Ibid, p. 1209,

3 qeq gefaed oo ARl T [AQesey seEdaaEe
srafgaa | Ibid. p. 325.

4 Lankavatira, pp. 22, 51, 62, 84, 85, 99, 95, 105.

& See pages 176, 177, and 181,

¢ Sec pages 27 and 29,

7 See pages 31 32 and 44.

¢ qrgeFifes 7 Agry | Sreeagre: 1—Ladkivitara, p. 188,

® Ibid, p. 130, i
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are entangled in the meshes of intellect are worse
than dogs and they can never know the Reall tF"[uﬁ
as elephants are §tuck in huge mud, so are these
fools entangled in language, in letters, words and
names.? ‘Everything has a cause’ and ‘nothing has
a. cause’; ‘everything is eternal’ and ‘cw:ryﬂﬂuinis
momentary’ ; ‘everything is unity” and ‘everything
is plurality’ ; ‘everything is expressible’ and *everything
- is incxpressible’ ; ‘soul exists’ and ‘soul does not
exist’ ; “‘matter cxists’ and ‘matter does not  exist :
‘the other world exiéts’ and ‘the other world does not
iumﬂ" ti;m ‘there is Iihcr::;;:-n’ an;l ‘thl{:ﬁ: is no Hbcrakl;ion’—

is pross crude philosoph ayata).
In real philosophy we have to I:mnsccﬁdyt‘tﬁ:” caﬂgci-
ries of intellect.3

Before the mighty $trokes of the destructive dialectic
of Ndedrjuna a.mf his commentator Chandrakirti the
entire structure of phenomenal objects crumbles down
like 2 house of cards or a palace on sand. The external
objects and the individual subject, matter, motion,
causality, time, space, thingho qualities, relations,
attributes, substance, soul, God, religion, morality,
the four Noble Truths, Nirvina and the Buddha are
all found to be hypostatised relations. But from the
empirical viewpoint they are all quite real, danuﬂ
ultimately they are all merged in the bosom of
Absolute.

In the very first §tanza of his - Madhyamika-Kirika,
Nagirjuna gives his famous cight “Noes” and in the next
salutes Buddha, the perfectly Enlightencd and the greatest
of all teachers, who has taught Pratityasamutpida
which, viewed from the absolute $tandpoint is blissful
Nirviiga itself wherein all ‘plurality is metged. From
the-absolute tandpoint there is neither deStruction nor

1 Thid, p. 167.

* Thid. p. 113,

2 Thad, Pp- 176, 177.
2
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sduction, neither nihilism nor eternalism, neither
usiity ot plurdlity, neither coming in nor going out.!

Nigirjuna his work by boldly proclaimin
the doctrine of No-origination. Never Yanl:i nnwhe:%
can anything be lgrodumd A thing can originae
neichet out of itself nor out of 2 not-self nor out of
both nor out of neither.® A thing cannot arisc out
of itself. I the cffect is already existent in its cause,
it is already an exigting fact requiring no further ,_.gw'
duction ; if the effect does not exist in its cause, nothing
can produce it for nothing can oduce a hare’s horn
or 4 barren woman’s son. And if a thing cannot arise
out of itself, how can it arise out of a not-self 7 Again,
to say that a thing can arise out of both itself and not-
self is to maintain that light and darkness can remain
together. And certainly nothing can arise at random and
dneaused. Chandrakirtd also gives similar arguments.®

Nigirjana then examincs the four conditions
(Prityaya) of the Hinaydna, A producing cause (Hetu)
is an impossibility because if a cause has no essence
it is like a hare’s horn, and how can a cause have any
s4sence when neither an exigtent thing nor a non-existent
thing nor a thing which is both, can be produced. So
is the ease with anobject (Alambana). 1If in the begin-
fiirig, a subject arises im!:gendeﬂtljr of an object, how
can that subject afterwards depend on its objective
counterpart 7 Again, when things do not exist, how

v s s T |
sAprAAT AR T 1
a: wteqaed At o |

EC R -t B L B IR RS
Midhyamiks Kariki, p. 11

' 5 ey AT OEAT A ETET AT |
FeraT o AU AT W A —Ihid, I, 1

3 See his Madhyamakavatira as quoted in his Midhyamika-
ypeti on pages 13, 36 and 38. J
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can‘h:hc dis_;pﬁ;? Thtrc{ﬂo_rc there r:;n be no im-
mediately preceding moment (Samanantara).  Moreover,
if an immediately preceding moment disappears hﬁ;’
can it be a cause ? If a seed is -_:Icftmy.acf then what
is that which will be called the cause of a sprout ? Agair

if things are relative they cannot have an independen:
exigtence or ultimate reality. And a thing which is
not real can be neither produced nor destroyed. So
the decisive factor (Adhipati) or the formula ‘this being,
that ariscs’ (asmin Emofi?h:mse bf%avn._r.i becomes non-
sense, - Hence in none of these four Pratyayas, neither
glﬁlr por jointly, can we find the -’-n-ﬂlf:db' ‘effcct’-

if it docs not exist in them, how caa it be produced
out of them ? If the effect pre-cxists in the cause, then
milk should be called curd and threads should be called
cloth. And if the effect does not pre-exist in the cauge,
then curd should be produced out of water and cloth
should be produced out of reeds. In the former case,
the effect is already an existent fact and its repeate
birth is non-sense ; in the latter case, the effect 1s like
4 hare’s horn and cannot be produced.  So production
in all cases is an t'fu::{possihﬂiry. Both cause and effect
are relative and therefore causality is only an appearance,
not reality.!

Motion is impossible, We cannot travel a path
which has already been u'zﬁii:&d, T;d can we m
a path which is not yer trayelled. a path which
hnE neither been travelled nor yet to be :[::vdlcd, 15

50 not being trayelled. The mover does not move ;

: non-maver of course does not move.  What is that

ird, then, which is neither 3 mover nor a non-moves,

which can move ?  Hence motion, mover and destination

age all uvareal. Similarly, the seer, the seen and the
sight ace also unreal?

The five skandhas are also unreal. For example,
matter (Riipa) does not exist. Ifnmte:mml:ﬁa:

1 Thid : T, 7-14, * Tbid : I and IIL
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it can have no cause because it is already existent ;
and if it does not exist then too it can have no cause
because then it is a non-entity like a hare’s horn ; and
uncaused matter is impossible. So matter is unreal.
Similarly feeling (Vedand), conception (Sarhjia), forces
(sariskira), even individual consciousness (vijiiina)
are 4ll unreal! The clements of earth, water, fir¢
and air and space are all unreal?

% We know only the attributes or qualities, we do
fot know the subftance or the thing. Withour attributes
we cannot know a substance and without a substance
attributes cannot exift. But actributes cxist neither
in the subgtance nor outside it. Where, then, can they
exiét ? Subftance and attributes are neither the same
nor different. Both are therefore relative and unreal.
Morcover, Pmducﬁan, continuance and dedtruction
can characterize 2 composite subgtance (samhskrta) neither
singly nor jointly. Production is impossible because
niothing can otiginate. And if there is no production,
how can there be continuance and destruction? They
are like an illusion, a dream, 2 magic city of the
Gandharvas. And when they are unreal, a composite
substance is also unreal.®

The individual self is also unreal. Tt is neither
identical with nor different from the five skandhas.
Buddha's teaching is Dependent Origination which is
relativity. Tt is neither eternalism nor nihilism. There-
fore ncithér those who uphold the identity of the
individual self and the skandhas nor those who advocate
their difference, know the real teach.inihuf the Buddha.®
If the Ego be the same as the skandhas, then it too,
like them will be subject to birth and death; and if
the Ego be different grom the skandhas, it cannot be
known.? When the ‘I’ and the “Mine’ cease to function

* Thbid; TVI=  Ibid, X, 16,
* Thid, V. & Thid, XVIIL, 1.

# Thid, VIL



SHONYAVADA ' 29

the entire Structure of the universe—subjective as well
as objective—crumbles to the ground. The skandhas
no more operate. The cycle of birth and death comes
to a Stand-still.t

Buddha said that the universe is beginningless and
endless. And it is an accepted canon of logic, urges
gﬁqum, that if a thing does not exist in the beginning

ind in the end, :;. dﬁmotcxiﬂin the middle also.? Hmm&
beginning, middle and end; birth, iftence an

death are all unreal. Not only the universe is begin-
ningless but all objects of intellect are equally begin- .
ningless and hence middleless and endless.?

Change too is impossible. If the changeless does
not exist, then what is it that changes? And if a thing
is changeless, how can it change ? If Reality does not
exigt, then what is that which appears? And if it is
Reality, how can it be an appearance P4

The subject, the object and the subject-object
relation are unreal® Action and its result are also
unreal. If Action really exists, it will be eternal and
actionless. Then all phenomenal practices will collapse.
Suffering, actions, bodics, doers, results are all unreal.
‘They are like an illusion, a magic city, a dream, 2 mirage.$
Time is also unreal because past, present and future
are all relative.”

Even the Buddha, the Tathdgata is only an illusion.
He is neither identical with nor different from the

1 Ihid, XVIIL, 4.
* Fard Arad ey ey A gy WA 7 Ibid, X1, 20
® [hid, XI, 8.
4 W FTETATY: STaeAw (g 7

W qTeeaaTTT: wrwrat afs e T Thid, XII0, 4.
& Ibid, xiv, 3.
# Ibid, xvii, 33. 7 Ibid, xix.



@0  DIALECTIC IN BUDDHISM AND VEDANTA

skandhas, He'is really Shiinya. We cannot say whether
he exifts or does not cxist or does both or neither,
either after Nirvina or even during lifetime. He
transcends all categories of finite thought.!

Intellect gives rise to the famous fourteen ant-
nonicﬁ-whichml answered by silence.  We cannot
‘say whether the world is finite (antavin) or not or both
or heither (1-4). We cannot say whether the world
is (shishvata) or not or both or neither
{5—‘5 . We cannot say whethér the Tathigata, after
. -Nirvina) is exiftent or not or both or neither (9-12).
We cannot say whether matter and mind are identical
or not {13—148. These antinomies, says Nagirj
are insoluble by intellect. They are relative and
therefore mere appeararices.®

The Four Noble Truths are also unreal. There
is neither suffering nor its cause nor its cessation nor
the way towards its cessation. The Three Jewels are
also unreal. ‘There is neither the Order, nor the
Religion, nor the Buddha?

Nirvina itself is an illusion. Bondage and: release
are relative and therefore unreal. Neither the forces
nor the ego can be either bound or liberated. Neither
that ‘which is the skandhas nor that which not the
skandhas can be either bound or liberated. Neither
that which is bound nor that which is unbound nor
that which is both nor that which is neither can be
either bound or liberazed.? He who thinks like this:
“Transcending the five skandhas, I shall obtain liberation®,
is #till entangled in the terrible clutches of the skandhas
themselves.® There is no bondage and W
no liberation. Both are relative and hence wunreal.
When neither Samsdra is destroyed nor Nirvina is

1 Thid, xxii. ® Thid, 5 '4-8.
8 Tbid, xxv, 21-23. 5 Thid, &vi, 9.
3 Ibid, xxiv.
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attained, why should Samsira and Nirvina be at all
imagined.}

1015::11. Nirviga cannot be exiftence because thea,
like existing things, it will be subject to birth
and death, And then it will have a cause also and
will be based on the Skandhas like all other Samskgta
dharmas. Nirvipa cannot be non-exiftence too for
then it will not be independent as non-cxiftence neces-
sarily ‘depends cxiftence. Nirvina cannot be
both exigtence and non-cxistence together for the very
conception is absurd and self-contradictory, ExiStence
and non-cxiftence are absolutely opposed like light
and darkness. How can they exit simultaneously in
one place ? Again, Nirvina cannot be neither existence
nor non-existence for then it will not be conceived
at all. Hence if Nirviina is neither exiftence aer nos-
existence nor both nor neither, it is oaly an pppearance,
not reality.®

Aryadeva, Chandrakirti and Shantideva also condemn
all world-objects to be mere illusions and gppearances.
But as their arguments arc cssentially similar to
of Nagarjuna, It is not desirable to repeat them.

This is the degtructive side of the dialectic in Shiinya-
vada. But the Shinyavidin s neither a thorough-
oing sceptic nor a cheap nihilist who doubts and
.nies the exiftence of everything for its own sake or
who relishes in shouting that he docs not exist. His
abject is simply to show that all world-abjects when
taken to be ultimately real, will be found self-contra-
dictory and relative and hence mere appearances. ‘True,
he indulges in condemning all phenomena to be like
illusions, dreams, mirage, slc;.r-ﬂ—::rwcr, son of a barren
woman, ic etc. etc. which su that they arc
somethin olutely unreal. But this is pot his real
object. lg-ln: indulges in such descriptions simply o

1 Thid, xvi, 10. * Ihid, xsv, 4-16.
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emphasize the ultimate unreality of all phenomena.
He emphatically asserts again and again that he is not
a nihilit who advocates absolute negation, that he,
-on the other hand, maintains the empirical reality of
all phenomena. He knows that absolute negation
is impossible because it necessarily presupposes affirma-
tion. He only denies the ultimate ity of both
affirmation and negation. He condemns intellect from
the ultimate $tandpoint only for he knows that its
authority is unquestionable in the empirical world.
He wants that we should rise above the categories and
the contradictions of the intellect and embrace Reality.
He asserts that it is the Real itself which appears. He
maintains that Reality is immanent in appearances and
yet it transcends them all, that Reality is the Non-dual
Absolute, Blissful and beyond intellect, where all
plurality is merged. This is the constructive side of
the dialectic in Shiinyavada which we propose to consider
now. Here intellect is transformed into Pure Reason,

the Harmonious Whole.

The Saddharma-pupdarika tells us that as long as
we are entangled in the categories of the intellect we
are like blind-born men completely in the dark ; when
we reach the limit where finite thought confesses its
weakness and points towards Reality our blindness is
cured but our vision is &tll blurred ; it is only when
we embrace Pure Knowledge of the Buddha that we
gain true vision. This is Reality which is Calm and
Deep and Pure Knowledge of the Buddha, which
transcends intellect and which is to be directly realized
throug]gu;la‘ure reason. It is the Most Excellent and the
Final ightenment (Uttama Agra Bodhi) by which
we become one with the Buddha.l

There are six Perfections (Piramitis) of which the
last and the highest is the Supreme or Perfect Wisdom
(Prajia-paramitd). The Agtasihasrikd Prajiia-paramita

1 Saddharma-pundarika, p. 134, 29, 39, 116.
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declares it to be clear and transparent like the sky, to
be devoid of plurality, to be beyond finite thought,
Indescribable, Divine Mother, One with the Buddha
ust as moonlight is one with the Moon, terrible to the
ools but most affectionate to the wise, the Seal of the
Law, the Light of Existence, the Trumpet of i
the Leader of the Doctrine, the Cause of Bliss, and the
only Path towards Liberation! Ir is Reality iwself.
It is Indescribable and Unthinkable in the sense that
intellect fails to describe it adequately. Here the crics
of intellect are satisficd and its contradictions reconciled.?
It is subtler than the subtle, and profounder than the
und.® Here all desires and all doubts are set
at restd There are two Standpoints—the empirical
and the absolute. ‘The former deals with the categories
of intellect (Koti), with name and form (Nima-rGpa),
with dependence’ (nimitta), with relativity (Vikalpa or
saiga), with practical compromises (ndma-mdtra), with
henomena or appearances (vyavahidra or samvrti);
the latter transcends the former and deals with Perfect
Wisdom (Prajiia-parimitd) which is Non-dual (Advaya),
Independent (animitta), Real (sira) and Absolute (Para-
mirtha)® Ultimately it is the Real which appears.
The suchness of all dharmas is the suchness of Reality.
The phenomenal is the noumenal and the noumenal
is the phenomenal. Appearances are Reality or the
Brahman which at once transcends the duality of the
relative and the absolute. They are not diverse, they
do not form a duality.® It is only from the absolute
standpoint that we realize the true nature of the world.

1 Asrasihasriki-praji-piramiti, pp. 1-3 and 529.
3 Thid, pp. 52-53, 192.
¥ Tbid, p. 38.
* [Ihid, p, 176.
® Thid, pp. 177, 191, 192, 274, 356, 444,
Sq gy | awwfefeiwsw:  sfew ool avnEd |
(p. 453)+++=-geemi Areaf 7 TS A w7 frors

e g wgae | (pp. 476—477)
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But the phenomenal is not to be uiterly condemned ;
intellect need not commit suicide because it is from
the phenomenal that we can go to the noumenal, it is
from the lower that we can go to the highet. From
the empirical viewpoint, the Buddha, the Bodhisattvas,
Religion, Morality, Doctrine, Truth, Nirvana, nay all
the dharmas do exist! We shall rise to the Absolute
not by denying the relative but by transcending it with
its own help. If a ship capsizes in the sea, those among
the crew who catch hold of some small canoe or a piece
of wood or a log or even a corpse will reach the shore.
But these who will not are sute to be drowaed.
Similarly those who will take the help of the True
Doctrine, of Rational Faith, of the Spix Pezfections,
howsoever phenomenal they may ultimately be, will
reach the szalme, the safe, the immortal and the
blissfal shore of Nirvapa. But those who deny the
phenomenal will be surely drowned in it.2  Just as an
old man too weak to §tand alone can be taken to the
destination by his friends, similarly we who cannot
realize the Truth without the help of the intellect, may
be helped by our true friends, the Six Perfections®
In an unbaked earthen pot we cannot fetch water. If we
do 5o we shall spoil both the pot and the water. The pot
will become a lump of mud and the water will become
muddy. In order to have clear water we shall have
to use a fully baked pot4 To transcend the pheno-
menal we shall have to take the help of the fully matuse
Eilenomenal intellect itself. Those who deny it will
themselves destroyed and will destroy others.®

The Laikdvatira also declares Reality to be Pure
Reason which is beyond the categories of the intellect,
beyond discrimination (vikalpa) and dualism (dvaita),
and which can be directly realized by the Pure Know-
ledge of the Buddha. Buddhas became Enlightened

1 Tbid, p. 23. 4 Tbid, pp. 287-288.
? Thid, p. 236. 5 Thid, p. 181.
3 Ibid, pp. 290-291, 396+:397.
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by transcending the dualism of the intellect, by realizi
the ultimate unreality of all objects (Dharma-naititiya
and of the subject (Pud pairdtmya), 3 Temoving
the screen of suffering ) and of the ngm:ts.
of intellect (] vmmg Reality is Silence: From
that night when Enlightened upto that
night when he attained Nirvana, not a si word wis
vttered by him. The teaching of Bu is truly
language. He who teaches with words merely
bles for Reality is beyond language and intellect
The Buddha is beyond all plurality. And that which
is beyond plurality is Reality for it is beyond intellect®
A finger is needed to point ‘at the Moon, but the finger
itself should not be migaken for the Moon. Similarly
the Absolute is preached through the phenomenal, but
the phenome should mot be muftaken for the
Absolute? But ultdmately cven this distinction 1s
transcended.  Appearances are Reality. Like samisica
and Nirvina, all things are non-dwal® Reality is aot
to be amihr for apart from phenomena. Shin yavida
is not nilulism. True, the Astasihasrikd says that even
if the Buddha, the Perfectly Ealightened shouts at the
top of his Yoice for geons and aeons innumcrable like
the sand-particles of the Gangd that ‘a thing exifts’,
%4 thing exifts’, there certainly can be no ‘thing’ that
has had or has of will have an origination nor can there
be a ‘thing’ that has had or has or will have a cessation®
But this should not be underftood in the sense of utter
negation. It omly means, as the Lankivatira says,®

T 0 1
~mm% 7 yefy frosoe g wfer |

Lankivmidra, pp. 142-143, 194
s mErdTTsaTaTd @ a1 Ibid, p. 190
3 Tbid, pp. 223-224.
4 Thid, p. 76.
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that all things are unoriginated and are indescribable
because they can be described neither as exitent nor
as non-existent nor as both nor as neither. They are
merely relative and so ultimately unreal. Shinya,
therefore, is not merely negative. It is far better to
entertain, from the empirical $tandpoint, an idea of
Existence or Affirmation, as big in magnitude as the
Sumeru mountain, than to understand by ‘Shunyata’ a
‘mere nothing’. One who maintains in a self-con
‘tradictory manner the existence of a ‘mere nothing’
is a self-condemned nihilist.l Of the seven kinds of
‘Shinyatd, mere negation is the worst (sarva-jaghany3).
The best is the Paramirthiryajianamahashinyata which
is the Absolute itself that can be realized by Pure
Reason and which is the result of the knowledge that
all things are essentially inexpressible (sarvadharma-
nirabhilapya-shinyatd).2 * Existence and non-existence,
purity and impurity etc. etc., says the Samddhirdfa
. Sitrs, are the cries of intellect. The ‘Middle Path’
avoids the errors of both these extremes and at once
transcends the extremes as well as the middle’™

The practical way by which the intellect may be
transformed into Pure Reason is indicated by four
Meditations (Dhyana), three Samiadhis, and ten stages
of Bodhisattvahood. In the first Meditation, there is
‘the working of intellect (savitarka, savichara) and there
is pleasure (Priti, sukha). In the second, intellect is
in the process of giving place to Reason (Avitarka,
Avichira) and pleasure to higher happiness (Samadhija-
Priti-Sukha, Atma-samprasida). In the third, intellect
ceases (avichira) and pleasure ends (Nispritika) and
there is only higher happiness (sukha-vihira). In the
fourth, inteﬁect becomes one with Reason, pain and

L % gw gAETAT qEedfE § & At tane
rargfee: 1+0+++q fg davternt wafq | Ibid, p. 146.

2 Ibid, p. 74.

* geaTga o faaiiaer wed f1 e T w0k afeEa )
Samadhirdja, p. 30.
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pleasure are transcended (aduhkhasukha) and this yields
a sort of unique bliss (vihira)? In the fiest Samddhi
(Shanyatd-Samadhi) we know that the

ii'u devoid of u{fm&e rﬂllity (Svabhava-shiinya) and

t Reality is devoid of plurality (Prapaficha-shiin

In the second (Eﬂirﬂim~£midh% we know the Y‘ﬂ}-
cause of everything, we know that it is the Real itself
which appears. In the third (Apragihita-samidhi) we
directly embrace Reality which transceénds the categories
of the intellect® In the first Stage (Pramudita) a Bodhi-
sattva, ma]iainghthe mah?ﬂry 0 intd]c«:}:,dbcgimhmﬁ
gfﬁ:f\l#ﬂmrc, is quest for true knowledge.

seco (Viuu]ia he acquires the ten nublcg?ieeds. In
the third (Prabhikari) he knows the subject-object
duality and the categories of intellect to be unreal.
In the fourth (Archismati) all doubts and cries of intellect
are set at rest. In the fifth (Sudurjayd) he understands
the empitical and the absolute points of view. In the
sixth (Abhimukhi) the Ego is conquered and t
Origination is fully understood. In the seventh

gama) Shiinyata in its double aspects is fully

In the eighth (Achald) absolute non-duality of ap-
pearances and Reality is realized. In the ninth (Sadhu-
matf) congtant contact with Reality is attained. , And
in the tenth (Dharma-meghd) he becomes one with
Pure Reason, the Absolute and like an heir-apparent
is consecrated with ‘Pure Knowledge’® He then
defers his Nirvina in order to liberate others. He
carties the suffering humanity in the Great Ship of the
True Doctrine from the stormy sea of birth-and-death
to the cternal and blissful shore of Nirvipa# He
makes the people burning with suffering cool by the
showers of knowledge.® He blows the Trumpet of
th:TmchwmdtthnnchnEmeTmcDoc::iﬂ:;

1 Shatasihasrikd, p. 1443 ; Lalitaviftara, pp. 129 and 343.
* Shatasihasrikd, pp. 1439-1440.

1 Dashabhamika-sites, pp. 25-86.

4 Lalitavistara, p. 216. Ragirapala-pariprchehi, p. 14.

S Thid, p. 45. b
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he lights the Torch of the Divine Truth and rains the
showers of the Sacred R;ﬁ%iuml If one docs not
undergtand the truth, it is his fault, not the fanlt of the
teacher, nor of the doctrine, just as if a patient does not
take the medicine, it is his fault, not the fault of the
doctor not. of the medicine.?

Ndgarjusa defines Reality (Tattva) as that which
<can only be directly realized, that which is Calm and
Blissful, that where all plurality is merged, that where
all cries of intellect are satisfied, that which is 2 Non-dual
Harmonious Whole,®? Buddha’s teaching relates to two
aspects of Truth—the empirical and the absolate. The
first is Sadwpti or Vyavaldra; the second is Paramirtia.
‘Those who do not know these two ﬂmd?oiu_u; cannot
underftand the teaching of the Buddhat® Samvet is
a sorr of covering. It hides the real truth. It is a
workable reality, a practical makeshift, a necessary
com ise. In the end it is no ttuth at all. Bat
this can be realized from the absolute standpoint oaly.
Theugh this distinction is a distinction within and b
finite thought itself, yet it has got to be transcendes
Intellect must be teansformed into Reason. But this
digtinction is quite valid in phepomenal sphere. The
empirical cannot be condemned by its own logic. A
dreamer, while he is dreaming, cannot condemn his
own dream. Pure negation is an impossibility. It
necessarily pre-supposes affirmation.  Even an illusion,
a mirage, a dream, a reflection, as such exvsls. - Apear-

1 Suvarpaprabhisa, p. 33.
® SamAdkirdja, p. 3L
P arovgd W STSECIIiEEE |
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Madhyamika-Kirikd, xviii, 9.
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ances are not to be utterly condemned because itis
only through the lower that we can go to the higher.

Nigirjuna explains the meaning of Shaayatd. It
also has a double Intl'ucrcgﬂlmnftheﬁ' 0-
menal it means Svabhiva-shiinyatd or Nissvabhavatd
Tt means that appeatances are devoid of ultimate reality.
It is Pruﬁry:-ﬁamutl:,da or Relativity. It means that
everything that can be grasped by the intellect is neces-
sarily relative. It is the Maﬂ:ihdynm-mirgu or the Middle
Path between affirmation negation—a Path which
ultimately transcends botht  The twelve-linked Wheel
of Causation beginning with Ignorance dnd endin
with Decay and Death will go on revolviag unless &
until its root-cause, Ignorance, is destroyed.  And this
can be destroyed by koowledge alone® This know-
ledge is the knowledge of Reality. Shunyatd, in its
second aspect, is thercfore Reality itself wherein
lurality is merged, all categories of intellect are recon-
ciled® ~ Absolutely speaking Reality is neither Shinya
nor Ashiinga nor both nor neither. It is called Shiltiya
only from the empiricdl Standpoint.$ In the pheno-
menal, Relativity reigns supreme. What is not relative
i§ for intellect as good as nothing.. But it does not
mean that we should take Relativity itself as the final
truth. ‘To do so is to refuse to rise above the pheno=
menal. Relativity itself is relative. It is related to the
Absolute without which it loses all meaning, The
Buddhas have preached Shinyaid in order to enable
us to rise above all the entangling categories of the
intellect. Those who take Shanyatd in the sense of
any category of intellect, in the sense of affirmation ot
negation or both or neither arc incorrigible and hopeless

b g gt Al af T 0 :
o1 wwfersrem gfawg & wsar o Ibid, xxiv, 18,

# Thid, xowi, 11,

3 Thid, xviii, 5.

4 Thid, xxi, 11,
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and are degtined to doom.!  Chandrakirti quotes
Ratnakiita-Siitra to the cffect: A doctor administers a
very §trong purgative to a patient of constipation.
Now, that purgative, after throwing all impurities out
of the abdomen, should itsclf also come out. If that
gtrong ;ﬁrgn:ivc does not itself come out but remains
in the abdomen, do you think, O Kishyapa, that that
person is cured 2 Svl;oun?ati, if wrongly un in
the sense of any category of intellect, will surely sound
the philosophical death-knell of the person w]go mis-
understands it, just as a snake, if carelessly caught, will
bite the person who catches it and will kill him by its
poison or just as wrong kﬂowledfc may create havoc
or tantra, if wrongly practised, will destroy the person
who practises it? Knowing that Shiinyatd cannot be
casily grasped, the Buddha just after his Enlightenment,
became Ei]l::‘l.t and uninclined towards teaching® But
if rightly understood Shiinyatd itself is Nirviga,

People, says Nigirjuna, not underftanding the
meaning of Shinya, accuse us of nihilism. Taking
Shiinya in the scnse of mere negation they urge that we
have negated all phenomena, that we have utterly denied
the Four Noble Truths, the Bondage and Liberation,
the Order, the Religion and even the Buddha, and that
we have logically no room even for practical compro-
mises® We reply: These people do not understand
even the meaning of Shiinyatd much less its real signi-
ficance. Misunder§tanding Shiinyatd in the sense of
mere negation, they wrongly criticise it and charge
us with defects which our doctrine does not possess.®

- FAgAT S Fra B
mmﬁﬁm aarir n Ibid, xiii, 8,
# Midhyamika-Vitti, p. 248,
s =T HETEy |
a9t a9t _fm\'w“gmmﬁlm n
Eﬂ’ Midhyamika-Karikd, xxiv, 11.
¢ Thid, xxiv, 12.
& Jhid, xxiv, 1-6. ® Thid, xxiv, 7 & 13
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If everything is Ashiinya, then it must exist inde-
_pcnd::nﬂy and muét be absolutcly real. Then there
should be no dependent origination and hence no
production, no destruction, no bondage, no liberation,
no Noble Truths, no Order, no Religion and no Buddha,
Everything being real, it should be eternal and motion-
less. Then there should be no change, no motion;
no world. Thus those who maintin the absolute
reality of world-objects undermine the diftinction
between the relative and the absolute with the result
that they lose even the phenomenal. They deny
Dependent Origination and by denying Relativity they
negate all phenomena and all worldly practices. On
the other hand, if everything is Shinya in the sense of
absolute negation, then the world cannot be called
even an appearance. Verily the hare’s horn does not
even appear. Absolute negation is an impossibility.
It must logically pre-suppose affirmation. Again, i
e ing is Shinya in the sense of being relative
then too there is no production, no destruction, no
bondage and no liberation2 This view is also one-sided
because Relativity itself is relative ; it is related to the
Absolute without which it becomes meaningless.

We, the Shiinyavidins, take Shiinyatd in its double
aspects.  We know that phenomena are essentially
tive and therefore ultimately unreal, and we also
know that Reality is the Non-dual Absolute where all
plurality is merged. Therefore we alone, and not our
ts, can truly underétand and explain the reality

‘the worth of all appearances together with their
intellectual, ethical and religious implications. It is
we, who know that Relativity reigns supreme in the
world, who can realise the true significance

of Dependent Origination and of the four Noble Truths.®

! gvrErrETCTS SiEr ST )
o et Sfaared 1 Ibid, xxiv, 36.
:IHI‘!,I:‘I", 1. TErFF
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In his Vi % i, Niagirjuna gives the
_ W,m ithh girj

antici objecti ¢ opponents againdt Shiinyatd
and refutes all of them. The arguments of the
opponents are :—

(1) Shinyard which denies the existence of all
dharmas is not truc

(a) Because the arguments used for the exisfence
of Shiinyatd are also unreal ;

(b) And' if they are not unreal, they undermine
the the Shiinyavadin's premises for then
he at least maintains the reality of his arga-
ments ;

(¢) And Shinyavada has 100 pramdps to eSta-

g blish it."::::ll:'.lﬂl : #

Niagirjuna replies :(—
(1) Shiinyatd which denics the ultimate reality of
all dharmas is true :
() Because the ultimate unreality of words and
arguments does not render Shanyatd unreal.
By Shiinyatd we do not mean mere negation ;
by it we mean Dependent Origination or
Relativity.1
(4) Our argumeats do not undermine our
premises. We do not say: This
ument of ours is true while all' others
are false. We say: All arguments are ulti-
mately unreal.? Absolutely speaking we have
no thesis to prove and hence no words and
0o & ts. How can we be char
m-ﬂgmz Bur from the m&g;ld
standpoint we admit the reality of arguments

! Vigraha-Vyivacting, Kidki, 22, 67.
! gfg fg od gw: @ I ST GAwTAn QT S Al
dafaeet Saany

I A |. o
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because the phenomienal cannot be condenrmed
by its own logic.!

(¢) The validity of Pramdnas themselves cannot
be established. A pramina, like fire, carnot
prove itsclf. I fire can enlighten itself, it
will also burn itself. If fire can enlighte
itself and other objects, then s darkness
too will cover itself and other objects, A
pramim cannot be edtablished by another
i_l:u.mii;m for it will lead to infinite regress.

pramdna cannot betgrovt& by a prameya.
The opponent admits that a prameya is to be
p'rrwcé by praminas. If now admits
that prameyas, in their turn, are to be proved
by praminas, his argument amounts to this
lzoghable position : a father produces a son';
now that son in his turn, should produce
his own father. And of course a pramiipa
cannot be proved at random. The validi
of praminas, therefore, can bé established
neither by themselves nor by other &
nor by prameyas nor by accident.2

Reality is above refutation and non-refitation.
We do not negare anything. There is nothing Which
can be ncgated. Even the charge that thé Shimyaviadia
negates cverything is made by our opponent, We,
however, go beyond affirmation and negation.?

In his Rafndvralt, Nagariama says that just as a learned
rammarian may teach even the alphabets, similarly
dha taught according to the capacities of his
followers.A To the ordinary people he taught sffitmiation
so that they may avoid all evil deeds. To the médiocres

' F o sqagraed SeITeaTT SEE g g 41y )

. Thid, p. 14.
* Thidy K. 32-52. 7
3 Ihid, K. 64.
4 Ritasvall] iv; 0%
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he taught negation so that they may realize the unreality
of the ego. Both these are based on duality. To the
best he taught the blissful Shinya, the deeper truth,
terrible to the fools but kind to the wise.! Nagarjuna
condemns nihilism (niﬁky? by saying that negation
leads to hell ; affirmation leads to heaven ; and non-dual
truth which transcends affirmation and negation leads
to liberation.? This Pure Knowledge where affir-
mation and negation, good and evil, heaven and hell
are merged, is called Liberation by the wise. From
the absolute §tandpoint we have no thesis, no morality,
no intellect, because they are all grounded in Pure
Reason (Bodhi), the Reality. How can we be con-
demned as nihilists then # Negation is possible only
as a destruction or as an antithesis of affirmation. But
when there is no affirmation, how can there be any
negation ?°  Synthesis alone is real. Both thesis and
antithesis are appearances. The universe therefore is
neither real nor unreal, and hence only an appearance.®
Please ask the Sinkhyas, the Vaishesikas, the Jainas,
the Soul-upholders and the Skandhavadins whether
they declare the world as ‘neither existent nor non-
existent’.” The Real transcends all categories of intellect
and the phenomenal is ‘neither real nor unreal’—this
is the noble Present of our Religion, the Deep Truth,

the Nectar of the Teaching of the Buddha.8

What is called the phenomenal world ot the cycle
of birth and death, from the empirical standpoint, viewed
through the glasses of Causation and Relativity, that

1 1bid, iv, 95-96. 4 Thid, i, 60.
2 Thid, i, 57. 5 Thid, i, 72.
3 Ibid, i, 45.

¢ gfir geaTaTEIET SISt geErga: | Ibid, i, 4-5.
7 gureGHE AR aATieay |

T=% 1% ais FcateAriareatamay I Ibid, i, 61.
¢ gualaFiaeaeAr ATeafaasiaa |

fafg wfixfagsd gem aaagag 1 Ibid, i, 62.
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very world is called Nirvipa or the Absolute, from the
ultimate $tandpoint, viewed without Causation and
Relativity.! Bondage, viewed sub specie aefernitatis, is
Liberation. The Absolute 7s its appearances. There
is not the slightest difference between Satisira and
Nirvapa.? Those who want to bting the non-plural
non-dual Buddha within the four categories the
intellect: cannot realise the Tathdgata, entangled as
are in the meshes of plurality.® The essential
nature of all objects, like Nirvina, is beyond production
and destruction.  When this truth is realized, t cml:].tl:;
object duality is trenscended and the cries of int
are satisfied. Intellect is transformed into Reasom.
Philosophy is equated with silence.* From the absolute
standpoint, to no person, at no place, no doctrine was
ever taught by the Buddha® He, out of compassion
for all beings, descended to the phenomenal level and
preached the truth in order to enable us to rise above
all the categories of the intellect, to shake off all plurality
and to directly realize Reality.® Reality cannot be
realized by negating appearances. We can rise to the
higher -:mr;r through the lower. We cannot give even
an idea of the Absolute without the hélp of the pheno-
menal. And if we know nothing about the Absolute,

how can we try to realize it #* Thus it is that he who

L g sree=dry IOrETg 9aegar |
Ayt fFatmfa
hlt'ldhynmih-ﬁl.:iﬂ.,m,ﬂ.

* Frforer & ar wifE: wife: gaomr 51
7 Fareae fefewg gaemfy fed o Thid, xxv, 20,
8 Ihid, xxii, 15.
* Thad, xviu, 7.
b galreriloas: STsemEn: I
7 Fafaq veufag wiag onl 427 3fem: 1 Ibid, xxv, 24

mm::mlﬁm-{'n Thid, xxii, 30.
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has realized the truth of Shinyata, realizes the meaning
and significance of everything and can explin every-
thing. On .the other -hand he who has not realized
the truth of Shinyati, fails to realize the meaning and
significance of anything and can explin nothing.1

Aryadeva says that the world is like a moving
a magical creation, a dream, an illusion, a
reflection, an echo, a mirage, a passing cloud? But
he also preserves the empirical reality of all phenomena.
Egoism, he says, is far better than nihilism. Our
doctrine is not nihilism. Nihilism trembles with fear
even at the very name of our doctrine.3 It is true
Nairatmya as it transcends the empirical ego. It is
tersible to the false notions. It is non-dual and blissful.
It can be realized only by the Buddhas.t However
it can be preached only from the phenomenal Stand-
point. One can exphin a thing to a Mlehkkka only
when one speaks his language. Similarly one can
lain Reality only when one descends to. the common
level® Reality transcends intellect and he who seeks
to. prove neither exiStence nor non-existence nor both
can never be refuted.®

Reality, according to Aryadeva is the Pure Self
(Chitta). In its real nature, it is above discrimination,
is absolutely pure, unoriginated, uncontaminated, and

1 §d F I9T 79 TUGT I 509 |
9 T Iv97 a9 YR A T Zoax 1 Ibid, xxiv, 14.
Vigrahavyavartini, K. 71.

? Chatuhshataka, Verse, 325.
* FggrisE: T g ATcaesig | - Ibid, 287.
I HHE Tm‘tsﬁ waqerEasaa: 11 Ibid, 289,
4 1Ibid, 288,
S AT WA F3eE: qeA Al F9T |
7 BIfFFA SrF: qaaT Jrgfag aar 1 Ibid, 194,
¢ gEEqEREsAfa qe qar 7
EXICLU S Fui

R TR T o 1 Ibid, 400.
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self-laminous. On account of ignerance it appeass
as intellect, even as a white marhle appears as

on account of a colowred objeet placed near it. The
Jewel of Sclf appears to be fouled with the mud of
Ignorance. A wise person should at once busy himsel
with clearing of this mud infead of increasing itd
Ignorance (Avidyd) is ecror (bhrinti). Just as when
‘shell’ is known the ‘shell-silver’ vanishes, when ‘rope
is known the ‘rope-smake’ vanishes, similady whea
knowledge dawns ignorance vanishes.?

Chandrakirti fully supports and explains Nﬁqm
The Prasangika-Midhyamika school of Buddhapalita
which condemns logic is upheld by Chandrakicti against
o the Svatantra-Midhyamika School of Bhivaviveka which
wants to support Shinyavida by independent reasoning®
Chandkirti says that for him who accepts the ultimate
validity of logic Midhyamika syftem is a hinderance
rather than a help.® Logic has only a_negative value
for us. We only refute the theory of our epponent
without, however, accepth%]r_h: converse view., Ouor
words are not palicemen. cy cannot arrest us. ’I@
simply enable us to express something® Ultimately
every argument is either unfeal (asiddha) or self-contra-
dictory (vicuddha). But then, urges the opponent,
is not this very argument, being an argument, ultimately
unreal or self-contradictory # Chandrakirti replies: this
objection is valid only againg those who give an inde-
pendent §tatus to reasoning. For us legic has only
phenomenal wvalidity. We simply repudiate the argu-
meats of our opponents. We have no thesis of our
own to prove. We are not positively proving that

b et werant fafawd fEREeq )
ﬂthﬂ;!-‘-j?ﬂf I E

gah %hﬂﬁm
Thid, 66-88. .

* Madhyamika-Vriti, pp. 24-25.

¢ Thid, p. 25.
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every t is either unreal or self-contradictory
for the simple reason that we cannot do so. We accept
the empirical reality of logic but it is a2 reality which
ultimately undermines :mcl% From the absolute point
of view Reality is silence. But we descend to the
phenomenal and point out to our opponent that his
thesis cannot be s;?pnrted even by his own logic. We

: our own. We only demonstratc
negatively that every argument is ultimately unreal
because sclf-contradictory.!

_ The objection of our opponent is based on a con-
fusion between the two mndp oints we have repeatedly
advocated. From the absolute standpoint we have
00 thesis to prove, no belief to uphold, no assertion®
to maintain, simply because Reality is beyond all duality,
' all theses and anti-theses, nd all belief
and doubt, beyond all assertion and denial. We do
not miintain any belief for the simple reason that we
do not have any doubt. Belief and doubt are corre-
latives. One is the thesis; the other is antithesis.
One is impossible without the other. And because
we do not have any doubt, we cannot have any belief,
What should we then try to support by arguments ?
Why should we enquire into the number, definition,
and object of Praminas? We transcend all cries of
finite thought.®* From the absolute sandpoint we
cannot say whether we believe or do not believe in
arguments. How can we utter even a word ? Ulti-
mately silence is the highest philosophy. ' Reality cannot
tolerate any plurality or duality® When saints preach
Reality, they do not put forward their own arguments.

! e fAOTed 361 9Ed | A 96 e
S{vNE, SO PRI AATTeR Ay | Ibid, p. 34,

* Ibid, pp. 53-57.
3 qrarel mTT QORI | o' gEers STsSaeda: P
2 Ibid, p. 57.
¢ gEeT 9Ty Ay ggfe 7 Ibid, p. 493,
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They simply resort to intellect as a practical necessity
and make others understand by ‘common

and methods that Reality is beyond all ‘the categorics
ﬂf iﬂtcucctr!

Chandrakirti vehemently criticizes the Svatantra-
Vijfdnavada School of Difindga. He says that the
cfforts of the Buddhigt logicians to imthru on the
Naiyayikas are futile, Logic has, after all, only pheno-
menal reality. If the cognition of objects depends

uﬁﬂm ans of Cognition {Pmmi:;a;,thcnu n
what do these pramanas themselves depend 2 N

has made it clear in his Vigrahavyivartini that a Pramina
can be c€tablished neither by itself nor by any othet
Pramina nor by Prameya nor at randon.?

Difindga maintains that knowledge is the tesult
of constructive thought and pure sensation. Words
are telational and so they can give us only the universal
(simdnya), not the Real which is a unique momentary

'cqu ot a thing-in-itself (svalaksapa) which can
realized by self-consciousness (svasamvitti). It 1s
the indescribable Real. Chandrakirti points out that
the Sva-laksana cannot be self-conscious. He quotes
a passage from the Ratnachiida-pariprchchi to the
effect that consciousness cannot apprehend itself just
as the edge of a sword cannot cut itself or the tip of a
finger cannot touch itself¥ Both subject and object -
B T e i ot gt
E"ﬂﬂ i en itﬁﬂ it i i " I in,
the Sw-ﬁ.k;um cannot be tﬁ]?:!:l gﬂmﬁbuble {avicﬁ;ll?.
It is not like our Shinya. For us Reality is indescribable
because no category of intellect can adequately deseribe
it, Intellect always proceeds with digjiotonly and is

1 5 gEaEt SreEsEgrEie wale ey Sed g ar
sfgZYieEr TN e adq ST vt )
a4 , B _Ibid, p. 57.
* Ihid, p. 5%
3 Ibid, p. 62
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forced to land in antinomies. Ultimately both the
thesis and the antithesis are unreal. Dinndga wants
that both should be viewed as indescribable and this
is impossible.) Morcover, the Svalaksana cannot be
ttgmﬁ:]s as an absolute reality. It is as relative as any
universal. In fact, it involves a double relation, that
of sense and thought, and that of “in itsclf® and ‘not
in-itsel”. A ‘thing-in-itself” loses all ing unless
It is contrasted with a thing which is “not in-itself’.
Both Svalaksapa and Samanyalaksana are correlatives.
And what is relative is only an appearance, not Reality.®
Although Difndga apparently accepts the distinction
between the phenomenal and the absolute by admirting
the absolute reality of the Svalaksana, yet really he is
undermining this' digtinction by his ~ transcendental
Lcﬁim His Svalaksana is not absolute but only relative
hence Dinndga does not have even the
reality because without an Absolute, the phenomenal
imclfy ceases to be phenomenal. This distinction is
fondamental and it must be maintained otherwise we
lose even the phenomenal.®

From the absolute Sandpoint we declare the
phenomenal to be a mere appearance but by doing so
we do not undermine its cmpirical reality. * Even the
Buddha has preached his doctrine from the phenomenal
point of view according to our common logicd  Uli-
mately there is neither Samsira nor Nitvipa. Whea
there is no Samsira how can it be destroyed? The
non-cxistent “snake’ wrongly superimposed on a ‘rope”
i0 darkness is not degtroyed when in light we recognise
the thing to be only a rope.5 Shiinyatd is to

1I|Jid,p.ﬁ4'

* Ibid, pp. 66-68.

* Thid, pp. 67-68-69.
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enable us to rise above all categories. If some one
W_mngl:,r }mdermnda Shinyatid in sense of a cate
his case is hopeless, If a seller says to a buyer:
shall sell nothing to ']rqu", and that buyer replics:
“Please sell to me this ‘nothing’,” how can that foolish
buyer be convinced about that ‘nothing’ 7!

We are not nihili§ts, says Chandrakirti, because
our doctrine transcends both affitmation and negation.
We show the non-dual path which leads 1o the ﬁmful
city of Nirvina. We do not deny empirical reality
to phenomena; we simply say that they are ultimately
unreal.®  Suppose a person has committed thefr. Now
a man, not knowing this, gives evidence, simply
prompted by the enemies of the thief, before a coust
that person is the thief. Another man who caught
the thief fagrante delicta also gives ovidence 10 the same:
effiect. ‘The cvidence in hﬁgl cases is the same. DBut
the former man is a lier even though he has unioten-
tionally spoken the truth, while the latter maa is truthful
because he knows and has intentionally told the truth.
The difference between the nihilist and the Madhyamika
is the diffesenee between the former and the latier®
Moreover, the nihilig, in a self-contradictory manner,
denies everything, while the Madhyamika acdmits the
empirical reality of everything® It is only from the
absolute Srandpoint that he declares the pheapmenal
to be unreal. Thus his doctrine teanscends affirmation
as well as megation. Shunyatd, from this. 0l
because it is devoid of all plurality, is Nirvana itself.>

|, AR TARtTTaa § ¥ frage
mifwpEee e o aqﬂq'-mfﬂgmﬁftlmr
i afy, fermaiaftlr sEwTEE: | Ibid, p. 329.

® Ibid, p. 368.

4 Thid, p. 368,

i : vy : ll:i&.p.ast,



62  DIALECTIC IN BUDDHISM AND VEDANTA

Reality is non-dual, blissful, beyond plurality and
finite thought. It can only be dil:;zdy realized. But
it cannot be realized by denying the phenomenal which
must be accepted as a practical necessity. Just as a
person who 'desires to fetch water must have some
vessel, similarly he who wants to rise to Nitvina must
accept the phenomenal as relatively real.! Ultimately
there are no degrees of truth and Reality. But pheno-
menally they exist. Chandrakirti compares pheno-
Jmena to a ftair-case in  which ecach $tep is h;l#her—
through which we reach the Palace of lgmlity.

Samvrti is ‘covering’. It hides the real nature
of all things. It also means dependent origination
‘(paraspara-sambhavana) or relativity. It is a practical
reality (samketa).® Tt is ig mmzﬁd}ri) or delusion
(moha) which covers Reality and gives a false view.*
The true aspect is Reality ; the false is appearance. A
man of defective vision sees hair floating in the atmos-
phere. But his experience cannot contradict the true
experience of persons of good vision who see no hair,
Similarly phenomenal intellect cannot contradict Pure
Reason.®  The empirical truth is only a means (upiya) ;
the absolute truth is the end (upeya).® Chan rnE:Ilrti
further distinguishes two aspects in the phenomenal
reality itself—that which is phenomenally true (Tathya-
‘sarhvrti) and that which is phenomenally false (Mithyi-
sarvrti). 'When people with rightly functioning sense-
organs, recognize things 4s real, those things are pheno-
amenally true, and those things which are perceived

! Ibid, p. 494.
? ATIENE T, ST S |
" Chatuhshataka-Vitti, p. 8.
* wvearg wO0 qaf | s g dqfafererr ) o
AR qT Aqlacdlwewraaw | oFwAT w@gf dFar
sresTagre: | Ibid, p. 492,
4 I;{;ﬁidhrmmkivatiu as quoted in Bodhicaryi-vatieapafijiki,
2 Tbid, p. 369.

¢ A srRTeEETTT TEEaa 1 Ibid, p. 372
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when the sensc-organs are not propesly functioning,.
¢.z., things in a dream, a mirage, bair in the atmosphere,
double-Moon etc., are phenomenally false Thus
Chandrakirti recognizes the Parikalpita and the Para-
antra of the Yogichiras under Samvynl satya itself.
Ultimately however, cverything phenomenal, because
relative, is unreal, From this standpoint Reality is.
equated with silence. But because the distinction.
between the phenomenal and the absolute is itself not
absolute. Reality from the phenomenal standpoint

is heard and preached.?

In much-inspired verses of his Bodbicharydvatira,
S/dntideva, the last great philosopher of Shnyavadsa,
praises the Bodii-chitta ot the Truc self which is Pure
Consciousness. He who wants to ovércome the mani-
fold miseries of this world, who wants to remove the
innumerable sufferings of all beings, and who wants.
to enjoy immeasurable happincss, should never cease
to direct his thought towards Supreme Enlightenment.®
The realization of the True Self which is Pure Know-
ledge can at once turn an impure mortal into the Pure
Buddhat We should translate into practice what
we read. Mere reading is insufficient. A patient will
not be cured if he does not take the medicine but simply
reads the prescription® When all other beings, like
myself, like happiness and hate fear and pain, then
what is the difference between my ‘cgo’ and their ‘epo”
that I should protect myself and not others® We
must defer our Nirvina for the sake of the liberation
of other beings. If we are ready to sacrifice everything
for the benefit of humanity, if we earnestly work for

1 Ihid, p. 353.
* TR WiEd fa: A W )
Ay it FErieEE T
Quoted in Madhyamika-Vytti, p. 204.
* Bodhicharyivatira, i, 8. b
* srqfafaarfea qEve fmersi sty L Thid, §, 10.
s Thid, v, 109. CoLprT 1 Thidy wili, 95-96.
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the salvation of all beings, then oceans of bliss will
flow for us which will far excell the so-called pleasure
of sclfith and individusl liberation.!

Truth has got two aspects—the conditional and
the absolute. The Absolute is the Reason which s
beyond finite intellect and the conditional is the finite
intellect itself.® ‘The conditional is contradicted by
the absolute, but not wiet-wersa. Bven among the
philosopher-siints there are degrees.  The higher sublate
the lower. These degrees represent different Stages in
the development from intellect to Reason.?

We deny only the ultimate reality, not the relative
existence, of phenomena. But we :i) not §top here.
Afterwards we transcend even Relativity itself,
transcending Relativity we transcend intellect jt
When there is neither affirmation nor negation, then
intellect, finding no catepories for its support, merges
in the Absoluted® Buddha has taught his doctrine
to enable us to overcome all suffering and thus to
become real Biiksus (Bhinnaklesho Bhiksuh) and
obtain Nitvina. But gs long as the duality of the
subject and the object is not transcended, neither Bhik-
gutd nor Nirviiga can be realized.s rance is of two
kinds: Ignorance duc to suffering (kleshavarags), and
Ignorance due. to objects (Jacydvatana). Shanyata
is the antithesis of Ignorance of both kinds. It is ‘u
Knowledge. Why should one fear Shiinyatd  which
zreally removes all fears 26,

1 Ibid, viii, 108.
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* Thid, ix, 34,
+ Ibid, ix; 33, 35,
5 Thid, 45,
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CHAPTER I
VIJNANAVADA

Just as the followers of Shanyavada were called
Shiinyavidins and were also known as the Madhya-
mikas because they adhered to the Middle Path,
similarly the followers of Vijiinavida were called
Vijadnavidins and were also known as the Yoga-
chiras becanse they emphasized the importance
Yoga for the realization of Pare Knowle (Bod]u}
in other to become Buddba by poing r.lg:l'r:mtgh al
the ten stapges (Bhiimi) of Bodhisattvahood.

It is penecrally believed hat Asafga is the
founder of this School. MM. Pt. Hara Prasad Shastri
has pointed out that Muaitreyanitha, the teacher of
Asafiga, and not Asadga, is the real founder of this
Schoold But even Maitreyanitha cannot be taken
as its founder because, a5 we have seen, Vijidna-
viada was already present in the Lankivatira and in
Ashvaghosa. Maitreyandtha is its first systematic
expounder. His fame was overshadowed by his able
disciple Asadga. Vijfiinavida reached its zenith in
Asafga’s younger brother Vasubandhu who alone
has the signal honour of being called *the Second

Buddha” 2
Asanga in his Makdyincblidharmasaigiti-shasira
ives: the following scven —major features of
il
(1) Mahiydoa is comprehensive.
 (2). It shows universal love for all beings.
1 Indian Higtorical Quarterly I, 1925, pp. 465f.

* Buddhi®t Logic, Vol. I, Stcherbatsky, p. 32
3 See Outlines of Mahiyina Buddhism, Suruki, pp. 62-65.
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(3) It displays wide intellectual outlook by
denying the ultimate reality of the objeet
as well as of the subject and by admitting
the reality of Consciousness only.

(4) Its ideal saint is the Bodhisattva who has
wonderful spiritual energy to work for
the salvation of all beings.

(5) It maintains that Buddha, by his Excellent
Skilfulness (Upiya-Kaushalya). —preached
according to the grasp and disposition of
different pepole. X

(6) Its final aim is Buddhahood which can be
attained by undergoing the ten stages of
Bodhisattvahood. :

(7) A Buddha can satisfy the spiritul needs of
all beings.

Asanga in his Makayanasaniparigraka-Shistra gives
the following ten essential features of the Yogachara
School :—1
' (1) The Alayavijiidna is immanent in all beings.

(2) There are three kinds of knowledge.
illusory, relative and absolute—

(3) The objective world and the subjective
(go are only manifestations of the Alaya,

(4) Six Perfections are emphasized. '

(5) In order to realize Buddhahood we have
to pass through the ten stages of Bodhis-
attvahood.

(6) Mahayana is far superior to Hinayana which is
individualistic, selfish and narrow, and which
has misunderstood the teaching of Buddha.
The goal isto become ‘one, through Bodhi
with the Dharmakiya of Buddha’s Body of
Pure Existence.

1 Thid, pp. 65-74.
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(8) The subject-object duality is to be trans-
cended and unity with Pure Consciousness
is to be attained.

(9) From the ultimate $tandpoint there is abso-
lutely no difference betwéen Samsira and
Nirvina ; and Nirvina is to be realized here
and now by embracing “Sameness’ (Samatva)
and by discarding ‘Plurality’ (Nandtva).

(10) Reality is Dharmakiya or Buddha’s Body
of Pure Existence which is at once Pure
Consciousness and which manifests itself from
the point of view of Samsira, as Nirmanaka
or the Body of Becoming, and from the
point of view of Nirvina, as Sambhopakiya
or the Body of Bliss.

We ‘have seen that Ax sa identified Tathatd
with Bodhi or Alayavijfiina the latter with Tathé-
gatagarbha. The Lankivatira also did the same.

The Ladkavatara declares that all dharmas, exce
Consciousness, are unreal. Consciousness—only is
cétablished truth preached by the Buddha. All the
three worlds (Kima, riipa and ariipa, i.e. of Matter,
Form and No-form) are the result of discrimination
{vik‘g]f} ot thonght-relations. No external object exists
in reality. All that is, is Consciousness.

h sometimes the Lankivatira appears to
n‘ugport_th:dnctﬁneufmdcﬂuhjmﬁvism.yunfgg
it is pregnant with deeper expressions which forbi
us to draw such a conclusion. The external world
is. the creation, not of the individual consciousness of
mind (Manas, Chitta or Vijfina), but of the Absolute
Consciousness (Alaya or Tathdgatagarbha). The con-
fusion arises on account of the loose use of the words
‘Manas®, “Chitta’ and “Vijiidni® by the Lafikivatira.

Ll TISE Pre TiTTeE R Erine)

* Laskivatica, pp. 186, 158.
4
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Consciousness is first divided into individual cons-
giousness (Pravuti-vijiiina) and absolute consciousness
(Alaya-vijaana). The former is further divided into
seven vijianas. The six vijidnas of the Sarvistivadins
(chaksu, ghrina, shrotra, jivhd and kdya-vijidnas
representing the five sense-cognitions and Manovijiiina
or normal consciousness) are recognised and a seventh
Manovijiina (Vishista-Manovijidna) representing Con-
tinuous Consciousness is added to them. This is a
sort of intermediary between the sixth Maoovijfdna
and the Alaya. By the first five vijidnas, an object is
inagi or father semsed; by vijdnn (Manovijfidna)
it is #hought ; by Manas (Vishista-manovijiiina) it is
fm:ﬁmn" : and at the background of these all is the
synthetic unity of apperception’ called Chitta (Alaya).!

It is generally belicved that Alayavijidna is an
everchanging 4trcam of consciousness. But in the
Lankivatdca it is said to be 2 permanent, immortal and
never-chauging siore-fowse of Conscionsiess which underlics
the apparent subject-object duality. It is declared to
be ope which transcends the subject-object duality
Grihya-grabakevisamyukta), which is beyond pro-
uction, cxi[;tcncc and destruction (Urpida—fﬁhlﬁ-hhiﬁgn*

iya), and- beyond all the plurality o imagination
(S;"“ﬂ_m.l e -rahita), and wbichis!ubcdimu;;
sealized Reason (NirZbhdsa-prajiid-gocham
"The force behind creation is the begianingless tenden
inspired by Ignornace in the Alaya to manifest ilsz
as subject and as object, The locas (Ashraya) and the
object (Visaya) of this tendency is the itself.
&muon,thard'ztg, ili the result hq:hthls h:gm;]unglm
teadency inspired: w leads to unlity
{Anidi : '-gnaﬁml?ntﬂmi}.* Individual
Pﬂvnu-ﬂaﬁims like external objects, are it
of the ya. They ate neither identical with nor

i fgdw dred W wrer 9 Tedrr g
fawrar Faarnfer gt wedfer a=afa: 0 Ibid, p. 46.
2 Tbid, pp. 42-43. * Thid, p. 38
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different from the Alaya. cﬂuﬁt as a lump of casth is
neither identical with nor different from the atoms of
carth or a gold otnament from gold. If they are ideatical
with the Alaya then their cessation shoald also mean
the cessatinn of the Alaya; and if they are difierent
from the Alaya, then they should not arise out .of itl
Alaya is the ocean; Pravptti-vijddnas are the waves.
Just as the waves gtirred by the wind dance on the
ocean, similarly the manifold individual vijidnas
stirred by the wind of ﬂi:ﬁclﬁ which are the creation
of Ignorance, dance on 3 The wawves are
neither identical with nor different from the -ocean,
similarly the seven Pravycti-vijfidnas are neither identical
with nor diffetent from the Absolute Chitta or the
Alaya. The plurality of the waves is the manifestation
of the ocean ; the manifold vijfiinas are the manifestation
of the Alaya. Ultimarely there is not ) the :‘fht{:&
difference between the individual vijidnas the
Alaya. It is only by the discursive intellect that the
Alaya is compared to the ocean and the vijiidnas to the
waves. Ultimately the Alatﬁ: is Indescribable and
transcends -all categoties of intellect.3

The Alaya is also called the Tathigata-garbha or
the Womb -n]tr'aﬂie Tathdgata, pregnant with all possi-
bilities and theobbing with seeds of all vijfidnas.

icing that the Alaya comes very ncar the Brahman
~or the Awuman of the {lpa.nisads. the Lankivatira itsclf

takes pains to disti h it from the Atman of the
Non-buddbimm;:h{ahimaﬁmhﬂ van—

Ta ha is declared by yom, O 20 be
m:msw o, sh:;.ﬂ; ing or sclf-luminous (Praketi-prabhas-
wara), to utely pure (Adi-vishuddha), to be
mmmanent in all bei (Sarva-sattva-dehintara-gata),

1 Thid, p. 38.

! areiverar frey fegeeifon

s 0 dbid, p 46
2 Tbid, pp. 4748,
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eternal (Shashvata) and blissful (Shiva). Then how,
'O Lord, is it not similar to the Atman of the Non-
Buddhists ?......Bhagavin replied—No, Mahdmat, the
Tathigatagarbha is not si to the Atman because
it transcends all categories of finite thought {N“uvihlp%
becaunse it is ncither afficmation nor ncgation nor bo

nor neither, and because it is to be directly realized
by Pure Reason (Nitabhisa-gochara) ; while the Aunan
leads to Eternalism because it clings to affirmation.!

We may however remark that Bhagavin of the
Lafkivatira clearly forgets or poses to forget that the
Atman of the Upanisads from which 15 derived
the Tathagatagarbha is also Nirvikalpa and Nirdbhisa-

prajiia

In his Makdydna-Satralankara-Shastra,® Asaniga clearly
declares that Mahidyiina cannot be realized by relational
intellect. Intellect (Tarka) is based on Religious Texts
(Agdma-nishrita). It is only provisional, not final,
Because what is held true today may be found untrue
tomorrow and what is held true by some may be found
untrue by others (Niyata). It is partial, not all-pervasive
or omniscient, because it cannot know ::w.:rytl;inﬁ
(Avyapi). It is phenomenal, not real (Simvrta).
leids to dis-satisfaction, woeful discussions, insoluble
antinomies and m;m:ry ‘Knowledge increaseth sorrow”
(Khedavin). Only unwise cling to it (Bali-

E‘uliqr.* 5

shraya). It cannot give us

1 Thid, pp. 77-79.
* Prof. H. Ui and Prof. Winternitz saggest that this Shistca
in all probability, is the work of Maitreyanitha. Prol.
i also that the commentary is written by Vaso-
bandkhu. f. S. Levi ds the Karikis aod the
Commentary as the work of ge: We agree with Prof.
Levi.

1 frfaatshrmatsamdt aiga: @S |

qreTEET T ST et aEgn
Mashiyinasdrrilankiss, i, 12

i
|
4
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Asadga trics to prove that ev henomenal ¢ >
being relative, is momentaty. E::rryﬁiin which m
out of causes and conditions is necessarily momentary.
If it is not momentary then it will not come into exiStence
at all. The p ing moment is the cause of the
succeding moment. a thing be permanent, then
how can it afterwards cease to exist? The scriptures.
also tell that the Yogis realize that Sarskiras come
into existence and ccase every moment. Again, if a
thing which is produced, afterwards becomes permanent,
thendmitbmum:mhyitﬂfwmy cause ?
It cannot become permanent by i because afterwards
it ceases to exift. And if it is not permanent by itself,
how can it be made permanent by anything else 7 Change
is the law of this universe. External objects do not
exist outside of thought. The empirical ego is also
unreal. The water of a river is always flowing. Fresh
waters are coming in every moment. In a Pamp one
flame is continually succeeding another. There is
nothing in the world which is not momentary.!

It is important to remember that it is only the
phenomenal which is declared to be momentary by
Asafga and Vasubandhu. Momentariness does not
even touch Reality which is above all categories.

The Vijddnaviding deny the ultimate reality of
the empirical self or the ego. ~ All miseries and 5 s
come out of the false notion of the T and the * :
When the self docs not exist really, how can it be takea
as a seer or a knower nrndmurmmglt;yu? When
Buddha preached the existence of the sclf it was only
to attract the simple-minded and to encourage them
to perform good deads and to refrain from evil ones.
In reality there is no ego. Ifap_egnw
then there would be either liberaton wi any
effort or no liberation at all. The notion of the ego

! MahiyinasOtrilagkira, pp. 149-154.
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is'due to beginningless Ignorance which mu& be over-
come.}

It is i to remember that it is only the

irical self or the ego which is declared to be unseak
by Asafiga and Vasubandhu. Pure Consciousness or
the Universal Self is not only admitted but is declared
to be the only Reality. By its very nature it is Self~
laminous ; all impurities are advenntious.?

The Real, says Asadga, is essentially Non-dual.
It is neither exigtence nor non-existence, ncither affirma~
tion nor negation, neither identity nor difference, neither:

one nor many, neither i nor decreasing, neither
ful nor impure, MW@H, nor degtruction.
t is beyond Ignorance beyond intellcct.?

The ego is neither real nor unreal nor anything:
other than real or unreal. It is oaly an illusion (bhrama).
Liberarion, therefore, is only the destruction of illusion
or ignoranced How unfortunate it is that people
digectly perceiving the truth of Dependent Origination
forget it and take recousse to a so-called independent
ego,! How deep-rooted is this Ignorance which makes
2 complete fool of a man and tosses him like a shuttle~
cock trom affirmation to negation and from negation
to affirmation! What sort of Ignorance is this which
obscures the truth and makes a man fall upon either
exiftence or non-exiftence ?® Truly speaking, there
- g absolutely no difference between Bondage and Libera-
tion. Stll, from the phenomenal point of view, we
say that by good deeds and true knowledge, the cycle

¥ Thid, pp. 154-159.
* tﬁimmmﬁqﬂ;
id, xiii, 19
3 Ihid, vi, 1. Also see ix, 22, 24, 26.
¢ e e weEeTTEE: 1 Thid, vi, 2
5 Ibid, vi, 4.
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of birth and death is &opped and liberation is achieved *
A Bodhisattva fir§t realizes that external objects are
only imaginary and that mind alone exists. Then
he realizes that individual mind too is as much an
imagination as any external object. Thus shaking off
all duality, he directly perceives the Absolute which
is a Harmonious Whole (Dharmadhitu).?

The Supreme Reason wherein all categoties merge
remdc:ves all the dcfﬂcmgts of thcfintcllcct just as a strong
medicine removes effect of poison.® By becoming
one with Reason, a Bodhisattva realizes the Last Medi-
tation (Chaturtha-dhyina ; like Tusiya) and: ever dwells
in the Blissful Bra/iman.* He becomes fully qualified
to work for the real emanicpation of humanity just
as a bird, when it has developed full wings, becomes

able to soar high.

When a vessel containing water is broken, reflection
of the Moon. is not visible in it. Similarly in i
persons the reflection of the Buddha is not visible.$
But knowing the ultimate unreality of the ego and
of the dhatmas and realizing that Reality is essentially
non-dual, a wise man will embrace it recognizing it
to be Pure Consciousness. After that even this recogni-
tion will be transcended and that indescribable $tate is
Liberation where all the cries of intellect are satisfied
and all its categories are merged.” Buddha has never
taught the Doctrine by sseech itis to be directly
realized by Pure Reason.® Every phenomenon is merged
in the harmonious besom of Redlity. “No appearance

1 7 gt e faedsaal: aRdaaT awsFaalig -
auify srweraa faday awe s e |
Ibid, vi, 5.
* Thid, vi, 7. 5 Thid, vif, 8.
? Tbid, vi, 9. ¢ Ibid, ix, 16.
¢ Frgifagrifageet: | 7 Ihid, xi, 47..
Ibid, vii, 3. ® Ibid, xii, 2
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is so low that the Absolute does not embrace it”.1
Knowing this world to be merely a composite of Forces
gmxki.us), knowing that the ego and the objects

not exist, and knowing further that all this is merely
suffering, a wise man will leave far behind the baneful
exiftence of the empirical ego and will embrace the
Great Universal Soul (Mahatman)® Setting on the
right path, un&erﬁtandinﬁg the true doctrine of Nairdtmya,
and cl i e real meaning of Shiinyatd,
the Enlightened Ones transcend the individual existence
and ma.ﬁzc the Pure Soul (Shuddhitman) and thus
become one with that Universal Soul® This is the
Pure Existence of the Buddha and is called the Highest
Soul (Paramitman).$ Rivers after rivers pour them-
selves into the Ocean, but the Ocean is neither satisfied
nor does it increase; Buddhas after Buddhas pour
themselves into Reality, but the Absolute is neither
satisfied nor does it increase. How wonderful it is!®
Different rivers with different waters flowing through
different places are called only. ‘rivers’. gut when
they merge in the ocean, they become one with it. Ne
more are they called ‘rivers’; they are ‘the ocean’.
Similarly different persons holding different views are
called ‘En.i:e intellects’. But when they merge in the
Buddha, the Absolute, they become one with it; they
are the Harmonious Whole.®

! grafafade aong aat feed . Ihid, =i, 12,
* Fagra disrimarengfe mgraii s wgraiy o

. . ; : Thid, xiv, 37.
ATt fagamt Fuear anienE: | _
3T AETHATNAR TaT SewrgreRany | Ibid, ix, 23,
i FETIEATETT AT qOATenT srweTerT |
Ibid, pp. 37-38.
The Mahiparinirvinasiitra of the Sanskrit Canon
identifies the Mahitmun with the Tathigatagarbha jus
as the Lapkivatira identifies the Alaya with the Tathi-
u.g:rbiu, See 'Systems of Buddhistic Thought': Yama-
E:.Im Segen, p. 25. \
# Thid, ix, 55  Ihid, ix, 82-85,
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The Yopichiras étress the importance of different
Vihdras and Bhiimis which Em.u.fz‘ a Bodhisattva just
as fire purifies gold! and by which discustive intellect is
transformed into Pure Reason.

Vasubandhu formerly belonged to the Kashmira-
Vaibhasika branch of the Sarviistivida School of Hina-
a® but was later on converted to Vijanavida

y his elder brother Asan Even in his carlier work,
the Abhidharmakosha, influence of Mahiyina is
visible. Here the word ‘Abhidharma’ is identfied -
with Pure Knowledge together with its means. Tt is
declared ‘that the phenomenal is like ‘water in a }'ir',
while the Absolute is like the vast ocean® The intellect
is transcended in the lagt Meditation in which the medi-
tator becomes one with the Great Brahman® This
Pure Knowledge is called Shrimanya as well as Brih-

manya.®

In his Vijdapti-Matrata-Siddhi : Vimshatikd, with
his own commentary on it, Vasubandhu proves that
Reality is Purc Consciousness and that external objects
do not exist outside of thought, by refuting the objections
of the opponents. And in his Piapti-Matratd-Siddhs :
Trimshika, Vasubandhu develops his theory to fullness.

In the Mahdyina, the Vimshatikd tells us, all the
three worlds do not exist outside of thought. Minc
thought, consciousness, knowledge are synonyms.$
External objects depend on thoughe like the hair scea

1 Bodhisattvabhfimi, given as an Appendix to the Dasha-
bhamika-Sitra edited by Rahder, p. 10.

' smfcaiiies: T s SieEnied: o
Abhidharmakosha, wii, 40.

3 Ihid, vi, 4.

4 ggrwgred aeEwe | Ibid, i, 23.

¢ gTAgEw! AT vho 51 and wigewhw aq vio 54

¢ Vithshatikd-Verti on Kirikd, 1. Lo
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floating in the atmosphere or like the perception of
the double-Moon.! opponeat urges that if external
objects do not exist then we cannot account for their
spatial determination (Desha-piyama), their tempaoral
dl;.-rmi.na:inn (Kila-niyama), IZI‘JIE indetermination of
the perceiviag Gream of consciousness (santindniyama)
and their action (Krtya-Kriya)? If representations
arisc without there being any external sense-objects,
then how is it that an object is scen in a particular place
and a particular time ?  And how is it that 2ll persons,
. and not ope person omly, present at that particulas
thcf and time perceive that particular object? And

w 1s it that fruicful activity is possible? If things
like food, water, cloth, poison, weapons etc, seen in
a dream are purely imagi and devoid of activity,
itdocam:mundlurﬂlfmmdmdwmrﬂmcm
satisfy hu:r;gcr and thirgt. External objects therefore
must cxist.

Vasubandhu replies : These four things mentidned
by the op unmrgnp; not justify independent existence

cxt objects because they are found even in
dreams and in hell where there are no external objects,
Even in a drcam things like 2 city, a garden, a
woman, a2 man efc. are seen im a particular place
and at a particular time and notinall places and at all
times. Fruitful activity too results from unreal
dream- objects for the roaring of a dream-tiger causes
real fear and  disturbs sleep and an erotic dream is
followed by comsequences which are physically real.
Aﬁ:iﬂ, all those persons, and not one of them only,
who, on account of their bad deeds, go to hell, see
the same river of pus etc, Thus there is indetermination
of the fiream of consciousness. So in dreams and in
hell all these four things are present though there are

1 Virishatiki, K. 1.
* gfz faafacrat, famsr dowmear |

SraTTERTTe TR ST A T Jbid, K 2
? Virhshatiki-Vri on K. 2
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Opponen

are produced by the force of the deeds of those .
who goto hell. . But the force or the impression: (visand)
of the deed is in consciousness, while its result is wrongly
imagined by the opponent to be outside consciousness.
How can it be possible ? The impression as well as.
the result of the deed must be in consciousness itself.
Hence consciousness is the only reality.}

Cansciousness manifests itself into subject as well
as into object. It arises out of its own seed and then
it manifests itself as an external object. Therefore
Buddha said that there are two bases of copnition—
internal and external. By knowing this thing, one
realizes that there is no personel ego and that there
are no external objects, as both are only meanifeStations

of consciousness.?

The Indescribable Pure Cansciousness which is
to be directly realized by the Buddhas can never be
denied. It cannot be conceived by intellect. The
idea of Pure Consciousness as concejv h;: finite thought
with the help of its category of ‘existence’ is also
For, if it were real, the conceptions of intellect would
be real and this would undermine the doctrine that
Pure Consciousness alone exists. The fact is that Pure
Consciousness  alone exifts., The fact is that Pure
Consciousncss cannot be by intellect asan object.
But this does not mean that iousness in itself
does not exi& because it can be directly realized by
Pure Reason which transcends the subject-object

duality 1

3 Visiasharikd, K. 6-7.

® Ihid, K. 9-10.

* Y arddETat EraTE . afesfegaaa .
dat At 7 ewfETeeT 91 q@ET R o

on K. 10.
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Vasubandhu refutes other arguments of the oppo-
nent.  Perception, he says, cannot guarantee the
-exiftence of external objects because the awarencss is
the same even in dreams and in the perception of the
«double-Moon. Memory too does not imply the pet-
%fion of an external object but only its consciousness.

opponent urges that if there is no differcnce between
dreaming and waking $tates then we should know
even when we are fully awake that external objects
«do not exié in the manner in which we know that the
«dream-objects arc unrcal.  To this objection Vasu-
bandhu’s answer is that before we are fully awake we
cannot know that drcam-objects are unreal. Things seen
in a dream are as real to the dreamer as any object is to
ws. It is only when we are awake that we realize the
unreality of dream-objects.  Similarly the worldly people
are slumbering in ignorance. They do not realize,
as long as they are under the infatuation of ignorance,
that this world does not really exist. It is only when
true knowledge dawns that the fact that Reality is
Pure Consciousness can be realized.! Intellect in-
evitably involves itself in dualism. And unless the
subject-object duality is transcended, we cannot realize
Reality.® Vasubandhu concludes his Vimshatikd by
pointing our that he has, according to the best of his
ability, proved that Reality is e Consciousness.
But as this Reality is beyond discursive intellect it cannot
be fully grasped by it. It can be only realized by trans<
cending the subject-object duality, by going ond
all the categories of intellect and by embracing Pure
Reason, in short, by becoming 2 Buddha.?

Sthiramati in his Commentary on the Trimshikd
tells us that the aim of Vasubandhu in writing this

L et qfawarame aeEerety o Vidmsharikd, K. 17

s _‘Ibiduu K. 21.
! fewfemrafafy: emiaEg 7w )
¥4 wwr ar g 7 fomr TG 0 Viisharikd, K. 22,
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treatise is to show the real meaning of the ultimate
unreality of the subject (Pudgalz-nairitmya) and of
the object (Dharma-nairitmya). There arc two ki

of Ipnorance. The first is Kleshivarana, which leads
to all sorts of suffering 4nd is due to the false notion
of the reality of the individual subject. The

is Jheyavarapa which screens the real nature of the
objects and is due to the false notion of the reality
of cxternal objects, To destroy these two kinds of
Ignorance is the aim of Trimshitﬂ. Some philosophers
maintain that even external objects, like consciousness,.
are absolutely real; while others declare that even
consciousness, like external oBj is only relative
and therefore unreal. To demolish these two  extreme
views (Ekfintavida) is also the aim of this treatise.

Some scholars maintain that Shiinyavida declares.

even consciousness to be unreal.  But in the last chapter
we have shown that this is not the case. It is wery
important to remember that it is only the individual
subject which is declared to be unteal by Shiinyavida.
Vijidnavada also here. Shiinyavida criticizes
self-consciousness if it means consciousness of
consciousness. Fire cannot burn itself. The edge
of a sword cannot cut itself. The tip of a finger canaot
touch itself. Consciousness of consciousness leads
to infinite regress. But Shunyavida maintains the
;;lility of Pure Cnusg:ti;nusnm. Nigirjuna himself identi-
‘fies his Prapaficha- Tattva with Bodhi or Jiina.
“If the Bodhi of s the Chitta of and
the Bodhi-Chitta Shantideva are not Cons-
ciousness or the Self-luminous Self which is Pure Cons-
ciousness, what clse can they be?

- Reality, says the Trimshiki, is Pure Consciousness.
This Reality (Vijiaptimitra) on account of its inherent
power (Shakt) suffers threefold modification.  First
of all it manifests itself as Alayavijfiina or Vipika which
is a Store-house Consciousness where the seeds of all
phenomena are present. ‘Then this Store-house Cons-
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‘ciousness further manifests itself in two forms. Firstly
it takes the form of individual subject or ego or mental
operations (Manana or Manovijidna), and secondly
it manifests itself as the perception of the so-called
‘external objects (Visaya-vijiapti). Behind these three
modifications is the permanent background of eternal
and unchangeable Pure Consciousness (Vijiidna or
Vijfiapti-matra).l

It is important to note the difference between the
Alaya of the Lasikavatira and the Alaya of Vasubandhu.
“The Alayavijiidna of the Laskavatita which is identified
with Tathagatagarbha or the Pure Chitta is identical
with  the - Vijiaptimitra of Vasubandhu. Both are
Pure Consciousness which is the permanent background
-of all phenomena, subjective as well as objective, and
which ultimately transcends the subject-object duality.
The Alayavijfidna of Vasubandhu is only a phenomenal *
manifestation of this Pure Consciousness. It contains
the seeds of all phenomena, subjective as wgll as objective
{(Sarva-bijakam, Kirika 2). It is a continually changing
Stream of consciousness like a stream of water (Vartate
Srotasaughavat, K. 4). When Buddhahood is realized,
its flow at once comes to an end (Tasya Vyavrttirarhatve,

X. 5). .

The individual self (Manovijfiana) depends on the
Alaya and is accompanied by four kinds of suffering—
self-notion, self-delusion, ‘self-pride and self-love.? It
ceases to function ‘when the false notion of the Ego
is de ddamd when the categories of intellect are
trans X

_ The third modification, the perception of the
0 , which takes the form ofpcthcmeqﬁinas

! areriee fg fafast o gader
fasrfoomase sfcorm: & = forar o -
faamst wmrersy famfaiaerer 91 Tritashiks, K 12
2 Ibid, K. 6. * Ibid, K. 7. ,
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{Sadvidha) is of two kinds—pure (hmluh} and impure
}Klumji] and is accompanied yaripus s

esha) and suhrsuﬂ'enngs {prnk.lmhl 1 'Ihcs:
Vijiidnas §tand in same relation to the
waves Stand to water {Tamﬂgiﬁm yathd jale, K. 15]

Thus we see that the subject as well as the object
are only modifications of the Alaya which itself is only
4 modification of Pure Consciousness. Hence it is
established that Pure Consciousness is the only Reality ®

. The Paramidrtha of Shinyavida is also called
anﬁgpunmby‘r"jﬂmﬂda,mdm:&mﬂ'ﬂﬂf
Shinyavada is further divided into Paratantra aad
Parikalpita by Vijinavida. The former is the relative
wiuh: the latter is the imaginary. The Lankivnl.ﬁm
s that the Parikalpita is the purely imagi
cshﬂmor:hnnmwmnmschddo:nah wu'
mrtdmmuramg:mthep:mcpﬁmofdmbﬂb
Moon etc. ; the Paratantra is the relative which depends
on canses and conditions, which is based on discarsive
intellect, and which comes under the realm of the pheno-
menal ; the Parinis is the Pmmﬁ.nhn, the nhml:.miy
real which is on Pure Reason or Supreme Wisdom
which transcends the subject-object ity of the in-
tellect and the ﬁ]ﬂuuluy of the phenomena, and which
is wvariously d-as Tathatd or Tathagatagarbha or

Alayavi Pm;ﬁ-’
e e e e e a it

o:absohtdyunmﬂ ; the
WMEtherdn MW
uﬂ::nbmlmclyrml

andthnhrmqpm
ﬁE)m Pure Reason (Avikalpa- |ﬁnm-gm:h1m A
As.n&f;naa}rsthatthelmagmuylsamcnm ima
jalpa) ; the relative is also like an error (Bhrint),

 Thid, K. 8.9.

* Ibid, K. 17.

. I.lﬁﬂnﬂl:l. mp'“' ﬂ,ﬁ m. 20,
+ Madbylatavibhigs, p. 19.
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“to phenomena only. It is only the phenomenal which
“is momentary. And in this sphere momentariness is
‘emphasized. But momentariness does not even touch
‘Reality. Reality, truly speaking, trinscends all the
‘categories of the inmtellect. Tt 1s neither momentary
nor permanent. But from thé phenomenal point of
view it must be described as the eternal, immortal and

_ background of all momentary phenomena.
%c'haw also shown that it is only the tnﬁpiﬂc:] self
or the individual subject or the Epo that is declared
to be unreal Vijaanavida, The tcﬂ]ilf of Pure
Consciousness alone, variously called as Rayﬂfjﬁim
(of the Lankiavatira), Tathigatagarbha, Chittamdtra,
Vijfiaptimitra, is emphatically maintained. The Pure
Consciousness transcends the dualism of the subjeet
and the object as well as the plurality of phenomena.

Tt is the same as the Self-luminous Self.

Vijiianhavidd cartiot be ‘called subjectivism. Tt
is not the individual ‘consciousness (Manovijfiing) s
associated with other momentary functional ideas (Pra-
vrttivijifina) that ‘creates the external world, The
external world is declared to be only a manifestation
or modification of Absolute Consciousness. When
‘the external world is declared to be unreal what is' meant
is that it does not exigt independently and outside of
Consciousness, Truoe, the dream $tate and the waking
State mgl;ced'un apar, But it should not be forgotten
that the 'k’n}gta is ‘distinguished from the Paratatitra,
Both agree in being ultimately ‘unreal and in -exifting
inside Consciousness. They <¢annot break the ada-
mantine circle of Consciousness. The subject and the
object dance within this circle which they cannet over-
§tep.  The obfectivity of the extetnal 'world-is not denied.
The objects appear as obyec?s to the subject which per-
ccives them. '‘Only 'théir objéetivity does ‘not fall
outside of Consciousness because the distinction of the
subject and the object is within Consciousness itsclf
which ultimately “transcends” the subject-object duality.
Consciousness is ‘immanent in' all' phenotmena ‘and it is
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also the permanent transcendental background of all

phenomena. b

MM. Pt. Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya has raised
an interesting point. He says that the Pure Cons-
ciousness of Vasubandhu is not absolutely permanent
(Katastha-nitya) but only relatively so (Apeksika-nitya).
Pt. Bhattacharya distinguishes between ‘absolutely g’tma-
nent” and ‘relatively permanent’. He calls the former
as ‘Nitya’ and the latter as ‘Dhruva’. He says that
Vasubandhu (in his Trithshikd, Karika 30) uses the
word ‘Dhruva’ and not ‘Nitya’ for his VijBaptimatra.
It is therefore only relatively permanent or ‘enduring’
like a Stream or a flame. It may be called ‘Santati-

nitya’.l

Pt. Bhattacharya is perfectly right in saying that
the Alayavijiidna is relatively permanent. Vasubandhu
himself has made it clear that the Alaya is only a pheno-
menal manifestation of Pure Consciousness and is like
a Stream (Srotasaughavat). It may be rightly called
“Santati-nitya’. But perhaps Pt. Bhattacharya fails to
distinguish the Alayavijiana of Vasubandhu from
his Vijfiaptimatra. Pt. Bhattacharya is certainly wrong
in saying that the Vijfiaptimatra is also relatively perma-
nent. His distinction between Nitya and Dhruva is
not absolute because these words are often used as
synonyms by Buddhism as well as by Vedanta. The
words ‘Dhruva’, ‘Nitya’, “‘Ajara’, ‘Amara’, ‘Shashvata’,
“Kitastha’ etc. are often used as synonyms. Vasu-
bandhu uses the word ‘Dhruva’ here in the sense of
the absolutely permanent. The Vijfiaptimatra or the
Pure Consciousness which is the only Reality is not
“‘enduring’ but ‘absolutely permanent’. Sthiramati, the
commentator on Vasubandhu, while laining the
Kirika in which Vijfiaptimitra is declared :cx)%e ‘Dhruva’,
clearly points out that the word ‘Dhruva’ means “Nitya’.
‘This is sufficient to prove the falsity of Pt. Bhattacharya’s

1 The Agam:shistra of Gaudapada, Introduction, p. cxlii.
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contention. Sthiramati openly says that sgu] pmmua
is eternal and permanent ; that it is blis
it is permanent for what is permanent is bliss and what

is momentary is misery.l

Vasubandhu’s system, therefore, is Absolute
Idealism. 1In fact we can say that in the Advalta Vedanta,
Vijfiaptimatra gives place to Brahman or Atman, Alaya-

vijiidna to Ishvara, Manovijidna to Jiva, Visayavijiiapti
to Jagat, and Parindma to Vivarta.

1 o) frercarg sreaaT, get froeg o9 asfie @g 3,
¥4 5 faer: §9eq g9 | Trirhshiki-Bhisys, p. 4. :




CHAPTER IV :
SVATANTRA-VIJNANAVADA.

This school is called ¥ Svatantra-Vijfiinavida or
Svatantra-Yogichira or Sautrintika-Yogichira School
of Buddhism. It accepts the metaphysical truth of
Vijfdnavida that Reality is Pure Consciousness and
wants to suppott it with i ts.
It wants utgpﬂmmbin: the mn:l':slp!13715?1‘%:1‘?‘:l mnf
Vijdnavida with the logical and epistemological Critical
Realism of the Sautrintika School. We may call it
as the Logical School of Buddhism.

Vasubandhiu’s ‘disciple Difndga who founded this
school is also the founder of Medieval Indian Logic;
just as Gotama is the founder of the Ancient and
Ganigesha of the Modern Indian Logic. Founded by
Dinndga, fully elaborated and explained by Dharma-
kirti, developed almost to petfection by Shintaraksita,
this school culminared in [Eimn]uhﬂ.ﬂ. the last great
teacher of Buddhism in India.

Buddhist logic is at once logic, epistemology and
metaphysics combined. It is logic becausc it deals
with syllogism (Parirthinumina), inference (Svirthi-
numina) and Impore of Words {mhlt is epistemo-
logy because ir undertakes a the investigation

! These Buddhifts arc geoenally regarded as Vijddaaviidine
and po digtinction is made between carlier Vijfinavida
and this later form of Vijddoavida advocated by these
o WVl g

1 Vij vatira, s
band u_ﬁﬁthﬁ&vﬂw&khﬁ-mw

bandh
treated in this chapter has many worse confusions
and has been mainly for giving cis¢ to many
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of sense-perception (Pratyaksa), of the wvalidity of
knowledge (Pramanya), and of the Means of Coguaition
(Pramina). It is metaphysics because it discusses the
real nature of sensation and of thought and admits

that Reality is supra-logical.

Nigirjuna = wrote H»hwﬁmuﬁﬂ, 2 logical
treatise, | /safdga introduced the Nydya syllogism- into-
Buddhism. Vasubandhu wrote two logical treatises-
Vadavidhi and Vidavidhina. We are surprised to
find Dinndga telling us that Vidavidhi is not the work
of Vasubandhu.! But our curiosity is satisfied by the'
commentator, . Jinendrabuddhi who points out that
it “is not what Vasubandhu would have said in his fipé’
lv;u:m;; that it was composed while he was yet a Vai-

hisika...In his Vadavidhina, Vasubandhu is supposed
e 'I

to have corrected his formulations™.2 -
took to complete the lr.:lg'ical teachi of his mastér
Vasubandhu and founded the Lopical School.

It is very important to remember that though the’
»gical School accepts the fundamental doctrine of
Vijadnavida that Reality is Pure Consciousness, it
rejects the permanence of Consciousness. Vijainavida
redtricts the application of the theory of Momentariness
to, phenomena oaly and openly declares Reality to be
permanent  Consciousness. Svatantra-Vijidnavida
accepts that Reality is Pure Consciousness but it unis
vessalizes the theory of Momentariness and openly
declares even this Pure Consciousness 1o be onl
momentary. Confessing  thar he agreed wiLE
Vasubhandhu in metaphysies, Disndga consented to
resin on the logical plane and under the disguise

of rting ' Absolute Idﬂlim:l:l with independent
logical arguments, he rmltlz tricd to revive the theory
of inegs in a subtlc manner and actually busied

bimself with logical revival in order to modify the

3 Pramina-Samuchchays, i, 14,
2 ﬂﬂddll.iﬂlﬂgi:,'\’uLI.ﬁt&u:rhliky.Eﬂ .



SVATANTRA-VIJNANAVADA 79

Absolute Idealism. of Vasubandhu by trying to fuse.
it somehow with Critical Realism. Although the
Svatantra-Vijiianavadins, Dinnaga, Dharmakirti, Shinta-
raksita and all, pay lip-homage to Vasubandhu by
~ confessing that so far as ultimate reality is concerned.
they are following in the footsteps of Vasubandhu,
yet what they actually do is to undermine the whole,
metaphysics of Vasubandhu by degrading his permanent
Consciousness to the level of a momentary Vijiana
or a unique momentary Particular which they call
Svalaksana. The Alayavijiidna ot the Tathagatagarbha
is completely ignored by them.

Unfortunately the magnum opus of Difinaga, the
Pramiana-Samuchchaya, is not available in original
Sanskrit. - Only its Fir§t Chapter has been reconstructed
into Sanskrit from its Tibetan Version by Mr. H. R.
Rangaswamy Iyenger.  The Pramana-Vartika of
Dharmakirti, though styled as a Commentary on the.
Pramiana-Samuchchaya, is in fact an independent work,
while the Tattva-Safigraha of Shantaraksita, though
called an independent work, may be taken as a free
metrical commentary on the Pramaga-Vartika.

The Naiviyika and the Mimarhsaka were the two
major opponents of Buddhism at that time. Didndga.
had ruthlessly criticized the Nyaya-Stitras of Gotama
and the Nydya-Bhisya of Vitsydyana. Uddyotakara
in his Nyiya-Vartika refuted the charges of Difindga
and defended the Nydya position. Dharmakirti in his
Pramana-Virtika demolisged all the arguments of
Uddyotakara in such a merciless manner that the eminent
Advaitin, Vachaspati Mishra, at a much later date,
had to comment on Uddyotakara in his N{iya—Vinika-.
Tatparya-Tiki in order to “rescue the old argument:
cows of Uddyotakara which were entangled in the.
mud of Buddhigtic criticism”. Dharmakirti’s attack
on Mirhimsi was also so damaging that it provoked
Kumirila to write his voluminous Sholka-Vartika to
refute Buddhism and defend Mimiarhsa, The attacks
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of the Nuiydyikas and of the Mimamsakds, in their turn,
gave rise to the writings of Shantaraksita and Kamala-
shila. Shantaraksita in his Tattva-safigraha and Kamala-
shila in his Pafijiki on it, refute extensively all the
charges of the Naiyayikas, especially of Uddyotakara
and of the Mimarhsakas, especially of Kumarila, and
criticize all other schools prevalent in their time. But
ultimately Buddhism could not resist the onslaught
of Brahmanism and was being rapidly ousted from the'
land of its birth. Shantaraksita himself was forced
to retire to Tibet where he called his disciple Kamala-
shila also. Kamalashila was the last great scholar of
Buddhism in India, though even after him upto a much
later date, 2 Buddhist scholar here and a Buddhist scholar
there continued to write. Thus it is that the Svatantra-
Vijiidnavada school, after producing an enormously
tich philosophical literature by way of aﬁproval and

way of criticism, came to an end and with it virtually

ended Buddhist philosophy in India.

Now, keeping this background in mind, we proceed
to deal with this school. Here we are concerned more
with its metaphysical side than with its logical side.

Tke Revival of the Doctrine of Momentariness together

- with the Theory of Dependent Origination on whick it is based :

The Logical School maintains that sensation and
thought are the two radically different sources of know-
ledge. Sensation reflects the unique, momentary, existent,
ultimate reality (Svalaksana). Thought conceives a
chain of moments by constructing relations and images
(Samanyalaksana). Accordingly there are two sources
of knowledge—perception (Pratyaksa) and inference
(Anumina). Perception gives us direct, vivid and
concrete reflection of the object. Inference gives us
only indirect, vague and abstract thought-constructions.

Right knowledge is successful or efficacious know-
ledge. Momentariness is equated with motion or

PP )
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change and l:lﬁcien%;s equated with existence. The
seal is the casually e ient ; the unreal is the inefficient,
. The ultimately existent, says Dharmakirti, is the efficient.!
The inefficient is the unreal and we have nothing to do
with its existence or non-cxiStence just as a prospective
bride has nothing to do with the beauty or
of a eunuch.? real fire is that which burns and
cooks and sheds light. A fire which neither burns
nor cooks nor s light is unreal. The ultimately
existent is the momentary i ‘thing-in-itself’.
It is the “this’, the ‘here’, the ‘now’, the ‘present moment
of efficiency’. Itis indescribable and unutterable because
it is shorn of all objectivized images. E ing else’
has only indirect, borrowed or sccond-rate reality.
All thought-relations.are fictitious. They arc 4 figment

of the imagination.

Existence is efficiency and efficiency is change.
The changeless is the incfiicient and the inefficient is
the unreal. Reality is motion or change. Itis inStan-
tancous and kinetic. Only ceaseless change exits.
Motion is nothing but the moving thing itsclf ; efficiency
is the efficient thing itself; exiftence is the unique
momentary particular itself. Motion, change, efficiency,
exiftence are only names for the momentary thing-
in-itself” Similarly non-existence also is only a name
for the thing annihilated. Existence and non-existence
are thus two different sides of the same reality.

We are told that reality is motion and we are also
told that motion is impossible. Motion is an illusion
because things being momentary have no time to move.
Motion is only a serics of immobilities. Flashes of
energy follow one another giving rise 0 an illusion

waters are coming in

of motion, In a §tream fres
every moment. In a lamp a series of different flames.
presents an illusion of one flame. The apparent

| sifeqraTraiea o qOATdET | Nylyabinds, i; 15:
* Pramina-Virtik, i, 212.
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contradiction  is ﬂud by the fact that motion 'li-ai'ﬂ not:
something over and above the moving things. ings
themselves are motion.

Causality is not real production: It is only funes
tional interdependence. %:u: cause does not produce
the cffect: - It hasno time to do so.  The cause merely
precedes the effect and the effect merely follows: the.
cause;; Exiftence is cfficiency and efficiency itself is:
the cause. Things arise neither out of self nor out
of not-self nor out of both nor out of neither.- They
are not produced at all. The effects are merely funce
tionally dependent upon their causes.! All ;
therefore, are inactive and forccless (Nicvyipirih Akin-
chit-kardh Sarvadharmih). The seeming contradiction
that Reality is efficiency and that all elements are inactive
is solved by the fact that there is no efficiency over
and above existence, that exiftence itsclf is causal effi-
ciency (Sattaiva-Vyiprtih).

Dharmakirti says that everything is momentary.
Whatever is produced must be destroyed.  Thar which:
comes into exiftence and afterwards ceases to cxist is
called momentary. Reality is annihilation. Change exifts
by itself and always. Reality issuch thatitis momen-
tary. Annihilation or destruction, therefore, does not
require any cause. Because annihilation is uncaused,
it automatically follows everything. Annihilation does
not mean destruction of a positive entity. Hence the
view that a positive entity is ed should be rejected.
So when we say that 2 thing is™ destroyed what we:
really mean is iﬂl a thing 15 momentary.?

Similarly Shintaraksita also observes that all pro-
duced ‘things arc necessarily momentary because they
do not depend for their deftruction on any cause. They.

P 7 T Ay T g e |
Feiey 79 AW ARTH O FAE )
* Praumiina-virtika, i, 280,
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are always and evetywhere independent of any cause
in regard to their destruction, The so-called causes
ﬂ dedtruction are ?rﬂrddy imeﬂimcinm and forceless.¥

entities, hﬂ::F uced, are destroyed. Deftruc=
tion, therefore; does not depend on any camse except
on the fact of being produced.

Shintaraksita and Kamalashila maintain that des-
truction is neither an entity nor a non-entity.  Destruc-
tion is of two kinds. Firstly it means the “momentary
character of a thing”” (Kgana-sthiti-dharma-ripa-vinisha).
This is tmanscendental impermanence. ' it
means “‘disruption”  (Dhvarhsa-ripa-nisha). This is
empirical annihilation. An entity itself, because it
cxifts for a moment only, is called ‘destruction’. This
destruction has a cause. It is only disruption which
ig causeless. Whea we admit that tran tal imper-
manence has a cause what we mean is simply this that
an entity is itself the cause of its destruction
the very fact that a momentary entity is produced implies
that it'is destroyed. There can be no other cause of
its destruction.? “The character of coming immediately
after the thing” (Vastvanantarabhivitva) does not belong
to this destruction beeause this destruction is born al
with the production of the momentary thing itself,
Again, disruption too can have no cause. When we
say that there is empirical annihiladon of a thing what
we mean is simply that the thing is not there. This
destruction does not convey the affirmation of anything.

Thntzhiu%:gi:h'niﬂsfnruﬂbmmuﬂ?hulkd
MOMmentary. is not a time-moment. It is the
character of heing destroyed immediately after being:
produged. The very nature of a thing to disappear
after existing for one moment only is called *Kgana'.
‘That thing which has this pature is called ° %

1 Tattvassagraba, K. 357,

' fig e e faea oy AT | Did, K. 375,

' wEWIRERETET WA SgEar] | 1hid, K. 376
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As a matter of fact there is absolutely no difference
between the momentary character and the thing which
is supposed to possess this momentary character. The
momentary character itself is the momentary thing.
The distinction is entirely a product of the intellect.
It is the creation of the languadge. Though ultimately
unteal this distinction is justified in the empirical world
because the use of words depends on the pure whim

of the speaker.!

Only a momentary thing can exist because it alone

«<an be efficient. A permanent entity is inefficient and
hence unreal. A permanent entity should produce
all its effects simultaneously because the efficient cause
being present there is no reason why its effects should
be delayed. If it is urged that a permanent entity can
produce successive effects because of its association
with successive accessories (Kraminah Sahkarinah),
then the question arises whether the accessories work
by producing a peculiar modification (Atishaya) in the
Ferma.ncnt cause or they work independently. In the
ormer case, is the peculiar modification identical with

ot different from the permanent cause ? - If it is identical,
then it is this peculiar modification, not the permanent
entity, which is the cause ; if it is different, then how
can it be related to the permanent entity? In the
latter case, how can a permanent cause tolerate the
independent functioning of the accessories? Again,
the relation between the permanent cause and its
accessories cannot be of the nature of identity (Tadatmya)
or of productivity (Tadutpatti) because the accessories
ate different from the permanent cause. Nor can it
be of the nature of inherence (Samavaya) because it is
only of the nature of assistance (Upakara). Again,
if the nature of the permanent cause together with
its accessories is the same as without them, then either

! SomEmaeaTiy @e v Twq |

dg=aa @ qisfer ger aq s n
' N i Ibid, K. 388-389.
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the accessories are also permanent and then should
ive rise to simultaneous creation, or else they are

useless. !

The Naiyiyika and the Mimdrsaka ob that
if things are momentary, then the theory of Karma
is thrown overboard, An action is done by one while
its result befalls another. Morcover, how can recogni-
tion be explained since there is no perceiver who
can compare the present with the past ? How can a
momentary cause which does not abide till the produc-
‘ton of the effect, producc it ? How can bondage
* or liberation belong to a monentary entity 2. Are not
all efforts for liberation futile ?

Shintaraksita and Kamalashila reply : Identity
means only similarity, Recogaition I8 due to
memory and mcmn? is due to false imagination.
If an entity perceived now is the same as perceived
previously, then the difficulty is that how can a
cognition of the past apprchend a cogaition of the
present P The mistake is due to intellect. We know
that a ‘flame” js nothing but a serics of different
flames appearing and disappearing evety moment.
Still we call it the ¢same flame”. If is only con-
ventional. Again, the notion of the “doer” or ‘enjoyer’
becomes possible in reference to the supposed ‘unity
of the in or the series’. This unity is only 2
creation of the intellect. It is not real® formula
of causation is ‘this being produced, that is ~produ-
ced’. The preceding states uce the subscquent
states, The cause perishes r it has the
effect, not before. It perishes in the second moment.
The causal efficiency ceases immediately after the

coduction of the effect, The effect is thus produced
the causal cfficiency of the first moment. And
before the production of the effect that efficiency

1 Thid, K. 397-424. © P

® Ihid, 1. 504.
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does nor cease. ‘The Vaibhasikas maintain that the
effect is produced at the third moment, Tn their
view, of course, an effect is produced when the causal
efficiency has ceased. But in our view the cause comes
into cxistence in the first moment and produces the
effect in the sccond moment and  immediately after
producing it the cause ceases to cxist.! Cause and effect
cannot be simultaneous because the cause comes
into existance in the fiest moment before the effect is
E;]admcd. ‘The cause does not produce the effect
holding it, as it were, in a pair o tongs, nor does
the effect arise clinging firmly to the cause, as it were,
like a lover passionately clinging to his beloved, by
reason of which cause and cffect may be regarded as
simultancous.® There is no causal operation separate
from the cause. Causality itsclf is effciency. Causality
means invariable antecedence  (Anantaryaniyama).
Existence means efficiency (Sattaiva Vyiprtil). The
mere - existence of the cause is the efficient causal
operation.  Causc - being  present, -¢ffect necessarily
follows. Causality is the determination of the
succeeding states by the preceding states.® Tn fact,
there is neither a doer nor an enjoyer. There is hone
who ::c:*gmm or remembers. What exists is only
4 series l:l:lm%ing. mental states ; the “unify® of the
series is ‘an illusion. Every Ksapa is a “unique
momentary existent. Persons engrossed in false notions
of the <Soul’ etc, do nu:tuiucciv: this truth. But
those who have  fully ized this wltimate truth
know very well that eyerything is in a tual

flux, that the preceding moments invariab on
determining. the suocwing moments and lfngﬂwing

! GTMISTETY @anh  SwwserAlE
sy T fefee o g o0 Thid, K 512,

*1hid, K. 516-517.
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+this they  perform good deeds.) Bondage, therefore,
means only the series of painful states produced by
ignorance afid the test, and libetation means the

cessation of this series and the musec]nent ity of
mental states produced by right know. e&gc.rm

Indeed, the theory of Momentariness repudistes
“at one stroke all metaphysical permanent entities like
Primordial Matter, Self, God ctec. etc?

Conforming to the two kinds of Prameyas or
objects of cognition—the direct unique Particular given
in pure sensation or pure consciousness-and the in-
direct vague Universal given in thought-construction,
there ate only two valid Pramigas of means of cogni-
tion—Perception (Pratyaksa) and Inference (Anumina).

Eixcposition of Perception :—

According to Nydys, perception is that non-
illusive cognition which is roduced by the contact
of the senses with external objects. For the Svatantra-
Vijadaavadin. external objects do not exist outside of
thought, - Didnaga thegefore  defines perception. as
_devoid of all thonght-determinations, names, universals
ctct The adjeetive “Non-illusive” (Abhrinta) used
by Asafiga is dropped by Dinndga 4s merely sapes-
fluous -meaning onl - e«Non-constructive” which 1dea
1s n.lrmils conveyed. by the adjective. “devoid of all
th t-determinations™ (Kalpuﬂpoqlha{._ The Vaishe-
gika maintains that an object i by five real
A arfragaarg SRR |
T et QT TR A 0 Jbid, K542,

. TS aesfaaEE T |
e i a0 Thid, K544
8 Thid, K. 350.
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Also Randle’s “Fragments from Difeiga”, Frgment A
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predicables—gencrality, particularity, relation, quality and
~action—is given in perception which has two moments,
the first moment consisting of @ pure. sensation
(Alochana-mitra) and the second moment consisting of
determination. The Naiyayika develops this into his
indeterminate (Nirvikalpa) and determinate (Savikalpa)
perception. Difinaga condemns these five predicables
to be mere fictions of the intellect. The only object
of pcrccfgtion is the unique momentary thing-in-itself
shorn of all relations. Dharmakirti reintroduces the
adjective “non-illusive” in the definition of perception
because he thinks it necessary to exclude the sense-
. illusions like the perception of the double-Moon as
distinguished from the illusions of thought. He there-
fore defines perception as devoid of all thought-deter-
minations and illusions.? Shantaraksita and Kamal-
ashila agree with Dharmakirti and define perception
as devoid of illusion and determination which is the
conceptual content.?

Exposition of Inference :—

Inseparable connection or Vyapti is the nerve of
inference. In inference an object is cognized through
its ‘mark’ or a valid ‘middle term’ which has three
characteristics—(1) it is present in | the probandum
(Anumeya), (2) it is also present in that which is like
the probandum, and (3) it is absent in that which is
not like the probandum. Inference for another is a
syllogism. The Nyaya syllogism has five membets :
(1) Thesis, (2) Reason, (3) Example with inseparable
connection, (4) Application, and (5) Conclusion.
Dinnaga and his fgllowers reject Thesis, Reason,
and Conclusion and retain only two—(1) Example with
Inseparable Connection or the General Rule; and
(2) Application which includes Reason and Conclusion.

! seq& $eqAIRHHTH, | Nyayabindu, i, 3.

Pramiana-Virtika, iii, 123,
2 sfwerfedt sdifa: $e™T | Tattva-Sangraba, K. 1214.
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Prof. Dhruva has shown that Difndga cannot be
credited with the invention of Vyipti as “the doctrine
was held ct:fy Nyiya and Vaishegika writers long before
the time of Difindga.™!

It is important to note that for Dinniga and
his followers the wvalidity of inference is only on
the phenomenal plane. Inference has no reference
to ultimate reality which is. indescribable and beyond
a]lmthm:ﬁl&t-détermh;?;nns.h “This whole bus:;]:::.fnﬁ of
probuns probandum”,  observes Didnags, e
mth;ulnﬁanufqmﬂtyundtgosmrofq ty, 4
celation which' is imposed by thought; and it has no
reference to an external existence and non-existence.”®
«Vachaspati Mishra quotes a Buddhist who remarks
that these relations considered as objective realities ate
unfair dealers, who buy goods without ever paying
any equivalent.”?

loference is the work of intellect. A.hbmil:
ultimately it has no reference to Reality, yet in
phenomenal world -its authority is unquestionable.
Refuting the charge of Bhartrhari that inference may
be inﬁgdatcd on account of the difference in condition,
place and time and that an inference which is held
true by some may be found false by others of more
developed intellect, Shantaraksita remarks that a true
inference can never be invalidated l:toﬁI any body®
Similarly Dharmakirti also remarks t fire shall
always be inferred from smoke,® Shintaraksita says
that those who deny the validity of inference involve
themselves in self-contradiction because by their denial
they pre-suppose the validity of inference as they
1 Nyiya-Pravesha: Prof Dhrova ; Introduction, p. xxzi
i qavredy it 7 ¥y gae-
79Ed | Fragment ‘O
* Boddhig Logic ; Stcherbatsky, p. 247.
¢ Tattvasangraha ; K. 1477.
¢ Pramiga-Vartika, iv, 53.
6
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desire that their intention should be inferred from
their words.!

Criticism of other Pramdnss :—The Svarantra-
Vijfanavidins maintain the validity of perception
and inference only. All other Pramigas can be either
reduced to these two or they are no Pramipas at all.
Verbal Testimony (Shabda) is valid only if it can
be tested at the touch-stonc of reason. Analogy
(upamdna) is a combination of petception  and
memory. Implication (Arthipatti) can be easily
teduced to Inference. For example, we can say:

All fat gcrsons who do_aot eat during day, eat

uring night. (Major Premisc)

Devadatta is a fat per who does noteat
«during day. E-Mu:lm: Premisc)

Therefore fat Devadatta eats during night. (Con-
clusion).

Negition (Abhiva) is either a non-entity or else
It is i:urﬁ:ndcd (in Perception.  Other  Pramdnas are
no Praminas at all.

Criticism of the Veda :—The Mimarhsaka maintains
that the Veda is eternal, Words, meanings and their
relationship are all eternal. The injunctions and the
rohibitions of the Veda are all that we need. The
E’cda has neither a before nor an after ; therefore it is
authorless and eternal. Dharmakirti, Shantaraksita and
Kamalashila bitterly criticize this view : The Mimam-
saka says thar ignorance, jealousy, hatred etc. which
are the causes of the unreliability of words are found
in persons. Words of pessons, thecefore, arc unre-
iable. The Buddhist retorts that knowledge, non-jealousy
non-hatred etc. which are the causes of the reliability of
words are found in persons. Words of pezsons,
therefore, ate reliable? It is only a person who can

1 Tattvasadgraha, K. 1456. * Pramina-Vilrtiks, i, 227.
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speak or write or understand words. The Veda itself
cannot reveal its meaning. It is indeed a wondet that
there are people who can uphold such a clearly absurd
view that because we do not remember the authors of
the Veda, thetefore the Veda is not the creation of
persons | Fie on the pitched darkness of ignorance
which pervades this world | This view ¢an be valid

, for the blind followers who are ignorant of
logic.l” By this logic many other works also whose
authors ‘are not known will have to be regarded as
authorless. And absolute reliability shall have to be
attached to those wotds of heterodox outsiders, the
origin of which cannot be traced, and to those
horrible customs of the Mlechchhas or the Parasikas,
like marrying one’s own mother or daughter, the
origin of which is not remembered.? Again, if the
Mimamsaka thinks it his right to give peculiar mean-
ings to such otdinary wozds like ‘Svarga’, “Urvashi’.
ete: which occur in the Veda, then who can reas-
ably check us if we prociam that this sentence of
the Veda—One who desires heaven should petform
sacrifice’; means that ‘One should eat the flesh of a
dog’ or that *Buddha is omniscient’?® The argument
that “because some sentences of the Veda are true
therefore the entire Veda is true is cleatly wrong because
some sentences, even of a trustworthy person, may
be wrong while some sentences, even of an untrust-
worthy person, may be it right. It is only the "true
words of trustworthy persons which do' not contra-
dict our ience that should be tecognized as the
Agamat the Mimarhsaka is really eager to
establish the authority of the Veda, he should try to

1 T EFFARATAAT AT |
Pramana-Vartika, i, 247.
i Tattva-Sangraba, K. 1509.
? Pramiga-Vartika, i, 247; Svaystti, p. 456. Tattva-San-
graha, K. 2447. :
3 Pramiga-Virtika, i, 320, 322 Tattva-Sangraha, K. 3527.
4 Pramina-Virtika, i, 317. ¢ A
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ve that the Veda is the work of some faultless
author of supra-normal vision who has risen above
all ignorance. Indeed, right words embodying truth
and goodness, and emanating from petsons highly
intelligent and meciful do claim validity.!

The authority of inference is unquestionable
in this world. An inference firmly rooted in facts
cannot be set aside by the so-called ‘Revealed Word’.2
The words of the Shastra, the truth of which is
proved by reasoning and the true words of any
other trustworthy person including one-self, are
of equal validity.® Dharmakirti says : in respect to
those things the truth of which can be roved by

tion or inference, even if we ignore the Shastra
there is absolutely no harm. And in respect to those
things, the truth of which cannot be verified by
perception or inference, the Shastra too is impotent.*
Who has made it a rule that for everything one
should take recourse to the Shastra and that without
the authority of the Shastra one should not infer
Gre from smoke ? By whom are the simple-minded
innocent persons, unable to know the truth or false-
hood by themselves, deluded to the belief that for
cverythi.ﬂaﬁ they should fall back on the Shastra? By
whom, alas ! are these terrible fetters of the Shastra
imposed upon the innocent folk 25 . A husband with
his own eyes saw his wife in an undesirable position
with another person. When he rebuked her, she
cried addressing her friends—Oh friends, see the

1 Tattva-Sanigraha, K. 2400, 3123, 2402.
* Tbid, K. 2439.
3 Pramina-Vartika, iv, 93.
4 Tbid, iv, 106.
s 30 & ared araiata feafa |
giEt 997 e U
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utter folly of my husband. He relies on his bubble-
like eyes and refuses to believe the words of his
fai wife’] To have blind faith in every word of
the Shastra even at the expense of perception and
inference is like believing a corrupt woman at the
cost of one’s own eyes.!

Criticism of the Categories of Nydya-Vaishejika:—

A substance (Dravya) is neither the same as fiot
different from its qualities (Guna). When we perceive
anything, say a cloth, we see only the gqualities like
colour, length, breadth, thickness, smoothness etc., we
do not see any material substance.2 There are also
no “wholes’ or ‘composite objects’ apart from patts.
Only parts are real because we pesceive only patts,
attributes, qualities. Without seeing the dewlap, horas,
hoofs etc, we do not see ‘the cow.” If ten pieces of

d are heated into a lump, there is no difference in
the weight. If the ‘whole’ has anything besides the
parts, the weight of the lump should have increased.
And if the ‘whole’ is nothing over and above the
parts, then the ten different pieces of gold should be
called 2 lump.3

Again, if there are eternal atoms, then because -
they always remain the same, all things should be
produced from them either now ot never, either all
at once or mot at all. The laymen imagine a ‘mass’,
a ‘composite object’ a ‘whole’; and. people who do
not understand the real nature of reality, on the basis
of this ‘mass’ assume atoms, In fact the word ‘subs-
tance’ and the wotd ‘atom’ ate only conventional ;
we may give the name ‘“Lord” to a begger I*

1 Pramiana-Virtika-Svavrtti, p. 613.

% Pramina-Virtika, iii, 202, 335; Tattva-Sangraha, 'K. 565.
3 Pramina-Vartika, iv, 154-158.

¢ Tattva-Sangraha, K. 552, 603, 604
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: he six categorties and . theic propesties eannot
be related. The relation between them can be neither
of -conjunction which is_ restricted to substance, not
of inherence.! When “substance’ does not exist, then
I'Eﬂil.ies etc. which depend on it also do not exist.

e telation of inherence toa by which the qualities
are supposed to be related to the substance is 2 myth.

The mgorr of action (Karmd) is also unreal
because things being momentary have no time to
wove. And ifgthings are permanent, they canfiot move.
Tt miotion is the essence of mover, fest is impossible ;
i motion 15 the esiédee 6f non-moyer, motion s
jmipossible. Tf 4 thing moves at ome time and does
ot Mva'nt:ﬁthﬁ: then it will be two different
things.  Thus wh thirigs ar¢ momentary Of per-
mangnt, says Shirtaraksita, motion is in both d;’:tés
an impossibility3 .

Beécause thicre are no “substances’ there can be
no specifie particalars (Vishesa). They are mere
moihents. -

Inherénee (Samiviya) is supposed to be the rela-
tion between the parts and the whole and it is held
to be eternal because its cause is not known. But
patts do not exist apart from the whole ‘and there
# no ‘whole over and above its parts. If cloth is
different from thréads then it should appear in pot-
gherds also; and iFeloth is not different fl:;m threads
the ‘latber should ‘be called cloth. Apain, if inherence
is eteenal, then all things should become eternald

The refuration of - the - eategories of substance,
qualitics amd motion implies the refutation of che
category of ‘Universal’ (S3minya) which is supposed

3 Thid, K. 574-575.

* Thid, K. 692-707.
3 Thid, K. 835, 836, 854.
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6 reside in the above three categories. The Univer-
sal in 2 mere figment of the imagination. Dinndga
says: “It is great dexterity that what (the universal)
resides in one place should, without moving from
that place, teside in what comes to exist in a m
other than that place. It is joined with this thi
(which is now coming into existence) in the place
where the thing in question is ; and yet it does not
fail to pervade the thing which is in ket place. 1s
not this very wonderful? It does not g there—and
it was not there before; and it is there after-
wards—although it is not’ ma i and does not
quit its former receptacle. - What a series of difficul-
des”)  Words, ~says Dharmakirti, depend on mere
usage. Reality is the individual cows ; ‘the universdl
cow is a figment of the imagination. The reality
of the absolutely dissimilar individuals is covered by
the imagined universal., The universal therefore 15
the result of the covering’ (samvrti) of the intellect.®
Tt is only a practical necessity. If every individual
was to be named, mames would have enormously
increased. This work would have been impossible
too. Moreover, it would have been fruitless. ‘There-
fore in order to differentiate similar individuals of
a socalled commuinity from individuals of other com-
munities, the wise persons resorted to conven i
names and coined the Universal® Similarly Shiinta-
roksita also says that the universal is @ mere conven-
tion. People use the term ‘cow” (Go) in

an object which serves the purpose of yiclding milk
ete. ‘!l‘hus a convention in regard to that term is
established. Tt is a mere nameld

1 Randle : Fragments from Dindiga, Frg. Q.; Translation
Randle's. ;

7 arfy 7 = el YT A W
gt o Aot | srawEatT: i
* Pramiine-Virtika, i, 6971 1hid, i, 70.

} Pramiiga-Virtiks, 4, 139.
¢ Tatrva-Sangrahs, K. 727-728.
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itv is the unique and absolutcly dissimilar
i thing-in-itself. Intellect, words, names,
mwt even muchm wtpoic business n;
the and the s, of substanse an
qualities, of unity and difference, belongs to the
empitical reality, not to the absolute momentary
thing-in itself. Reality neither gets united nor does
it differ. Tt cannot be the object of discursive intel-
lect. Reality is one particular thing-in-itself ; how
can intellect which is dE:‘Ersiry grasp it?1 It cannot
be grasped by names and concepts for it transcends
l-mF.mgc and intellect.? No object of finite thought
will resist ultimate scrutiny. It is because the intellect
cannot even touch Reality, that the wise persons have
declared that the more an object of in is diale-
ctically examined the more will it give way.?

Exposition of the Doctrine of Apoha :—

Difiniga says that all words, all names, all
concepts ate necessarily relative and 50 unreal, A
word can be described only negatively. It can express
its meaning only by tejecting the opposite meaning.
A ‘Cow’ means a ‘0ot non-cow.” Names give us
universals which arc purely imaginary. Names, there-
fote, ate illusory and negative. They do not touch
Reality which is real and affirmative though ulti-
mately it transcends both affirmation and negation, nay,
all categories of the intellect, Dharmakird too has

1 Pramina-Virtika, i, 80, 85, 86, 87, 88, 90, 93, 129, 136;
iv, 183-184, :
m:r o=y TaaTgl: TEATIONT: |
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repeatedly  stressed that the thing-in-itself is beyond
language and intellect and that names and concepts
are purc imagination. They express themselves only
through negation. Shintaraksita also observes that
conceptual notions and verbal expressions have no
real basis, ‘Their only basis is the purely subjective
imagination.* The very essence of unique existents
is that the object of a word is never apprehended.
Neither the tlung-i.n—itse]f. nor the universal, nor the
celation to the universal, nor something which
possesses the universal, nor the form oft he cogni-
u‘dnofthtnhjdctﬁnmﬂybcmﬂedtb:impoﬂtf
words. The thing-in-itself cannot be denoted by
words for it is beyond all convention, language and
intellect. And others are only a figment of the
imagination,®

The Naiydyikas and the Mimdrhsakas say that
the Buddhists in maintsining that the word ‘cow’
denotes the universal ‘negation of the noa-cow”
admit, by this very expression, the reality of the
aniversal ‘cow’ as an eatity. In fact, non-existence
implies existence and negation necessarily pre-supposcs
affirmation. The cognition of the meaning of wo
is always positive ; it is never of the nature of Apoha.
If the negation of a negation is different from it then
it is a positive thing; if not; then cow becomes the
same as the non-cow.

Shintaraksita and Kamalashila in refuting these

jecti re :—Negation is. of two kinds;
El; Relative negation or exclusion (Paryuddsa) and
2) Absolute negation or denial (Nisedha). Relative
negation too is of two kinds ; () due to difference
of idea (Buddhyitma), and LE] duc to difference
of object (Arthitma)® In fact, things are absolutely

t Tartva-Sadgraha, K. 869 ; Pramiina-Victika, i, 73.

* Tattva-Sangraba, K. 870-872.
3 Tartva-Sangraha, K. 1004.
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dissimilaf, yet on account of certain well-defined poten-
cies. (Niyata-Shakti) some of them become the basis
of the conception of similarity. - On account of this
basis there arises a reflaction (Pratibimbaka) in cogni-
tion which is wrongly grasped-as ‘an object.’ Apoha
is the conception of this reflection. The denotative
function of the: word consists only in the production
of this refiection. When this reflection is cognized,
the ‘exclusion of other objects’ follows by implication
(Simarthya).  The notion of ‘other objects’ is mot
a part of the reflection. Thus only the relative nega-
tion is directly cognized while the absolute negation
is indirectly cognized by implication. Thus we see
that there i$ po affirmation without negation.!

Apoha is the denotation of the word ; the posi-
tive universal is a false creation of the intellect. Truly
speaking, words are neither synonymous nor not-

nonymous because they denote neither unity nor
;{um:lltf. In fact unity and plurality belong to real
things only. Exclusions are cognized by ‘concep-
tual contents which are the result of conventional
i . And these conceptual conteats only, aot

ings, differ among themsclves: Things-in-themselves
are neigther unified nor diversified ; it is only the
conceptual content that appears as diverse.? The
object ‘cow’ and the object: *non-cow’ both are
separate realitics. Their reality s  well-established.
It is only the word which is unreal because it depends
on the pure whim of the person using it Words'
.do not cognize external objects. They c:;gmzc only
their own reflections, And on account of the force
of ignorance words mistake their own internal reflec-
tions to be external objects.  This is all that they can
do. Words cannot even touch the object. No

» Thid, K. 1005-1006, 1011-1020.
! Fewwat graa 7 faos 9 T )
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Thid, K. 1047, 1049. Also Pramiina-Virtiks, i, 88.



. SVATANTRA-VIJRANAVADA 99

object can be denoted as qualified by Apoha.! Words
can reflect individuals only and so the individuals
may be denoted by words. But wotds cannot reflect
universals. So universals can be neithet denoted not
excluded by words. And even if they are excluded
they canno: become real. When a thing excludes
another, it is called its Apoha. But by this, neither
the thing becomes negative nor does the Apoha
zeally become positive? Thus the ‘cow’ which is
a ‘negation of the non-cow’ is a positive entity and
is differn¢ from the nmon-cow. But from the pheno-
menal stand-point, Apohas are recognized as positive
and so they cannot be taken to be mere non-
entities.  From the ultimate stand-point however
there can be no object which may be denoted - by
Apoha for there is neither that which denotes nor
that which is denoted. Things being momentary,
all this business is impossible.?® :

Criticism of the Primiordial Matter (Prakyti) of Sanklya:—

The Sankhya maintains the existence of an
eternal Praksti,  Pradhana or Avyakta, because all
individual things are limited and finite, because they
imply ‘a common ' cause, because one eternal Matter
transforms itself into various evolutes, because there
is a distinction between cause and effect and because
the unity of the universe points to a single cause.
The effect, therefore, must pre-exist in the cause.
Five reasons are adduced for the doctrine of Satkarya-
vada = (1) The non-existent, like ‘the ‘sky-lotus, can-
not be produced; (2) the cause is always implied ;
(3) everything cannot be produced by everything ;

it fafarees "
Ibid, K. 1066-1067. Also Pramina-Vartika, i, Bﬂ, 136..
2 Ibid, K. 1082, . & o i 3 Ibid, K. 1089,
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(4) the cfficient alone can produce that for which it
is efficient ; and (5) the effect is the essence of the

cause.

Shintaraksita and Kamalashila criticize this
doctrine as follows : The arguments adduced by Sad-
khya against Asat-kiryavida can be urged with equal
fofce apainst its Satkdryavida. We can say that the
effect snntprt—existinthcmusebecauw(ljﬂ}e
existent cannot be produced as its production will
be a vain repetition ; if curd pre-exists in milk then
milk should taste like curd; (2) because there is
nothing to be produced, there can be no implication
of the cause and so (3) no specific cause; (4) no
efficient cause ; and (5) no essence or operation of
the cause.!

To us Asat-kiryavida too is 2 misnomer. We do
not advocate the production of a non-entity. What
is produced is a tl%qg itself which, before its produc-
tion, was non-existent. Reality itself is cfficient
causation. Production means ‘becoming a thing.’
This production has no connection with existence ot
non-existence. It is rclated only to a non-cxistent
concept. ‘The seed of this conception is the fact that
a thing which exists for one moment only was non-
existent in the grmding moment. Production is the
‘own essence’ of a thing which exists for one moment
only, irrespective of all connection with the past and
the future. In fact there is no non-existent entity
which can be produced ; the view that the non-xistent
is produced is therefore purely imaginary.®

Again, even if the three ities are admitted, the
existence of an eternal i is not proved. An
eternal is inefficient and can pever be a cause. Then
creation should be simultaneous. ' If accessories are

L [hid, K. 16-21.
2 |bid, K. 32-33; Padjikd, pp. 32-33.
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admitted, then either they, and not the eternal Matter,,
are the causes or else they are useless! Again, it is
highly absurd that Praksti knows only to perform
and not to t.ﬂjg{. Again, according to our view every
thing cannot be produced out of everything because
the potency in the causes varies. So without taking
recourse to Praketi, we can explain the diversity
in efficcts and causes by diversity in the potencies®

Criticism of God (Ishvara) :—Dharmakirti says that
an eternal God cannot be regarded as the cause of
this world. To Chaitra, 2 wea causes a wound
and 2 medicine heals that up. Both the weapon and
the medicine are regarded as causes because they ate
momentary and capable of successful activity. God
is neither momentary nor is He efficient. 1f the
opponent is so fond of taking an inactive and ineffi-
cient entity like God to be the cause of this world,
he should “better hold a dry trunk of a tree as the
cause of this universe. God is eternal and so He
cannot change. And unless He changes, He cannot
be a cause. Morcover, it is difficult to understand
as to why an eternal God should acquire the power
to become the cause only at a particular time when
He starts the creation. effect arises from a combi-
nation of causes and conditions. Now, if any other
thing except that particular combination is wrongly
] as the casue of that effect, then infinite
‘segress is bound to creep in.  We shall have to search
for a cause of God Himself and then another cause
of that cause and so on ad infinitum. The argument
of the opponent that creation implies the tor,
.E:Lﬂs a pot implies a potter is answered by Dharma-

i by puml.;-;]g out that though an effect pre-supposes
a cause, yet all effects do not pre-supposc the same
cause otherwise from fog we shall infer fire and ‘even
an ant-hill will be regarded as the work of a

! Thid, K. 19:20; Also Pramiga-Viriks, i, 166-167.
* Thid, K. 45.
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city to. produce an effect lies in

tter, The
e gs like

a combination of causes, not in eternal thin
God!

Shantaraksita and Kamalashila also point out that
when there are no composite objects in this world,
how can there be an Intelligent Being who is
supposed to produce them? It is like proving that
an ant-hill is the creation of a potter. Even objects
like houses, Stair-cases, gates, towers etc. are made
by persons who ate many and who have fleeting
ideas. If the oppopeat means only this that all
effects presuppose an intelligent cause, we have no
auarrel with him because we also maintain that  this
diverse universe is the result of .intelligent actions,
We ~only refute his one Intelligent and Eternal
Creator. Logically his eternal Creator should have
His own cause and this cause should have ~another
cause and so on ad infinitum. Again, either God is
a non-entity like a  sky-lotus ~aad so incapabie of
producing anything, ot else the entire creation should
be simultancous. If God depends on ‘accessories, He
is not independent ; If He does not, then creation

should be simultaneous.?

~ Again, why should God create this world at all?
if He s determined by some one clse, He'is not free.
If he is prompted by compassion, He should have
made this world absolutely happy and not full of
misery, poverty, grief and pain. Moteoves, before
creation there wete no objects for whom compassion
might have been felt by god. Again, if He is guided
in creating and destroying this wotld by good or bad
actions of persoms, then he is not free. If He creates
the world through sport, then He is not even master
of His own amusement as He depends on His playful
instincts. 1f creation is due to His very existence of

1 Praméga-Vartika, i, 12-28.
2 Tattva-Sadgraha, K. 56-87.
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nature, then there must be¢ simultaneous Pmdur:dm
If He has no power to create in the begit ing, He
cannot acquire 1t . If it is said that like a
goidcr gradually producing webs outof its very natare,
d also  gradually produces this world out of His
very nature it is wrong, because a spider does oot
its wery natare, produce webs. What produces
is the saliva which comes out of the mouth of
the spider on account of its eager desire to  cat
insects. If it is said that creation emanates from God
uninteationally, thea how can God be called intcligent 2
Even a fisherman thinks twice before he acts.!

‘The arguments which refute Pralerti and Ishvara,
also refute their joint cansality as admitted by Yoga.

Nor can creation be af ramdom without mry cause.
Even the lotus and its filaments, sharpness o thorns,

beauty of peacock-feathers ete. are caused by secds,
earth, water etc.?

Critivismr of Brahman :—TIF it is maintained that
Brahman in itself is an undifferentidted unity and
s as diversity only because of Tgnorance, then
we urge, say Shintaraksita and Kamalashila, that this
wnity is aeither proved by perception nor by inference.
Moreover, Brahman cannot .cven produce a cogmi=
tion, for consciousness is succesive and momentary.
Brahman is thercfore like the son of a barren woman.
mnﬂmhmm is always of the nature of Pure
sonsciousness, then Ignorance and ifs result
bondage are i ible. All persons without the
least effort on their part will be emancipated.  Again
if Ipnorance is regarded as the essential nature

Brahman, then liberation will be impossible. i
Igﬂnrmu:;-' cannot be viewed as mmquing apmbﬁ
and independent of Brahman for then the monism

1 bid, K. 156-169. e
* Ihid, K. 113-115; Also Pramiga-Virtika, i, 180-182.
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will be destroyed. Further, it is improper to describe
Jgnorance an ‘Indescribable’, or even as somcthing
'wgl?lnth can be described ‘neither as existent nor as
non-existent,” because in order to be an entity, Igno-
rance must be either existent or non-existent.
Again, because Brahman is one, so bondage of onc
means the bcmdnfﬁ of all and liberation of one means
the liberarion of all.

For us, on the other hand, Ignorance is a dis-
position or force of false attachment. For us bondage
means a series of defiled cognitions produced by
Ignorance, while liberation means series of pure
cognitions produced by Right Knowledge?

Criticism of the Self (Atman) ;

(a) Of the .j'ﬂ?' of the Follawers of the Upanigads : The
Advaitins who follow the Upanisads® maintain that
one eternal Consciousness is the only reality which
illusorily appears as subject and as object. Shantarakgita
says that this view contains only a very slight error
and that error is that this Pure Self which is Pure
Consciousness is regarded as efermal® We perceive
only changing cognitions and 50, a from them
there is no cognition, If were only
one eternal consciousness, then how can the diverse
cognitions be explained ? They - too will have to be
cognised all at once. If ultimate reality is one eternal
consciousness, then all distinction between wrong and
right knowledge, between bondage and liberation will
be wiped off. ~And all Yogic practices for right know-
ledge and consequent liberation will be use]%ss.‘

1 Thid, K. 144-151, 544 ; Also Paiijikd, 74-75 ; Also Pramiga-
Viirtika, ii, 202-205.

* yEaeemrae e e | Padjikd, p. 123,

* Fwmwrerrad g @A frematfed: | Tanva-Sasgrabe, K. 330.

4 Tbid, K, 328-335.
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() Of the Self of Nydya-Vaishegika: This School
maintains that our ideas must have a self which
knows them and in which all our desires, feelings
and ideas inhere. Shantaraksita and Kamalashila point
out that knowledge does not require a knower for
its illumination, nor do desires, feelings and ideas
require a receptacle like material things, for they are
regarded as immobile by the opponents. Consciousness
itself when associated with the notion of the Ego
is called the Self. It has only phenomenal reality.
Ultimately it denotes nothing.! Desires, fcrlinﬁa and
ideas are momentary and arise in succession like the
material seed, sprout and creeper etc. They do not
need any permanent sclf to inhere.?

(¢) Of the Self of Mimanisd :—Kumdrila maintains
that just as a snake remains a snake, though some-
times it may assume ]ﬂ cniled]f and sometimes @
straight posture, similarly the self is essentially of the
nim%: of eternal and pure Consciousness, j‘rtl:u:lrl::
it may Jms through many phases of feelings, voli-
tions and thoughts. Self-consciousness proves the
existence of the and the fact of recognition fepu-
diates the No-soul theory. To this the Buddhists
object that if the Self is regarded as one eternal
Consciousness, then all cognitions will have to be
regarded as one and eternal. Kumirila replies that
the diversity of cognitions is due to the diversity of
objects. Just as fire which has the nature of burning
burns only those combustible objects which are pre-
sented to it or just as a mirror or a crystal, though
it has the power to reflect, reflects only those objects
which are put before it, similarly the Self, though it
is of the nature of eternal consciousness, apprehends
only those sensc-data which are presented to it by
sense-otgans. The Buddhists retort that if cognitions

b T et A |
e, wegTew 4 frotser @ fred o Ihid, 204,
? Thid, K. 191-217.

6
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are influcaced by, the changing functions. of the:seasc-
organs, and the,sensc-objects, they: cagaot; be: regarded,
as; one and eternal. Morpover;) diversity of cogni-
tions in dreams and hnilluummtmﬁ where- ?Ewe_u.pn_.
obiective, . counterpatt- will, not: be. e ined n,
ifbge. butns all mrd:u;ﬂhh._‘ahppts,ﬁbthﬂ. ‘:ﬁlr_
world. will be at once, reduecd.to - ashes. Again, a
migror ot a crystal which is itsclf momentary. 15 only
an, . to, produce - an illusory image.

if the changi feelings, volitions and- thoughts etc.
are idmticnfu:ugilh the Self, then, the Self will not be
permanent ; and if they. ate different:from the Sclf,
then how. can their change, affect the Self 2. Again,,
the simile of the snake s also. wrong.  The, snake,
becomes coiled etc, because it is itsclf momentary.

Had it been anent: like. the  Self? it could bave
never changed.. In fact. the. Self, or the. ego-notion is.
due to begianingless. ignosance, There is, no.appre-

header of the.- notion of the ‘T, Hengce there 15 no.
knower. Recognition-is based- on, the, false notion  of;
mquzy_,md it, cannot prove the cxistenes of the Self.1

(d) Of fh..i"ﬁ'qf Sandhya :—Sankhya also. main-
tains that; the Self| is pure and eternal CONSEOUSNESS:
and is, different E:c:;:ﬂ buddhi or thc:gcgfuﬂ;y;- &?:,{;
cognition. Against this, view it is. urged, by
Buddhists. that if  the Self only enjoys what iy reflected -
in- buddhi, then,are these. reflections-identical. with or:
different. from the Self2 If identical, then the Self
should, also  change. with the: reflections; if, pet,
then, the Self-capnet enjoy, them. Aguin, if actions.
belong-to. buddhi,while fruits, belong ta- the Self; then
the chasge of. vicatious suffering-stands.  Again, if;it is.
saic, that. Prakgii and | Purusa. work together like the
blind aad the lame, and that. Praksti. gives: fruits. to
Purusa according -to his, desices; thea how: is it: that.
many times an intense desire for a thing is felt

but the desited thing is; absent?- Agsin; at the time

' Thid, K. 241-283.
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of enjoyment, if there is. medification, ia the: Purusa,
he is not etesnal; and if there is 0o medificasion in
him, he cannot be the enjoyer and  Praksti, cam: be of
no help to him. Moseover, if i brings abowt
this, diverse; creation in, accordance with the; Selfls.
sdesire. to see”, then how can Praksti, be called
Uanconscious ? To hold, . that Praketi only knews t@
prepar: delicious dishes, but docs, not know 0. €at
them -is. highly. absuzd!

_ 15 . 15, 00 1
T s diactied " a5 the, Selfis We 1 onlp:
object to its being called  edarnal.® ‘

(¢) Of the Self of the Jainas :—The Jainas like the
Miimdhsakas . maintain that. the Self is , Consciousness,
But they regard,. it as; an Identity-in-difference. As,
substance (Dravya), it is. identity -and  is inclusive
Anugamitmaka); anpd  as,  “successive, factors”
EPnryiya). it is diversity and is exclusive (Vy@vritimat),
just as 2 Man-Lioa (Nara-Sitba), though one, has a
doublé nature: But this view-is absurd. Either pure
identity alone or pure différence alone can be logically
maintained. BDtlI: capnot: exist side by side: im¢ the
same entity, Man-lion toe is not. of a double natuge,:
He  i5 osly -an aggregate of fleeting atoms.? :

The shameless-and naked Jainas,, says Dhasrmas
kirti, make such nen-sensical. and  coatmdictory:
remarks that Reality is bath existence and. pop-existence,
unity and. plusality, inclusion: and cxclusion. If it is
so then curdsis curduas, well as a camel. Thea, when,
a.person is asked to cat curd, he shuld run to. catia,
a-camel 1

' Thid, K. 288-300..
* sy syewrerey firersiy 7 A & )

frered arew gATAREATE: ARAETT 1L Thid, K. 302 305.
3 Thid, K. 311-327. 4 Pramina-Virriks, i, 182:185,



108°  DIALECTIC IN BUDDHISM AND VEDANTA

Qf the Self of the Varsiputriyas ~—These Hinayi-
nim,('qnys Shinﬂfdaith even though they call them-
selves Buddhists [S:ugatarhmmyﬁi uphold the Sclf
under the name of the Pudgala and declare it to be
neither identical with nor different from the five skan-
dhas, to be neither rcal nor unreal and hence to be
indescribable. They should know that the Pudgala is
like a sky-lotus; ‘it is ultimately unreal. In order
to be an ‘entity’ a thing must be either real or unreal,
Oaly 2 non-entity like a sky-lotus can be called
‘indescribable’.) Efficiency or successful activity is the
definition of existence. Only 2 momentary thing can be
efficient and therefore real. The indescribable cannot
be called an existent entity. Great persons like
Vasubandhu etc. have successfully lained the
seeming contradictions in the scriprure pointing
out that the a tly contradictory teachings of the
Mﬁﬁﬂ&m ue to his Excellent Skill, that he
provisionally taught the existence of the Pudgala only
to remove the fn%sc notion of non-existence.®

Criticism of External Objects and Excposition of the Doctrine
that Reality is Pure Consciousness —

Difindga in his Alambana-pariksd eriticizes  the
atoms of the Vaibhasikas and of the Vaishesikas
and the arguments used by him are similar to those
used by Vasubandhu in his Vimshatiki. Conscious-
ness is the only rca]il.év. The so-called external objects
do not exist independently and outside of conscious-
ness. Consciousness manifests  itself as the subject
as well as the object. The so-called 'external object
is the ‘knowable-aspect’ (Grihya-bhiga) or the
'nb?::ty-mndirjon' {ﬁhmbamppr;:tjraya} of cong::iaumcss.
Its objectivity is not denied for it is said to appear
as object 1o the knowing subject. Only its objectivity
does not fall outside a? consciousness. The opponent

! Tatrva-Safigraha, K. 339.
* Ibid, K. 348,
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objects that if the object is a2 part of consciousness
appears simultancously with it, then how can
it be a condition to consciousness itself ? Du\nﬁ: :
answers this by pointing out that the object,
essence of which is consciousness and which is only the
knowable-aspect of consciousness, appears as if it 18
something external and also serves as a condition; t0
consciousness because of its invariable association with
consciousness and also because of its transmitting; the
force in succession. The sense-organ is only the
force mmuum which force acts as an auxili
cause to enable consciousness to manifest itself. This
force is not something opposed to consciousness for
it is inside consciousness itself. | Thus the object
which is only the kaowable-aspect of consciousness
and the sense-organ which is only the force of con-
sciousness go on determining each other from begin-

ningless time.l

Dharmakirti also asserts that an object is nothing
but relative existence and the latter is nothing but
dependence on causes and conditions.  The form
in which consciousness manifests itself under, causes
and conditions is called an ‘external object’.® The
diversity among inrellccts is due to the different mental
dispositions (Sarhskira) ot forces (Visand), and not
i': the vf;cé-cnlir:d plurality of external objects.® ‘When it

that consciousness itself appears as an object,
Dhiarmakir says that he himself does hot know through
what beginningless ignorance an external object is
taken to be real ¢ Indeed to -those whose = vision
is blurred b mn.?qsnullmnd tsherds look
like coins and pebbles look like diamonds I* It is only
when philosophers, like elephants, close their eyes

t gqeeadaed fg affsawmed | Alambans-Parksd, K. 65
» EHESIKT | Smew  pelERTATTINEYETE
* Ibid, iii, 353, b i
& Thid, iii, 355

F »
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from the ultimate t:iemd descend on the pheno-
‘plane that they mamﬂnb‘}nctsnsnpmu:nl
17 Reality 15 Purc Consciousnéss. 1t manifests
itself mtc:rm,ﬂ as subject and externally as ohje::t.
But thv dis&ncuon Between internal  and  external
“ Consciousness - itself,  Consciousness is :
mmfc;l:aﬁnn as mb]cd and o
reality. 'Ihc

i\‘.ﬁd the o qspcct of Cnnsdnnsness are
ﬂnﬂy felafive. "Oné without the othér is unteal.
which' is ' this non-dusl Pure Cnnscmumm
transcends  the subject-object duali
“which' “can _ be defined, which can
the ‘categories of intelleet is an
‘and does not outside the subject-object
' ' m—ym’ ?;acﬁmbl gt 'gcdmﬂ ﬂzgu;;
ff r are’ [l L]
Ignorance that the Non-dual Pure Cnnsuoumc::slﬁpeﬂ!
as the duality of the subject and the object.5 Like the
external object, thcdmteéim] subjéct is also e el unreal,
is't -potion and is the root-cause of all s
“?]::ﬁa is Sélflurminous Consciousness; all 'E:npmfi
tigs ‘atp 3 nttm' :

Shantaraksita/ . and i{nmﬂniﬁis call yes
Nm-vwdm uphalders of .
iktafmnkly confesses that tl

fhﬁi thﬂt Pure iousness is the ultimate

W""‘TF’“‘ ml bid, i, 2

. 0 Thid, iii, 219.
eln -miu,m.sﬂ
s Ybid, iif, 213,
- ‘Muﬂi

WWWI

wrErgwd oAt wwad 0 Thid, iil§34.
* Ibid, i, 196. &
» saErchd faret SpeamrE wen 0 Ibid, i, 208,
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has been <cleatly established by eminent Acharyas like
Vasubandhu in his Vijdaptimatrata-siddhi and like

Dinndga in his Alambana-- s3, and that so far as
uitimate reality is concm'm;ni::k is following the same
th.) Whether consciousness arises as ‘formless (Amit-
gﬁim) or -with form (Sanirbhasa) or with something
else (Anyanirbhasa), ‘the fact is that it can never
cognize any external ‘object for ‘the simple reason that
such object does not really ‘exist.? Comscioustiess
needs nothing else for apprehension.  Self-conscioustiess
means ‘the ‘non-unconscious character of
consciousness. It means that knowlenge ‘is essentiall
self-luminous. The objection of Kumirila that the
cognition is illaminative yet it needs a potent external
object for its function of apprehension is ‘answesed
by pointing out that there is no distinction bétween
cognition and lits function, that cognition means appre-
hension of the object and that therefore it needs
neither any other function nor any external object.®

Conscioushess ultimately ‘transeends the subject-
object duality. It ds “without a second’ (Advaya).
It meeds meither a knowing subject mor a knowa
object. ' It is ‘essentially self-luminousé The objection
of Bhadanta Shubhagupta that for proving that Cons-
ciousness is the ultimate reality the argument given is
that consciousness is essentially consciousness, which
is no argument at all, is answered by pointing out
that consciousnes is essentially self-luminous and no
external object can be regarded as self-luminous.
External object, therefore, cannot be seal. It is only
a knowahle-aspect of consciousness which on account
of ignorance appears as #f it is something external.

2 Ibid, K. 1999.
3 Ibid, K. 2017, 2022,
4 Ibid, K. 2079.
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Though a part of consciousness, it becomes' a
condition to consciousness because it is invariably
associated with. it.! - Pure Consciousness is self-lumi-
nous and by its very nature is the essence of true
knowledge. ~All impurities come from outside. Cons-
ciousness, therefore, is essentially self-consciousness
because it is self-luminous and free from all imposi-
tions.2 Consciousness really transcends the subject-
object duality. “Neither the subject nor the object is
ultimately real. The Buddhas have therefore declared
consciousness to be free from these two aberrations.
Who will entertain a wrong notion about conscious-
ness unless he be confused with duality and deter-
mination ? This pure Consciousness is in fact the
Pure Self. True know. consists in the realization
of this Pure Self. (Vishuddhitma-darshana) and it
arises when it is known that Ultimate Reality is Pure
Consciousness which is devoid of all adventitious
impurities.# This is the Highest Truth taught by the
Buddha, the Expounder of Truth. It is the cause of
all Prosperity and Ultimate Good. It is the true
Dharma for the wise people have declared that to be
Dharma from which Prosperity and Ultimate Good
result. It has not been realized by the Non-Buddhist

Keshava (of the Gita) and others.®

Exposition of the Buddha :—

With all religious fervour, Dharmakirti salutes
the Buddha whom he declares to be Pure Conscious-
ness transcending all categories of the intellect
(Vidhitakalpanijala) ; from whom rays of Conscious-

1 Tbid, K. 2082-2083.

* Thid, K. 3435, 3437.

3 Tbid, K. 3536, 3538.

¢ qaae g ava ag faaraae |
FrTFASTaaaATIEaaA 1 Ibid, K. 3535.

5 Ibid, K. 3486, 3540.



SVATANTRA-VIJNANAVADA 113

ness burst forth in  every direction (Samantas-
phuranatvit) ; who is Pure Existence (Dharmakdya);
who is and Pure Bliss (Gambhisodira-mird,
i. e. Sambhogakiya); and who is full of compassion
on all sides (Samantabhadra, i. e. Nirmdnakiya.)!
But in strict conformity with his acute logic he is
forced to say that the Buddha is absolutely reliable,
not because he is omniscient, but because he possesses
true knowledge, because he knows and prescribes the
means to achieve true knowledge to realize what is
good and what is bad? Dharmakirti thus denies
omaiscience cven to the Buddha, The Buddha is reliable
because he sesses true  knowle (JAdnavin),
because he is full of compassion nikah) and
because he is overwhelmingly kind (Dayivin). His
words are not false because, having realized true
knowledge and the right path, he has prescribed them
for all to practice A rcliable person should be
neither omaiscient nor farsighted. Omniscience in
this world is impossible and if farsightedness is to
be the criterion of truth, then let us all adore the

valtures [

Shantaraksita however, strongly differs from
Dharmakirti on this point and emphatically declares
the Buddha to be Omniscient. The Mimamsaka
argues that an omniscient Being is impossible. One
cannot know even all the atoms the hair of
one’s body, how can one claim to know everything ?
Of course one may call him “All-knowing™ (Sarva t{
who knows the meaning of the word *All" ﬁ:rw}
Moreover, if Buddha is omniscient, why not Kapila ?
And if both, why the difference between their teach-
ings ? It is possible for more intelligent gcrmm to
know something more but not everything. By practice

I Pramiiga-Virtika, i, 1.
* Ihid, ii, 32.

3 Ibid, ii, 145-146,

4 Thid, ii, 33.
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one ‘may jump sbout 15 feet in the sky; but surely
one ‘cannot jump over 8 miles, though isc one

for inmemerable times. It s said that the Buddha
is like the Chinimani Jewel and when he sits in
mediration, even the walls freely proclaim ’his teach-
inps. Such absurd statements can be believed only
by those who have blind faith. We arc not blind
followets. We want Teasons.?

The obejections of the Mimfirhsaka are answered
by Shantaraksita and Kamalashila ‘thus :—

Tt is wrong to say that because the Omniscient
Being is mot percéived therefore he does not exist:
Mere non-a ension cannot prove the non-exis-
tence of a thing. Evenif his is not proved
there should be anly dowbt about his existence, not
certdinty about his non-cxistence.?  Moreover, we
?Sntain_ﬂ;;tbm ommsrdjn;;'rcm Being e}:;ists. He cannot

reelv o y people. How can a person
ngivc the (}'Jmniscitnt ﬁfg he himself th:umes
mniscient. Only the saints can directly realize him.
Or the Omniscient Being, being Self-luminous, Him-
self sees Himsclf.?

We do not propound the existence of the Omni-
scient Being merely on the authority of the scri .
When the inferential mark is present why shoald
fecourse be taken to verbal testimony M In fact,
omniscience is nothing else than the highest stage of
knowledges The young one of a regal swan cannot
even come out of its nest, But through practice it
can fly even across the ocean. Similarly a man by

S Tattva-Sangraha, K. 3269, 3270, 3311,
! gaiifand o 9 gR0 W T T )
e s e aft &7 99 g 0 dhid, K. 3276
' TSRS | awfy o Ibid, K 3290.
¢ Ihid, K. 3510, .
3 Paijiki, p. 908,
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acquiring true knowledge through constant y‘oﬂ:
practices can become the Buddha.  The Buddha

our benifit has proclaimed the doctrine of Nairitmya
which is the unique Gateway to Bliss and which
frightens the wrong doctrines. One who has realized
this truth cannot be tainted with any defect, for
defect and truth, like darkness and light, are opposed
to each other. And when there is no defect and no
attachment, all ‘coverings’ of ignorance are removed
and uent Omniscience is realised and Oneness
with the Buddha is attained! When the truth that
Consciousness is the only reality and that ultimately
there is no object (Dharma-Nairitmya) and no subject
(Pudgala-nairitmya) is realized, the cycle of birth-and-
death comes to a stand-still. This state is called

Apavarga.?

The Merciful Buddha who is the true friend of
all, has taught the right doctrine to everybody
without making any distinction of any kind® The
wise Brihmanas pay their respects to e Omniscient
Buddha® The real Brahmanas are those who have
removed all their sins by practising the teaching of
Nairitmya and they are to be found in the religion
founded by the Enlightened SageS The spurious
Brihmanas, unable to defend their wrong views by
means of sound arguments fall back upon the
authority of the Veda. The Great Buddha, on the
other hand, confident of his to expound the
right doctrine through reasonable arguments, curbing

the e of the maddened elephant-like o
nents, gl:ﬂ_ljr roars like a lion in the foHowP%_
manner :—*O Bhiksus, accept my words not out

) Tatrva-Sadgraha, K. 3322, 3338-3339. Ibid, K. 3322,

Tbid, K. 3339.

3 Ibid, K. 3488, 3491, 3539, 3492,

3 Ibid, K. 3569,

* Tbid, K. 3512

* Thid, K. 3589.
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mere respect for me, but after testing them at the

m:hmnfmsun,;aa s gold is as truc
hythwmafmhuung,mngmdmb against |
the touchstone’.!

% i o eifey e dvried Fafiee |
st wgewt: 1)
geireimaATE TR )
damenfaerar: g =i
‘reredaTew freuTy gAvifa qived: |
gty foperdt Tt g a9t 7 @ A 0’ -
fhid, K. 3586-3588.



CHAPTER V
PRE-SHANKARA VEDANTA

The UPanisads, the Brahma-Stitra and the Gita
are called ‘Prasthina-traya’ or the three basic works
of Vedanta on which almost every great Achatya has

commented.

Just as the various schools of Mahayana recognize
the Mahayana-Sitras as the Agama which embody the
real teachings of the Buddha and just as their teachings
were summarised by Ashvaghosa, the (first syStematic
expounder of the Mahayana, and were developed into
aﬁﬂ-ﬁcdgcd school-of Shiinyavada by its first systematic
‘expounder, Nagarjuna, similarly the Upanisads are
regarded as the shruti by the Vedantns and their
teachings were summarized by Badatdyana in his
Brahma-Sitra and were developed into the school of
Advaita Vedanta by its first™ systematic -expounder,
Gaudapada.

The Mandikya-Karikas or the Gaudapada-Karikas
also known as the Agama-Shastra are the available
systematic treatise on Advaita Vedanta. -There can
_be no doubt that Gaudapada’s philosophy is essentially
based on the Upanisads, part.iciﬂ___ cly on. the Mindukya,
the Brhadaranyaka, -and the Chhandogya. Probably
he has also drawn upon the Brahma-sttra and the Gita.
There can also be no doubt that Gaudapada is much
influenced by Mahayana Buddhism—by Shianyavada
a}llld Vijfianavada. Infact it can be correctly” stated
that, Gaudapada. represents-the best that is in Nagirjuna
and Vasubandhu. Tradition says. that Gaudamgmwas
the teacher of Govindapada who was the teacher of
Shaskarichirya. Shagkara himself most respectfully
salutes Gaudapada as his “grand-teacher ;who ,is the
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respected (teacher) of (his) respected (teacher)”,! and
quotes me:n and refers to him as the “‘teacher who
knows the tradition of the Vedanta”.? Shadkara’s
disciple Sureshvara also refers to him as the “Revered
Gauda”.8

The long-accepted traditional view that the Kirikis
of Gaudapida are a commentary on the Mindikya
Upanisad is challenged by Mm. Pt. Vidhushekhara
Bhattacharya.  His thesis’is that “(i) The Karkas in
Book I are not the exposition of the Mindikya
Upanigad. (ii) The Mindikya Upanigad is mainly based
on the Kirikis, and not piee versa. (iil) And as such
the Mindikya Upanisad is later than the Karikas”.4

To us all the arguments which Pt. Bhattacharya
gives in support of his thesis seem to be entirely un-
convincing. His arguments may be summarized thus :

(1) Madhva regards only Book I as Shruti and
thinks that the other three Books form a
separate work or works which are not com-

mented upon by him.
(2) The Kirikis do not explain many important
and difficalt words in the Mindakya.

(3) The Mindikya has drawn upon other Upani-
sads and upon the Kirikas.

(4) By comparing some prose passages of the
Mandikya with some Kirikds, it beccomes
clear that the prosc passages are later develop-
ments,

1 e qewged qrETTAAATSTE |
Mindokya-Kardks-Bhisya : Lust Vesse,
gt AEraEeTTEiA g | arramEfaEt a1l
Shidraka-Bhisya: II, 1. 9. Thid: L 4 14,

* oy whzifad: qeded: i )
Maiskarmya-siddhi ; TV, 44

4 The Agama-Shistra of Gaudapida: Introduction, p. XLVI.
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' The first argument can be answered by pointing
out that Shadkara and Sureshvara who are Advaitins
and who flourished long before Madhva who is 2 Dvaitin,
do not regard the Kirikds as Shruti. Pt. Bhattacharya
adduces no sound reasons as to why we should believe
Madhva against Shadkara and Sureshvara.

The second argument can be easily answered by
pointing out that the Kirikds are a free commentary,
almost an independent work which is based essentially
on the Upanisad and hence it was not necessary for
qulaiid: to explain every word occuring in the
Mandokya text.

In answer to the third argument we say that we
also admit that the Mindikya has much ﬁimil);ril}' with
the Brhadiranyaka and the Chhiandogya, and we add
that many passages which occur in these two Upanisads

- also occur in Upanisads other than the Mindakya,
and even if we grant that the Mindukya is later and
has drawn upon earlier Upanigads, it does not mean
that it has drawn upon the Kirikas also.

In answer to the fourth argument we say that IZ
mmmug the prose passages of the Mindikya wi
flhf Carikds we find just the rgﬂ;msitc to be the case.

£ Prose passages to be earlier ones.  Moreover,
we ﬂE:.ij’ alE;s u:l%i ﬁ%ﬂ:ﬂ}r scholars have regarded
the prose passages of the Upanigads to be eatlier than
the verse portions.

Another contention of Pt. Bhattacharya is that “these
four Books are four independent treatises and are put
together in a volume under the title of the
Shastra”.! ‘This contention too is untenable. To support
his view Pt. Bhattacharya gives these arguments :—

(1) If Book IT is supported by reasoning, is
there no reasoning at all inFBnuk I?

11bid; Introduction, p. LVIL
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(2) Does one find in Book II anything impropet,
non-sensical, unintelligible  or incomplete
without assuming its connection with Book 1 ?
No.

(3) There is, nothing against one’s thinking that
Book III too is an independent work.

(4) Certain things like Ajativada, already indicated
in Book I and discussed in Book IIL, are
again discussed in Book IV. Why should
the author of Book IV indulge in such 2
useless action ?

In answer to these arguments we say that because
Gaudapida uses independent arguments in Book 11,

should he be debarred from usnm% reasoning in Book
I? If there is nothing unintelligible in Book II without

the help of Book I, how can it necessarily mean that
Book II is an absolutely independent work? Even
in the works of many modern scholars there ate chapters
which may be read by themselyes. ~ The third argument,
being purely negative, is no argument at all. In answet
to the fourth argument we urge that repetition is not
always useless. An author may consider frepetition
necessary in order to emphasize some important points.
The difficalty with Pt. Bhattacharya seems to be that
he expects Strictest unity and utmost homogcnei?r of
presentation from Gaudapada as he' may expect from
a reputed scholar of the 20th century. Moreovet,
we maintain that there is a considerable Lm.t? running
through the different Books of the Agama-Shastra

The chief merit of Pt. Bhattacharya’s work is to
point out the similaritics between Gaudapida and
Mahiyina Buddhism. Though we differ from Pt.
Bhattacharya on certain grave points of interpretation,
we generally agree with him so far as these similarities
are concerned. We agree with him in maintaining
that Gaudapida was much influenced by Mahayana
Buddhism, especially by Nagarjuna and Vasubandhu.
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Pt. Bhattacharya is petfectly right in remarking: “It
is true that he (Gaudapada) advocates the Vijfianavada,
but certainly it is originally adopted by him from the
Upanisadic source...Upanisadic seed of idealism be;zg
influenced by its elaborate syStem in Buddhism =
the vast literature on it by the Buddhist teachers who
flourished before Gaudapada, has developed into what
we now find in the Agama-shastra...it must be accepted
that it did not first originate with the Buddhists, though
it has much developed in their system later on™.1 But
he does not develop this point; rather he sometimes
seems to forget this. And therefore we differ from
him on one important point of emphasis. By pointing
out the similarities between Gaudapada and Mahayana,
Pt. Bhattacharya’s aim, more or less, has been to prove
that Gaudapida is a Crypto-Buddhist, while our aim,
on the other hand, is to prove that Mahdyana and
Advaita are not two opposed systems of thought but
only different stages in the development of the same
thought which originates in the Upanisads, and
that Gaudapada’s philosophy as well as Mahayana so
far as Gaudapida agrees with it, both are rooted in
the Upanisads, and that therefore instead of dubbing
Gaudapida as a Crypto-Buddhist it will be far truer
to dub the Mahayanists as crypto-Vedantists. We
shall pursue this point later on.

The fundamental doctrine of Gaudapada is the
Doctrine of No-origination (Ajativada). Negatively, it
means that the world, being only an appearance, is in
fact never created. Positively, it means that the Absolute,
being self-existent, is never created (Aja).

Gaugdapada agrees with Shinyavada in maintaining
that origination, from the absolute standpoint is an im-
possibility.  He examines the various theories of
creation and rejects them all. Some say that creation

1 The Agama-Shistra of Gaudapiada: Introductio
p- CXXXIL
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is the expansion (Vibhiiti) of God; others maintain
that it is like a dream (Svapna) or an illusion (Maya) ;
somg belicve that it is the will (Ichchha) of God ; others
declare that it proceeds from Time (Kila) ; till others
say that it is for God’s enjoyment (Bhoga); while
some maintain that it is God's sport (Kridd). All these
views are wrong. What desire can have who
has realized all desires ? FEssentially therefore creation
is but the very nature of God. It is His inherent nature.
It flows from Him. It simply emanates from Him.!
In fact there is no creation at all. If this world of
plurality really existed, it would have surely come to
an end. Duality is only an appearance ; non-duality
is the real truth® To those who are well-versed in
Vedinta the world appears only as a dream or an illusion
or a castle in the sky or a city of the Gandharvas?®
From the ultimate standpoint there is neither death
nor birth, neither disappearance nor appearance, neither
deftruction or production, neither bondage nor
liberation ; there is none who works for freedom, none
who desires salvation, and none who has been liberated ;
there is neither the aspirant nor the emani pated—this
is the highest truth.® There is neither unity nor
lurality. The world cannot be regarded as manifold
Ey its pature. It is ncither one nor many—thus
the wise know it® The imagination of the Atman

1 Migdakys-Kariki: T, 7-9.
=T FATATSAATR e T fEr 7 Ihid: I, 9.
* g a9 goomga: | Ibid - 1 17.
 wcraT g7 302 T
o faeaferd o Sy faet: 0 Ihid ¢ 10 31,
Compare Saddharma : p. 142 | Agtasihasrikd : pp. 39.
A
8 }:i\"ﬂ, 33; VEIII: = P
¢ 7 [t 7 TRafe @3t 7 % e )
A WHET 4 T T ToAmaT 0 Ibid ¢ 1T, 32,
Compare Madhyamika-Kirikd : Opening Verse.
8 Thid : 11, 34.
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as different things and the imagioation of different
things themselves which in fact not exist, depend
on the Non-dual Absolute or the Pure Atman, just
as the imagination of a snake in the case of a rope-
snake depends upon the rope. The Absolute alone,

therefore, is blissful.}

Reality is No-origination. It always remains the
same. It is the complete absence of misery. If we
know this we shall at once understand how things which
in fact are never born, tnpﬁ:asifthqmimm.
The Absolute is Non-duoal. cre is no difference
at all.l? When sometimes the Ugmﬂsads declare the
creation as distinct from its cause and give the illustrations
of earth, iron and sparks etc., they do so only as a means
(Updyah so’vatdriya) in order to make us understand
the supreme end of No-origination® Jagat is not
different from Jiva and Jiva is not different from Atman
and Atman is not different from Brahman. The non-
dual Absclute appears as diverse only on account
of illusion. The Unborn can never tolerate any dis-
tinction. If it really becomes diverse then the immortal
would become mortal. The dualists want to prove
the birth of the Unborn, But the Unborn is Immortal
and how can the Immortal become mortal 7 The
Immortal can never become mortal and the mortal
can never become Immortal. Ultimate nature can
never change® The Shruti declares: ‘There is no
plurality here’ (Neha Nanagti kifichana ; Br. IV, 4, 19
and Katha II. 1, 11); “The Lord through His power
appeats to be many’ (Br, 1I. 5, 19); “The Unborn
appeats to be botn as many’ (Ajayamino bahudhi
vijayate), It is to be known, therefore, that the Unborni'

1 Ibid : 11, 33.
* IO SO AifE W fwsew | Ihid : 00, 15.
3 Thid: III, 15.
4 Ibid: 1T, 19-21; IV, 6-7.
SESCIATATET 7 wuiwy wiymfy 1 Ibid, 101, 21, IV-7,
Compare Midhyamiks-Kariks : XIH, 4.
8
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to through illusion. In fact
}E ncmbm:. B]r g that ‘those who are
attached to creation or production o origination
Sm]:huuj go to utter darckness’ (Isha, 12), the Shrati
enies creation ; and by declaring that ‘the unborn does
not take birth 2gsj who, then, can indeed produce
Him?* (Br, II1, 9, 28), the Shruti denies the cause of
creation.!
Not only by Shruti, but also by
can it be provcd that ttltm:m tl‘ﬁv‘::mn:!'mmg
s. He who maintains the birth of
accepts the absurd position that that which is alveady
existent is being born aguin. And the non<xistent
can gever be born at all. Verily, the son of a barren
woman can be bora neither through illusion nor in
ity. The doctrine of No-origination, therefore, is
the ulfimate truth.?

Droalists, says Gaudapada, quartel among them-
sekves. Some say that it is the exiStent which s born,

while others say that it is the non-existeat which is' bom.
Some say that nothing originates from Being, while
others say that nothing ormginates from Not-being.
Wn do not wilitl'nesc dualifts because these
txm together, proclaim, like the non-
dus]lﬂs., thr.' doctrine of No-origination.® These dis-
mnts want to prove the birth of the Unborn. But
ow ¢an the Unborn be botn?  Howr ean the Immortal
become moreal ? Uitmm nabire cannot ¢ e. It
mselﬁgmvcdsdf eat, innate and uncaused. All
mature are free from and death.
'I&matwhu hﬁtwmdww;mﬂiduﬂi. all low on
account of this wrong notion.*

1 Thid, ITI, 24-25,

® Ihid, II1, 27-28, 48. Compare Midhyamilta:Kirikx, LEL,
7; Hidhyumnh—?ﬂh. pp- 134 36, 38,

3. ThHid, IV, 3-4.

4 Ibid, IV; 10. Compare Midhysmika-Kiriks; XI, 3-8.
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There are some (i.e. the Shiinyaviding) who uphold
ida and reject both the extreme vimeEcin
and “not-being, of production dnd destruction, an
thus m&hnﬂmﬂy procliim the doctrine of No-origina-
tion. We apptove, siys Gaudapida, of the doctrine
of No-otigination procliimed by them.!

Sdnkhya maintains that the cffect pre-exists in the
cause and that causation consi§ts in the manifestation
ofthe(pcmm_:nt;:ahq: {ﬂwjfmﬂmﬁm.g
effects (vyakta t). Gauda 0 t if the
cause is il’.gil‘;ln}w;u:rI::'mii:l:u.:11.:tl:'mcu:l:llg’,':t'Ii’il.‘ becomes
the changing ‘many’, how can it be changeless and
permanent 7 Again, if the effect is identical with the
cause, then the effect too should be immértal and the
cause too should be mortal, How can the permanent
causé be identical with the changing éffect and &till be

t 72 Verily, adds Shafikara in his Commentary,
one cannot cook half a portion of a hén and at the same
time reserve another half for laying eggs.® in, if the
effect does pot pre-exist in the cause it is like 4 hare’s
horn and candot be produced. Again, cauge and effect
cannot be simultancous, for then two horn of a bull
will have to be mgnrc&d as causally relatédd Again,
those who maintain that the cause precedes the effect
and the cffect also precedes the cause, maintain the
absurd position that a son also begets his father.®

Therefore nothing can be produced.

Nothing can originaté becduse’:

(1) there is lack of energy inthe cause to produce
the effect. s5¢ muét have some eocrgy
to produce the effect otherwise cverything
can be produced from everything or nothing
can be produced from anything. This energy

* ety Aopierl Sog) 164, 1V, 5
* Ihid, IV, 11120 ¢ Kirikis, IV, 16.
» Commentary on IV, 12 8 Ibid : IV, 15
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can belong neither to that which is existent
nor to that which is non-cxistent nor to that
which is both nor to that which is neither;

(2) there is absence of &nowdedge of the beginning
and the end. The effect which is neither
in the beginning nor in the end muét be non-
existent in the middle also ; and

(3) thete is imcompatibility of the order of succession.
Antecedence and consequence arte unproved.
We cannot say which rJEI the two is prior and

is therefore the cause.

Thus, says Gaudapida, have #he Buddhas, the En-
liggtmcd, clarified the doctrine’ of No-origination.
ity is therefore an impossibility.) It cannot be
that Sarisdra is without a begiu.niuﬁbut has -
an end, nor can it be proved that Moksa has a beginning, -
but has no end.® In truth, because it is the Unborn
which appears as if it is born, therefore No-origination
is the very nature of the Unborn. That which exists
neither in the beginning nor in the end, cannot exist
in the middle also; that which 4s unreal in the past
and in the future must be unreal in the present too.?
Origination is impossible because neither the existent
nor the non-exiftent can be produced either by the
exiftent or by the non-existent.$ :

Gaudapada also agrees with the Vijiinavidins in
maintaining that the world is ultimately unreal, for it
cannot exist independently and outside of Consciousness

' srfa o FeRNTsaEt g |
o fp by gdnfa: afedlifer 0 Thid : 1V, 19,

Co the arguments of Shiinyavidins. Scecsu
pp. 5506, e

: Ixhﬁl: ]1"6", 30; Compare Midhyamike-Kirldi: XI, 1;
3 ST ¥ qETfe agwTAsh aeer 1 Ibid : O, 6: IV, 31.

Compare Midhyamika-Kiriki : XI, 2
¢ Ihid : IV, 40, Compare Madbyamika-Kirika: 1, 7.
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which is the only Reality. Even Shadkara says that

Gaudapida accepts the n.tlgummts of the Vijfidnavidios
to prove the unteality of the external objects.

Ordi le, says Gaudapida, cling to the
view thatng?s *ggut d exifts, because they say that things
are perceived and because there is })mctiml utility.
They are always afraid of the doctrine of No-origination.
It is for such ordinary people that #fe Buddhas, the En-
lightened, from the phenomenal $tandpoint, have pro-
cﬁ.lmnd origination. But from the ultimate §tandpoiat,
perception and practical utility are invalid arguments
to prove the reality of the world because even in a
magical elephant and dream-objects both perception
and practical utility may be found.®

The Sarvastividins refute the Vijiidnavidins and
advocate the existence of external objects. They say
that cognition mu$t have its objective cause otherwise
the digtinction between the subject and the object will
be impossible. The external objects must exist because
cognition and suffering depend ~tantra) upon them.
This is the view of Sarvistivida (pama-tantra)® The
Vijdnavadins reply that the upholders of external
objects want to prove that cognition must have a cause.
But the objective cause which they adduce is no cause
at all. The object exifts as an object for the knowing
‘subject ; but it does not exit outside of consciousness
‘because the digtinction of the subject and the object is
within consciousness itself. Consciousness is the only

. and it is never related to any external object,
neither in the past nor in the present nor in the furare 4

| fayrearfel  Wlger a9 arETqETiTTEEiTieT ATaTEer-
qutfea 1 Commentary on IV, 27.

¢ Thids 1V, 25°27.
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Gau is in complete agreement with the
Vijpina hese. The external world is unseal
because it does pot exist always, as Reality must de.
It is also unreal because the relations which constitute
it are all unreal ; bécause space, time and causality are
i.;ggossible. {t is also unreal because it considts of objects

whatever can be prescated as an object is unreal.
Reality is the Pure Self which is Pure Consciousness
and which is at the background of everything. The
-waking &ate and the dreaming dtate are on a par.  Both

are y real within their own orders. The watet
in a can quench the thicst ina dream as much
as real water: can h real chirét. And both arnc

unreal from the ultimate éiandpoint? = The
“luminous Self through its own power of illusion
imagines itself by itself and it is this Self which cognizes
‘the manifold objects. This is the esablished con-
dusion of Vedanta3 Just as in darkness, a rope is
imagined to be a snake, similacly the sclf is imagined
to be individual subject and to be internal and extcrnal
objects. d just as when the sope is known, the
imagined snake vanishes, smula.dgwhm the nof-dual

ciousness itself which throbs as the subject and as the
object in dream as well as in waking. This whole
universe, this entire duality of the subject and the abject
is therefore only the imagination of the Belf. Neither
the individual mind nor the external object is ultimately
real.  Those who see the creation of the individual self
or of the externzl object see the foot-prints of birds
in the sky.® The external objects are pot the creation

1 Thid : 11, 410,

* Thid : 1, 12,

* Ihig s B, 17-18.

* T o AR O SR A | jed : 1, 19,

¢ e A W 96 e 9 w0 :
o gl § afg @ § o= & w9 0 Thid ; IV, 28
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of the individual mind for both are oaly manifestations
of Consciousness. That which has empirical existence
cannot be called ultimately real. Consciousness which
is immanent in the subject and in the object, yet
transcends them both. It transcends the. trinity of
knower, known and kaowledge. Consciousness  is
really Asanga; it has no attachment or connection or
relation with ‘anything else. It is called “‘Unborn’ (Aja)
from empirical ﬁs.nﬁ int only. From the uliimate
standpoint, it canaot be called even Unbom’ for it is
really indescribable by intcllect.! Realizing the truth
of No-origination, one bids to all sorrow
and desire and reaches the fearless goal.®

We have seen that Gaudapida es with
Vijiiinavida in maintaining that Reality is Pure Cons-
ciousness which manifedts itsclf as and ultimately
transcends the subject-object duality. We shall see
in the next Chapter that Shaskara bitterly criticizes
Vijiidnavida. Much of the criticism of Shaskara loses
its force against Vijidnavida and Gaudapida since
they do not deny the objectivity of the external wo
_ but only deny its exiftence outside of consciousness.

Sharkara himself in a sense admits this. But his view
represents a definite advance on Vijiidnavida and on
Gaudapida. He emphasizes that the dream-state and
the waking-gtate arc not on a patr. He wants to prove
the unreality of the external world not by saying that
it does not fall outside of consciousness, but by saying
that it is essentially indescribable as existent or as non-
exigtent (sadasadanirvachaniya). What we want to
&ress here is that this view is not an altogether new
creation of Shadkara. Its is present in Gaudapida

himself. This fact has overlooked by many
' fae fafa, i i)
a: P g (1 Thid: 1V,72, 74,

Compare with Asanga and Vasubandbu ; see Supea:
62, 67,72, T3, ' pe
1 Thid, TV, 78. '
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scholars. Gaudapada also says that the world is
unreal because it 1s essentially indescribable or unthink-
able cither as existent or as non-existent. He says that
just as a moving fire-brand appears as straight or curved,
similatly consciousness, when it moves, appears as the
subject-object duality. And just as an uamoving fire-

brand produces no illusion, similarly unflinching %w-

ledge produces no subject-object illusion. he
appearances in a moving -bnndmnmsqﬁuwd
by anything else; and when the fire-brand not
move, the appearances also do not rest in anything else ;
nor do they enter into the fire-brand ; nor do they go
out of it. Similarly the manifold phenomena are not
roduced by anything other than Consciousness nor
they rest in anything clse; not do they enter into

it ; nor do they go out of it. They are mere appearances.
And they are so because #gy are umrfmg} inde seribable
called neither real

or unthinkable, because they can be i
not unteal, ncither existent nor non-existent! [t is

this seed present in Gaudapida which was later on
developed by Shafkara. This fact is $trengthened
by Gﬂudapi:{a's agreement with Shiinyavida, by his
doctrine of No-origination, by his maintaining thae .
aeth wortld is neither exiftent nor non-exitent nor

Nuwwe[imcm d to deal with Ga ﬁsnm
contribution. It is his doctrine of Vaishiradya or
Asparshayoga or Amanibhidva. Ewven this doctrine was
hinted at by the Buddhists.? But it is essentially based
on the Upanisads and its development is Gaudapida’s
own.

1 Ibid, IV, 47-52. TIhid, IV, 52,
* For example, Aryadeva says ; '
AWETSIAT ATY G0 FOTAT 5§ | Charuhsharaka, 333,
The Vijadnavidins prescribed various practical rules for
Amanibhava or for the transformation of relational intellect
into Pure Consciousness.
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Taking his $tand on the Brhadirag the Chhin-
do n.ucF the Mindikya, Gauda identifics the
Unborn and Non-dual Absolute with the Atman or
Brahman or Amitra or Turiya or Advaita which can
be directly realized by Pure Reason or Asparshayoga
or Vaisharadya or Amanibhiva. This Absolute mant-
fests itself in three forms, in Jagrat, Svapna, 1._:1&
Susupti, as Vishva, Taijasa and Prijfia.l In reality
it transcends all the threc forms. It is the Turigg

or the Fourth. It is the Measureless or the Amarra.
In fact there is

va or Aurhkira is its bol.
Pranava itself is the Brahman, the Fearless Goal.
Tt is the cause as well as the effect. It is pheno-
menal as well as noumenal, saguna as well as s
apara as well as para. It is the shining Self or the
self-luminous Consciousness.

It is called Vishva (All) when it has the conscious-
ness of outside ; it is called Taijasa (Luminous) when
it has the consciousness of inside ; and it is called Prajna
(Intelligent) when it is concentrated consciousncss.
These correspond to the waking state, dream S$tate
and deep sleep State respectively. Vishva enjoys the
Emsa; Taijasa enjoys the suhtf::; Priajfia enjoys the

liss. Vishva and Taijasa are both causes and cffects ;
Prdjfia is only the cause. Turya is neither cause nor
ﬁcr. Ieis l;nfna, Prabhu or Deva. It is :llll 2
ling capable removing all sufferi ord ©
all, chm%eriﬂess.'nun-dual. uminous, m:lﬁg"” without a
second. jia knows no objects and so it cannot
be called even the subject. It is a mere abstraction.
It knows nothing, neither itself nor othets, neither
truth nor falsechood. But Turiya being ‘ﬁlure and self-
luminous Consciousness is All-secing. ough dualicy
is absent in Prijfia and in Turiya, yet Prijia is connected
with deep sleep where the sced of ignorance is present,

! afp fgfaedt oy dww
TANAEAT W O% qF Py o Ibid, 1
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while Turiya knows no sleep. Vishwva and Taijesa arc
connected with dream or knowledge (anyathi-
E.l.h:u;m or vikscpa) and with sleep or absence of
owledge (agrahapa or ivarapa or laya). Prijfa is
connected with sleep. 1o Turiya there is neither slecp
nor dream. In dream we know otherwise ; in slecp
we do pot know the truth. The so-called waking
life is also a dream. When the negative absence of
knowledge which is sleep, and the positive wro
% nowledge which is dream and waking, are tran
the Fourth, the Goal is reached.) The fearless li
of the self-luminous Reason shines all round. W
the individual self (jiva), slumbesing in beginningless
m, is awakened, then the Unborn, the
ess, the Sleepless, the Non-dual = Absolute
(Atman) is realized.? It moves nowhere; there is no
going to or coming from it. It is the Lord immanent
in the universe abiding in the hearts of all. He alone
is a sage (muni) who has embraced this infinite and
measureless Aumkdra which is the cessation of all
duality and which is all bliss.3 All categories of the
intellect are merged init. Al Ily_lluraﬁry of the phenomena
ceases here. It is realized by the sages who have known
the cssence of the Vedas and who are free from fear,
anger and attachment.®

Atman is like spacc ; the individual souls are like
space in jars. When the jars are destroyed, their spaces
merge into Space. So do the jivas merge into the
Atman when Ignorance is destroyed by Right Know-
ledge. Just as if a particular space in a parti j
is contaminated with dugt, smoke etc., all other spaces
-in all other jars do not become s0 contaminated, similarly
if a particular jiva is contaminated with happiness or

1 Ibid, 1, 1-15

* srvfesray weE g ofre wagsed |
srmfrraeaeradd qend mer 1 Thid: 1, 16

3 Ihid : I, 29.

4 Ibid : 1I, 35.
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misery etc., all jivas do not become so contaminated.
Spaces in jars differ in forms, functions and names,
but there is no difference in space, similaly jivas differ
in forms, functions and names, but there is no difference
in the Atman. Just as the space in a jar is neither a
transformation nor a modification nor a part of space,
similarly a jiva is neither a transformation nor a modi-
fication nor a past of the Atman. Ultimately there
ate no grades of reality, no degtees of truth. The
same immanent Absolute is reﬂ.at:c:tseﬁI in all pairs of objects
related by sweet Reciprocity, in microcosm as well as
-in macrocosm, just as the same space is immanent in
outside world as well as inside the Stomach.!

ust as the Mahiyanists say that Buddha, on account
of his excellent skill, preached the truth to suit the
different needs of the shrivakas, the pratyeka-buddhas
and the bodhisattvas, similarly Gaudapada also says
that the Merciful Veda prescribes three different spiritual
es (ashramas) for the three kinds of people, of lower
middle and higher intellect. Karma and updsana are
taught to the lowerand the middle while jfiana is taught
to the higher It is only the dualists who
with one anothet in order to strengthen their respective
views. The Adwaitin quarrels with none? For the
dualis, there is duality from the empirical as well as
from the absolute Standpoint. For us non-duality is
the ultimate truth. For us there is non-duality (advaifa)
even between unity (advaita) and diversity (dvaita).4
The neti neti of the Shruti is not solipaism. By
negating all plurality apd difference, the Shruti mani-
fests the positive Unborn, the Absolute. The fact is

1 Ibid : III, 3-12.

# Ibjd : T, 16.
* efggrasgacary éfvmr ffear g3 )
qeer? fawsgy aed 7 fawead u Karikas : 1L 17.

aid womal f 33 aT 999 =
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that the Absolute cannot be grasped by the intellect
and so the best method of describing the Indescribable
is by negative terms. But all these negations point
to tlgc same Reality,r Duality is the creation the
intellect. When the intcllect is transcended  (amani-
bhiva), duality and plurality disappear.® This is Self-
Consclousness, is devoid of all thought-determinations
and imagination. It is Unborn is not different
from the Knowable. The Knowable (Jiieya) is the
Brahman. It is calm and eternal Light. Tt is the featless
and unshakable Meditation Samﬁ:ﬁﬁ}. It is Asparsha-
yoga or the Uncontaminated Meditation difficult to be

ised even by great yopins. They are afraid of it,
mﬁmm' ining fear where there is really no fear at all®
;rpeiaﬂ;nk&ulmsdn:?r tbed:cmnl = nﬂ.dgﬁ

3 peace,

upon the control of mind* When both laya and
wviksepa are transcended, when the mind does not fall
into sleep nor is it diftracted again, when it becomes
unshakable and free from illusion, it becomes Brahman.5
The aspirant should be free from attachment, from
misery and happiness alike. When the Brahman is
realized there is a unique Bliss which transcends misery
and happiness and which is called Nirvina. It is
indescribable, highest and unshakable. It is Unborn,
non-dual and always the same. It can be realized by
the Buddhas only® The ignorant perceive only the
four-fold ‘covering’ (avarapa) ‘is’, ‘is not’, ‘both is

U Thid ; I11, 26.
* WAl WA 3 A99eEa | Ibid : IIL 31
3 gt e |
AT g%t anilaraseaT: i
SETOATT 4 77 gia: s )
aqifiT fawafr wremewd e 0 Ibid @ 100 37, 39-
_ 4 Ibid : 111, 40.
* w7 Ed e v v Rl o
ST freged wRT ST 01 Thid : TIT, 46.
* Ibid : 07, 47. Ibid: IV, 80.
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and is not’, and ‘neither is nor is not’. The Absolute
| to be obscured by these four categories (koti) of
r.gc intellect. In fact it is never touched by them. He
who has transcended these categories and embraced
Pure Reason, realizes the Absolute and becomes omni-
scient.] Omniscience results when the trinity of know=
ledge, knower and known is transcended. This is
Transcendental Knowledge (Lokottaram Jiiinam).® He
who has realized this Omniscience, this non-dual
Brahman, this Goal which befits a truc Brihmana,
what else can be desired ® All souls by their very
nature are always in the state of enlightenment. They
are all unborn. All clements of existence, subjective
as well as objective, are by their very nature calm from
the beginning, Unborn and merged in the Absolute.
They are so because they are nothing else than the
Brahman itself which is Unborn, Same and Transparent.®
Those who move in difference can never acquire trans-
cendental purity (vaishdradya). Their case is indeed

itiable.® We salute that Highest Reality, says Gauda-:
pada, which is Unborn, Same, Pure, Free from all
traces of duality and plurality, according to the best
of our ability.® He WED has become the Buddha, the
Ealightened, his knowledpe (jiiinam) is not related
to anything (dharmesu na kramate), neither to the
subject nor to the object, because it is supra-relational,

1 FlEugEEe QAR qgaiar 93 |

WramHTeyeEl &9 e & 9496 1 Ihid : 1V, 84.
* Ibid : IV, B8, 89,
3 Ihid : IV, 85.
4 Ihid : IV, 91-93,
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nor is anything (sarve dharmah), neither the subject
nor the object, related to his knowledge, because there
is nothing outside his knowlege. He has transcended
the duality of the subject and the object and the ttinity
of knowledge, knower and known. He has become
one with Pure Consciousness.!

We have seen how Gaudapida agrees with Shanya-
vida and Vijidnavada. In fact he represents the best
in Nagatjuna and Vasubandhu. He has great respect
for Buddha. He says: Him, the Greatest of Men,
who' has known the truth that the individual souls
(dharmah) are identical with the pure Self (Jfieya),
I salute.? Shankara explains that this Greatest of
Men: is Purusottama or Narayana, the sage of Badarika-.
shrama, the first teacher of the Advaita School® But
this may also' refer to Buddhau _

Gaudapada uses miany words which were frequently
used ini the: Mahidyana works. It may be pointed out
tHat these words were not the monopoly of the Mahayana.
+ were the current philosophical coins of the day
and Gaudapida had evety right to- use them. They
were the heritage of the language. The' impartial
spirit of Gaudapada is to-be much admired. Hisibreadth
of vision, his large-heartedness, his broad intellectual
* outlook and his impartial spirit add to his glory and
greatness. He has respect for Buddha. He frankly
admits that in certain respects he agrees with Shianya-
vadins and Vijiianavadins. But this should never
mean that Gaudapada is a crypto-Buddhist. He is a
thorough-going Vedantin in and out. His mission
is to prove that Mahdyina Buddhism and Advaita
1 Y Al qaet w Ty At
ﬂmr m-a.-s - emsberans i THId W' 99,

? SAATRTIRErT gHi AT TR |
RarfwaT arggE 7= faest aop 0 Ihid # 1V, 1. ¢

# Inttoduction to the Commentary on Chapter IV, and
Commentary on IV, 1.
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Vedanta are not two opposed systems of thought, but
only a continuation of the same fundamental thought
of the Upanisads. He has based his philosophy on
the Upanisads. When he says in the end “this truth
was not #ttered by Buddha”,! what he means is
that his own Fhiloso;:hy as well as the philosophy of
Buddha and of the Mahidyina so far as he agrees with
it, both ate directly rooted in the Upanigads, that Buddha
preached this Upanisadic Truth not by words but by
silence, that his ?G':ut_iagidzfs). preaching is. the essence

of the Vedanta; that it is. not an original contribution
of Buddha or of Buddhists.

L dag q@w wifeay | Kariki, Iv, 99.



CHAPTER V1

SHANKARA VEDANTA

To quote Dr. S. Radhakrishnan : “It is impossible -
to read Shafkara’s writings, packed as they are with
serions and subtle thinking, without being conscious
that one is in contact with 2 mind of 4 very fine pene-
tration and profound spiritaality...His philosophy stands
forth mmplj::tc, nceding neither a before nor an after...
whether we agree or differ, the penetrating light of

=1

his mind never leaves us where we X

Ultimate Reality, according to Shadkara, is Atman
or Brahman which is Pure Consciousness (Jaina-
Svariipa) or Consciousness of the Pure Self (Svariipa-
]ﬁiﬂa}ﬂwhich is devoid of all attributes (nirguna) and
all categories of the intellect (nirvishesa). Brahman
associated with its Ecc-tcncy (shakti) miyd or miulavidya
becomes the qualiied Brahman (sagupa or savishega
or apara Brahma) or the Lord (Ishvara) who is the
creator, preserver and detroyer of this world which

is His appearance,

Jiva or the individual self is a subject-object complex.
Its subject-clement is Pure Consciousness and is called
the Siksin, Its object-clement is the internal organ
called the antahkarana which is bhautika as it is com-

d of all the five clements, with the predominance
of tejas which makes it always active except in deep
sleep or &tates like swoon or trance.  The source of the
internal organ is Avidydi which causes individuality.
In perception, the internal o when a sense-organ
comes into contact with an object, assumes the form”
of that object. It is the vrtti or the mode of the internal

1 Indian Philosophy : Dr. 5. Radhakrishnan, Vol. TI,
pp. 446-447,



SHANKARA VEDANTA 139

organ. This vrtti inspired by the Siksin takes the
form of empirical knowledge. In waking s$tate, the
internal organ is aided by the senses; in dream state,
it functions by itself ; and in deep sleep it is lost in its
cause Avidya. In this state too individuality persists
because the Saksin is associated with Avidya. In
liberation, Avidya is destroyed by Jiana and the Saksin
is realized as the Brahman which it always is.

Maya or Avidya is not pure illusion. It is not
only absence of knowledge. It is also positive wrong
knowledge. It is a cross of the real and the unreal
(satyangte mithuni krtya). In fact it is indescribable.
It is neither existent nor non-exi§tent nor both. It is
not existent for the existent is only the Brahman. It
is not non-existent for it is responsible for the appearance
of the Brahman as the world. It cannot be both existent
and non-existent for this conception is self-contradictory.
It is called neither real nor unreal (sadasadvﬂakgang.
It is false or mithya. But it is not a non-entity like a
hate’s horn (tuchchha). It is positive (bhavaripa).
It is potency (shakti). It is also called superimposition
(adhyasa). A shell is mistaken as silver. The shell
is the ground on which the silver is superimposed.
When right knowledge (prami) arises, this error
(bhranti or bhrama) vanishes. The relation between
the shell and the silver is neither that of identity nor
of difference nor of both. It is unique and is known
as tidatmya. Similarly Brahman is the ground on’
which the world appears through Mayid. When right
knowledge dawns and the essential unity of the jiva
with the Paramitman is realized, Maya or Awidya
vanishes.

_ Shadkara emphasizes that from the phenomenal
oint of view the world is quite real. It is not an
tlusion. It is a practical reality. He distinguishes
the dream state from the waking State. Things seen
in a dream are cclluitc true as long as the dream lasts ;
they are sublated only when we are awake. Similarly

23
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the world is quite real so long as true knowledge does
not dawn. But dreams are private. They are creations
of the jiva (jivaspsta). The world is public. It 1Is
the ereation of Ishvara {Ishmm-:::_:g;g}. va is ignorant
of the essential unity and takes only diversity as true
and wrongly regards himsclf as agent and enjoyer.
Avidyi conceals g unity (ivarana) and projects names
and forms (viksepa). Ishvara never misses the unity.
Maya has only its viksepa aspect over him. The
Highest Brahman (Para-Brahma) is both the locus
(@shraya) and the object (visaya) of Miyd. When
the jiva realized through knowledge and kaowledge
alone, karma being subsidiary, this essential unity,
liberation is attained here and now (jivan-mukt) and
final release (videha-mukti) is obtained after the death
of the body.

This is a short summary of Shadkarichidrya’s
hilosophy. He too is considerably influenced by
uddhism. He preserves the bedt that was in Mahdydna

in his own philosophy. He uses many words, especially
in his Mzsunig:a -Bhisyas, which were commonly
used in fLB u:]i dina mmm@i}ﬁ dB.luﬁm u::jui:wn:dl}' he is an
enemy o hism. Gau ' ove and respect
for Mahdyina. Shadkara has nothing but strong and
even bitter words for it. It is very important and
interesting too to note that Shadkara does not at all
criticize the two modt important schools of Mahdyana,
the Shinyavida and the Vijfidnaviida, What he criti-
cizes under the name of Vijfidnavida is in fact Svatantra-
Vijfidnavida. He summarily dismisses Shinyavada as
a self-condemned nihilism which is below criticism.
Shaskara observes that there are three important schools
of Buddhism—the SarviStivida, the Vijffinavida and
the Shiinyaviida. The Sarvistivida school of Hinayina
which includes both the Vaibhidsika and the Saatrintika
schools was bitterly criticized by the Mnhi_yﬁniﬂs them-
selves. Shankara’s criticism against it is not new.
It must be admitted that Shankara’s cxposition of
Buddhism is correct and faithful and his criticism of
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it is perfectly djuﬂ:iﬁcd. He avoided Shiinyavida by
taking the word Shiinya in its popular sense and casily
dismissing Shiinyavida as nihilism. And he did not at
all touch real Vijadnavida. By Vijidnaviding he means
Svatantra-Vijadnavidins who were his immediate prede-
cessors, It was easy for him to criticize their momentary
consciousness. No reference do we find to Asafiga
or Vasubandhu or to their doctrine with the solitary
exception, however, of the Alaya-Vijidna. On the
other hand, we find verses quoted from Difindga and
Dharmakirti and their views correctly exposed and
criticized. And we also find references to and criticisms
of the views of Shantaraksita as well as replies to the
objections raiscd by Shantaraksita. In regard to those

ints, however, which Svatanrra-Vijfiinaviida shares
i common Vijainavida, Shedkara’s criticism applies
indirectly to Vijganavida also. But here it loses much
of its force because Vijianavida regards Consciousness
. 4§ permanent. Shankara, however, represents a definite

advance on Vasubandhu as well as on Gaudapida who
agrees with Vasubandhu.

Let us first deal with Shankara’s criticism of the
various systems of philosophy before we take up his
exposition of his own philosophy.

Criticism of the Prakrti-Parinama-Vada of Sankiya :—
We have piven the arguments advanced by Saakhya
in favour of its Prakpi.! Shagkara agrees with Sinkhj
in maintaining that the design, harmony or order in
the universe muét presuppose a single canse which is
cternal and unlimited. But he critcizes Sankhya when
it says that such a cause is the unintelligent Prakrt.
According to Shankara the Intelligent Brahman only
can be such a cause. How can mmmanent teleolo
in nature be explained by uninteiligent Praksti ? ﬁ
do proceed from the finite to the infinite, from the
limited to the ualimited, from the peres to the gperos,
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from the effect to the cause, from plurality to unity.
But only the Conscious Brahman associated with its
Maya Shakti can be the creator, preserver and destroyer
of this world. Unintelligent Praksti is too poor and
too powerless to be its cause.! We see that stones,
bricks and mortar cannot fashion themselves into a
well-designed building without the help of intelligent
workmen, How can, then, the unintelligent Pradhdna
account for the beauty, symmetry, order and harmony
of this great universe—internal and external ? Again,
how can Pradhina explin the original impetus, the
first push, the elan which is supposed to disturb the
equilibrium of the three gunas? Mere clay, without
a potter, cannot fashion itself into a pot. Chariots cannot
move without horses etc. Why should Saskhya hesi-
tatingly admit that the intitial activity comes from
the mere presence of the Purusa (Purusa-sannidhi-matra)?
Why should it not frankly admit that it comes from the
Conscious Brahman ?2  Again, the argument of Sasikhya
that just as unintelligent milk flows for the nourishment
of the calf, similarly unintelligent Prakrti works for the
emancipation of the Purusa, 1s untenable because milk
flows as there is a living cow and a living calf and there
is also_the motherly love in the cow for the calf. Again,
because Prakrti is regarded as an absolutely independent
entity in itself it cannot be related in any way to the
indifferent Purusa who can neither energise nor restrain
it. Then, Prakrti should sometimes evolve and some-
times should not evolve. Not can the modification of
Praksti be compared to that of grass which turns into
milk. Grass becomes milk only whenitis eatenby a
milch cow, not when it lies uneaten or is caten by a bull.

Again, even if we grant activity to Pradhina, it
cannot explain the teleology which Sarkhya takes to
be immanent in nature. Unconscious Pradhana can

1 Shariraka-Bhasya : II, 2, 1: Also Chhindogya Bhisya:
Vi, 2, 3-4.

2 Shariraka-Bhagya: [T, 2, 2-2.
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have no purpose ; indifferent neutral Purusa too can
have no purpose. If Sankhya tries to solve the difficulty
by pointing out that Praksti and Purusa combine like
the blind and the lame and then Purusa, like the magnet
moving the iron, may move Prakrti to accomplish his
goal, it is mistaken, for the blind and the lame persons
are both intelligent and active beings, while Prakrti is
unconscious and Purusa is indifferent. ~The simile of
the magnet and the iron is also wrong. If the mere
presence of the Purusa is sufficient to move the Pradhana,
then Purusa being always co-present, there should be
tual movement. Thus creation should have no
ginning and no end. The liberation of Purusa will
also become impossible. Again, Prakrti and Purusa
can never be related. Prakrti is unconscious; Purusa
is indifferent ; and there is no third principle, no fertium
quid, to relate them. The chasm which Sankhya has
created by postulating two independent and eternal
entities, one the subject and other the object, can never
be bridged by it. It must therefore recognize a higher
conscious principle which transcends and yet gives
meaning to and preserves at a lower level, the subject-

object duality.

Moteover, by regarding Pradhina as a mere agent
and Purusa as a mere enjoyer, Sankhya opens itself
to the charge of vicatious suffering which throws all
moral responsibility over-board. =~ Why should the
Purusa suffer for the actions of Pradhina? And how
can it be possible that Prakrti knows only to do and not
to enjoy * ;

Brahman alone, therefore, is the cause and it is
universally declared to be so by all the Vedanta texts.
The words like mahat, avyakta etc. used in certain
Upanisads, e.g. in the Katha, do not denote the mahat
and avyakta of Sankhya. They simply mean the
potentiality of names and forms in their cause Brahman.

1 Tbid : II, 2, 3-7 : Also Prashna-Bhisya: VI, 3.
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They ate not independent of it.1 Sankhya and Yoga
are generally accepted by the wise as conducive to the
highest good. But these systems advocate dualism
and cannot be supported by the Shruti. The Shruti
uses these words only in the sense of knowledge and
meditation respectively.  Those doctrines of these
systems which do not clash with Advaita are accepted
by us also.? Shankara calls Saikhya as the ‘principal
- opponent’ (pradhina-malla) of the Vedanta and says

at its refutation implies the refutation of paraminu-
karaga-vida etc.?

Sankhya, therefore, should let its Prakrri glide
into Maya, its Prakrti-parindmaviada into Braﬁma-
vivarta-vada, its satkiryavada into satkdrana-vada, its
Purusa into jiva, its negative kaivalya into positively
blissful moksa, and should, instead of maintaining the
plurality of Purusas representing “a vast array of sad
personalities” and creating an unbridgable chasm between
the subject and the object, recognize the non-dual
Brahman transcending the subject-object duality.

Criticism of Asat-Karyavida :—Shasikara believes in
sat-karyavidda but his interpretation of it is different
from that of Sankhya. By it he really means sat-
kiaranavida. His view is known as vivartavida. The
effect, no doubt, must pre-exist in the cause. But ulti-
mately the effect is not something different from the
cause. The cause alone is real ; the effect is only its
appearance.

Sharkara agrees with the Shianyavadins and the
Svarantra-Vijidnavadins in maintaining, againgt Sarkhya,
that if the effect were real and if it really pre-existed
in the cause, then it is already an accomplished fact
and its production will be a vain repetition. He also
agrees with them, against Nyaya-Vaishesika, that if the

1 Shariraka-Bhisya : I, 1, 5-10; I, 4, 1-3.
3 Ibid: 11, 1, 3, 2 Ibid: I, 4, 28.
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effect were a non-entity, it would be like a hare’s horn
and its production would be impossible. We have
seen that for the Svatantra-Vijianavadin, asatkaryavida
is a misnomer for he does.not advocate the production
of a non-entity. Reality itself, to him, is efficient
causation.l Shankara, however, agrees with the Shiinya-
vidin, against Svatantra-Vijidnavidin, in maintaining
that causation in a real sense is an impossibility. Pro-
duction cannot be called ‘the own essence’ of a thing
for ultimately there can be neither production nor

destruction nor any momentary entity.

The effect, says Shasikara, can never exist indepen-
dently and outside of the cause either befote or after
its manifestation. Therefore it cannot be said that the
effect does not pre-exist in the cause. 'The effect is only
an appearance of the cause. Though the effect and
the cause are non-different, yet it is the effect which
exists in and depends on the cause and not vice versa.

We see that milk produces curd, clay produces
pots and gold produces ornaments. Curd cannot be
produced from clay nor can pots be produced from
milk. But according to asatkaryavida this should
be possible. If it is rejoined that the cause has a certain
peculiarity (atishaya) according to which only certain
effects can be produced from certain causes, we reply
that if this peculiarity means ‘the antecedent condition
of the effect’, asatkaryavada is abandcned; and if it
means ‘the power of the cause to produce a particular
determined effect’, then it must be admitted that this
power is neither different from the cause nor non-cxistent
because if it were either, production would be impossible.

the relation between the cause and the
effect, like that between substance and qualities, must
be that of identity (tidatmya). It cannot be of the
natute of inherence (samaviya) because inherence will
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frequire another relation to relate it to cause and effect
and this relation another relation and so on ad infinitum ;
or else inherence itself will be impossible for without
being related to the two terms it cannot hang in the air.

Again, according to asatkaryavada, the effect
and the cause can have no connection because connection
is possible only between two existent entities and not
between an existent and a non-cxistent entity or between
two non-existent enticies. Nobody says that the son
of a batren woman was a king. He is a non-entity
and never was or is or will be a king.

Again, the theory that when the effect is produced
the cause is destroyed is absolutely wrong. The cause
can never be destroyed. When milk changes into curd,
it is not destioyed. Nor is the seed destroyed when it
becomes the sprout Tf the cause in tne proces; of
change is destroyed, recognition will become impossible.

Hence it is impossible to produce an effect which
is different from its cause and which does pot pre-exist
In it even within hundred years.1

Criticism of tne Paramipu-Karapavida of Nyiya-
Vaiskesika *—This school maintains that the four sub-
stances (earth, water, fire and air) in their amirta form
as causes are cternal and atomic. Akasha, though
itself not atomic, binds the atoms together. The atoms
of Democritus are only quantitatively different, are in
motion and make up souls also. But the Vaishesika
atoms are both quantitatively and qualitatively different,
ate by nature at rest and are distinct from souls. God
assisted by the adrsta of the jivas generates motion
in the atoms. This motion (parispanda) joins two
atoms togethet which make a dyad (dvyanuka). Three

! Shiriraka-Bhagya: II, i, 7, 9, 18; Gita-Bhagya : XVIII,
48 ; Chhiandogya-Bhisya: VI, 2, 1-2; Brhadaranyaka-
Bhagya: I, 2, 1,.
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such dyads make a triad (tryanuka). Four triads
form a quartrad (chaturanuka) and so on till the gross
objects of the world are produced. An atom is infi-
nitismal and spherical (parimandala) ; a dyad is minute
(anu) and short (hrasva); and a triad and others are
great (mahat) and long (dirgha). The things produced
are not mere aggregates, but wholes composed of parts,
the parts and the whole being related by inherence
(samavaya). The Vaishesika says that the cause must
transmit its qualities to the effect, e.g., white threads
make white goth, and black threads make black cloth.
Therefore conscious Brahman cannot be the cause
of the unconscious world. Atoms are its cause.

Shankara in refuting this theory points out that
it is not necessary for the cause to transmit all its qualities
to the effect. Even on the Vaishesika hypothesis an
atom which is spherical produces a dyad which is not
spherical, but minute anc}l) short ; and a dyad produces
a triad which is neither minute nor short, but great
and long. If this is so, why should not the conscious
Brahman produce an unconscious world ?

Are the atoms essentially active or inactive ot both
or neither? If active, then creation would become
rmanent ; if inactive, then there would be no creation ;
if both, the conception would be self-contradictory ;
and if neither, then their activity must come from outside
and this outside agency must be either seen or unseen ;
if seen, then it should not exi§t before creation; and
if unseen, then it being always present near the atoms,
creation would become permafient and if the proximity
of the unseen to the atoms is denied, then creation
would be impossible. In all cases therefore there can
be no creation from atoms.!

Criticism of the Categories of Nydya-V aishesika :—
This school assumes six categories (padartha) which,

1 Shariraka-Bhasya: II, ii, 11 and 14.
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unlike the Aristotelian categories which are mere
logical predicates, are metaphysical objects. These
categories, says Sharikara, are regarded as absolutely
different from one another, and &till it is maintained
that qualities, actions etc. depend upon the substance.
If so, then substance alone should exist. If in order
to avoid this difficulty it is maintained that subsétance
and qualities are inseparably connected (ayutasiddha),
then this inseparable connection must be either in space
ot in time or in itself, and none of these alternatives
can support the Vaishesika theory. If it is inseparable
in space, then the Vaishesika doctrine that ‘substances
produce another subStances and qualities another
ualities” will be upset. If it is inseparable in time,
then the two horns of 2 cow would be inseparably
connected. If it is inseparable in itself, then no distinc-
tion could be made between substance and qualities.!

Sharnkara, like Nagarjuna, Dharmakirti and Shanta-
raksita challenges the distinction of parts and whole.
The whole can be neither a mere aggregate of patts
nor can it be something apart from parts. The whole
cannot abide in all the parts taken together, for then it
would not be pcrceivcg as it is impossible to perceive
all the parts. If it is said that the whole abides in all
the parts taken together through the help of other J)nts,
then it would lead to infinite regress as we would always
be forced to assume further parts. Again, the whole
cannot abide in each separate part because if it abides
in one part, it cannot abide in another part, just as Deva-
datta cannot be present at the same time in two different
places. Moreover, if the whole were present in separate
parts, then they would become so many ‘wholes’.
But whereas for Dharmakirti and Shantaraksita, the
whole is unreal and the parts alone are real, for Nagirjuna
and Sharkara, both the whole and the parts are relative
and therefore ultimately unreal.?

1 Ibid: 11, 2, 17.
% Ibid: II, 1, 18. \
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The Vaishesika maintains that Atman is a substance
which is unintelligent in itself and becomes intelligent
on account of its contact with mind (manas). This,
says Shasikara, is highly absurd. To say that the unquali-
fied and indeterminate Atman really comes into
contact with something different from itself is to violate
the cétablished canon of logic. Again, either the

ualities of pleasure, pain etc. will be reduced to the
tman and then they too will become permanent, or
clse the Atman will be reduced to the qualities and will
become impermanent. By no gretch of reasoning can
it be proved that the Atman can feel pleasure or pain
or that it is made up of parts or that it is changing.!

Action or motion (karma) is impossible and with

it creation too is impossible because the adrsta can

roduce no motion in the atoms. It can inhere neither

in the souls nor in the atoms. Hence there can be
neither creation nor dissolution.?

The universal is also ultimately unreal. We
perceive no ‘universal cow’ in the individual cows.
It is only the generic qualities that are present in
individual cows. If the ‘universal cow’, as a ‘whole’,
is present in each cow, then even the horns or the tail
of a cow should yield milk.?

Inherence too is impossible. Inherence (samavaya)
is a category while samyoga ot conjunction is 2 quality,
according to Nydya-Vaishesika. Inherence is regarded
as an eternal, imperceptible, inseparable and real relation
subsisting between parts and whole, qualities and
substance, action and agent, universal and particular
etc. A dyad is supposed to be related to its two consti-
tuent atoms by this samavaya. Shankara, like Chandra-

1 Kena-Pada-Bhisya :11, 4 ; Mandakya-Kirika-Bhasya III, L5
Brhadiranyaka-Bhasya I, 4, 7. :

% Shiriraka-Bhasya 11,2, 12.

3 Thib: II, 1, 18.
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kirti, Dharmakirti and Shantaraksita and like Zeno
and Bradley, points out that inherence must lead to
infinite regress. Inherence, being different from the
two things which it relates, stands in need of another
inherence to relate it with them. This second
inherence again requires another inherence and so on
ad infinitum. 1f it is maintained that samavaya does
not inhere in the samavdyin by another samavdya, but
is identical with it, then even samyoga should be 1egarded
as identical with the things it ~conjoins ; and as both
equally require another relation to relate them to the
two terms, no talk of calling samavaya a catcgory and
samyoga a quality can remove the difficulty. Shaskara’s
int is that a relation, whatever may be its nature and
owsoever intimate it may be regarded, can never be
identical with the terms which it relates. If # and %
are two terms which are to be related by 7, the relation,
then the following difficulties are bound to occur i—
(1) If 7 inheres in #, it cannot relate it with Zy;
(2) If r inheres in #, it cannot relate it with # ;
(3) The same 7 cannot inhere in both # and 7%y ;
(4) If r is absolutely different from # and 7,
and falls outside both, then r itselflbccomes
another term and requires a further relation
which can relate it with # and #. Thus

infinite regress is sure to creep in.l

Thus we see that the distinction between samyoga
and samaviya is untenable. One and the same thing
may be called by different names according to different
considerations. The same Devadatta may be called 2
Brihmana, a learned man, a gentleman, a boy, a youth,
an old man, a father, a son, a grandson, a brother,
a son-in-law etc. etc.

The six categories of the Vaishesika, therefore, are
nothing but mere assumption and if we proceed with mere

1 Ibid: II; 2, 13.
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assumptions there is nothing to check us if we assume
hundreds and thousands of categories instead of six.!

Criticism of the Doctrine that God is the eficient canse
only :—Some Yogins and some Vaishesikas and othefs
hold that God is the efficient cause only for He is
the ruler of Primordial Matter and Souls. This
position, say Shankara, is untenable. If God is
merely a ruler and makes, according to His sweet will,
some persons great, some otdinary and others low
then He will be rightly charged of being actuated
by pattiality, attachment and hatred and hence He
will be one like us and no real God.? Nor can the
difficulty be removed by supposing that the actions
of persons and results given by God form a begin-
ningless series for then that series will be like a line
of the blind led by the blind.

Moreover, God cannot be the ruler of Mattet
and Souls without being connected with them and
there can be such connection, It cannot be conjunc-
tion because God, Souls and Matter are regarded as
.infinite and without parts. It cannot be inherence
because it is impossible to decide as to which is the
abode and which the abiding thing. For us the diffi-
culty does not arise at all because we maintain the
identity (tadatmya) of the cause and the effect.
Again, if Praketi ceases for the liberated soul,
it must be finite and there would be nothing
for God to rule. Moreover, these three infinite
principles will limit one another and will collapse into
a void. The infinite can be only one. Further, if
Matter and Souls are infinite, God cannot rule over
them and then He will be neither omniscient nor

omnipotent.?

1 Tbid: H, 2, 17.

3 These objections are urged by Shiataraksita also. See
Supra ; p. 101-103.

% Shiriraka-Bhigya : II, ii, 37, 38, 41.
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Criticism  of Brakma-Parinima-Vdda :—Shasikara
maintains Brahma-karapa-vida as he recognizes the
Brahman is the cause of the world. But his theory is
called Brahma-virarta-viada because it takes the world
to be only a phenomenal appearance of Brahman,
Shasikara is opposed to Brahma-parindma-vada. For
him, the world is neither a real creation by Brahman
nor a real modification of Brahman. Brahman asso-
ciated with its power Mayi is the ground on which
the phenomenal world is super-imposed. When true
knowledge dawns and the essential unity of the
jivatman with the Paramatman is realized, the world
1s sublated. Modification or change in quite a realistic
manner (satattvato’nyatha prathi), like the change of
gold into orpaments ot of clay into pots or of milk
into curd, is called parindma or vikdra. Unreal
change or seeming modification (atattvato’nyatha
pratha), like the change of water into waves, bubbles,
foam etc., is called vivarta. They are nct, as Sarva-
jdatma Muni rightly points out, absolutely opposed ;
parindmavada logically leads to vivartavada which is
only a step ahead of it! The world which cannot be
called real either in the beginning or in the end, must
be unreal in the middle also.?

This entire diverse universe of names and forms,
of agents and enjoyers, of space, time and causality,
says Shankara, proceeds from that omniscient, omni-
potent and omnipresent cause, the Brahman which
alone is the creator, preserver and destroyer of it.3
Brahman is the material cause as well as the efficient
cause. All the sacred texts which declare Brahman as
undergoing modification or change (parinima) do not

! faadare fg giafdawan afomane: |

* 91 A T qF 7o FA WA ! Nagarjuna,

ARTER T FATfe adATAsty go4ar | Gaudapada
q g qREIZT Jq T I79 A4 T g9 AR |

Bhigavata,
3 Shiriraka-Bhiasya: I, 1, 2,
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at all mean a real modification or change as it is
illogical. Their real aim is to teach that the world
is only a phenomenal appearence of Brahman which
is in fact beyond all plurality and phenomena and
which is the same as the Real Self. Thus Ishvara or
Saguna Brahman associated with Maya is the cause of

this world.!

Shasikara gives some of the objections raised by
Shantaraksita and others and refutes them. He says
that some people object to the simile given in some
Upanisads that just as a spider produces, maintains
and devours a cob-web, similarly Brahman creates,
maintains and destroys this world. They say that a
spider, on account of its desire to eat small insects,
emits saliva which produces the web. What such
desire ‘and what external means can Brahman have 7%
To this we reply that creation is not something ulti-
‘mately real. It is only an appearence, Moteover,
Brahman being Consciousness can neced no other
external means except its own potency, May3,. Again,
it is objected that Ishvara can not be the creator of
this world for then the charges of inequality and
cruelty will be levelled against Him. Why should He
make some people happy and others miserable? Is He
not partial to some and prejudiced against others 22
We reply that he cannot be so charged. The Shruti
and the Smrti declare that the inequality in the creation
is due to the merits and demerits o? the creatures.
Just as a cloud rains the same water, though different
seeds frutify according to their different potentialities,
similarly Ishvara is the common cause of creation,
though different creatures reap different fruits on
account of the difference in their actions. The objec-
tion that before creation merits and demerits do not

1 Ibid : 10, 1, 27

2 Tbid: II, 1, 25; Compare Shintaraksita’s objections.
Supra : p. 101-103.

3 Tbid : TI, 1, 34-35; Compare Shantaraksita’s objections.
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exist is invalid, for creation has no beginning. Merits
and inequality, therefore like seeds and sprouts are
both cause and effect.! But it should be remembered
that ultimately creation is an impossibility. Shankara
agrees with the Shanyavadins and with Gaudapada
here. Brahman is the only Reality. It cannot be
produced from itself because there can be neither any

eculiarity Satishaya) nor any change (vikara) in
in the eternal. It cannot be produced from anything
other than itself for every other thing except Brahman
is non-existant and unreal.? Again, why should Brahman
really creats. It has no desire or ambition to fulfil.
If it has, it is not perfect. No desire or ambition of
Brahman can be proved either by independent reasoning
or by Shriti. (Aptakdmasya ka sprha ?) Therefore it
must be remembered, says Sharkara, that whenever
we talk of creation, we do not mean real creation ;
we mean only a phenomenal apprehence of Brahman
due to Avicfyﬁ and this creation-appearence is real
only as long as Avidya lasts.®* When Avidya is removed
by right knowledge, God, the Ruler; Soul, the Enjoyer;
and World, the Enjoyed—all are merged in the Highest
Brahman.4

Criticism of Jainism :—The Jainas belive in the
theory of Relativity called the Sapta-bhangi-naya or the
Syadvada; (1) Relatively, it is; (2) Relatively, it is
not; (3) Relatively, it both is and is not; (4) Rela-
tively, it is indescribable ; (5) Relatively, it is and is
indescribable ; (6) Relatively, it is not and is indes-
cribable ; Relatively, it both is and is not and is
also indescribable. They also say that a thing may be
one as well as many, eternal as well as momentary.

Shagikara, like Dharmakirti and Shantaraksita,
bitterly criticizes this theory. He points out that con-
tradictory attributes like exixtence and non-existence,

1 Thid. s Ibid: 11, 1, 33,
% Ibid: II, 3, 9, ¢ Ibid: I, 2,13, °
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unity and plurality, eternity and momentariness etc.
cannot belong to the same thing, just as light and
darkness cannot remain at the same place or just as
the same thing cannot be hot and cold at the same
- time. According to this view, the theory of Syadvada
itself may not be correct. Relativity cannot be sus-
tained without the Absolute which is rejected by the
Jainas. The theory looks like the words of a lunatic.
Again, the judgments cannot be indescribable, for they
are clearly set forth. To describe them and to say
that they are indescribable is a contradiction in terms.}

Criticism of Buddhism :—

(a) Criticism of the Sarvistivida School :—This is
the most important School of the Hinayina. It is
divided inio two major schools—the Vaibhasika and
the Sautrantika. The former attaches itself to Vibhasa,
a Commentary on an Abhidharma work a and may be
called presentationism or naive realism as it maintains
like Descartes, the independent existence of mind and
matter. The latter attaches itsclf to the Sitra and may
be called representationism or critical realism as it
maintains like Locke, that the existence of external
objects is inferred through mental presentations, even
as cating of good food is inferred through corpulence
" of a country is inferred through language. But both
these Schools are equally realistic and reduce mind to
fleeting ideas (santdna) and mattet to flecting sensations
(sanghita).

Shasnkara takes both these schools under the name
of ‘Sarvastivada’ and says that its followers hold that
external reality s either element (bhiita) or elemental
(bhautika) and that internal reality is either mind
(chitta) or mental (chaitta). Earth, water, fite and air
are elements. Colour ctc. and the sense-organs like
eye ctc. are elemental. The internal world consists

11Ibid: 11, 2, 33 ; Compare with the arguments of Dharma-
kirti and Shiataraksita: Supra, p. 107,

24
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of the five skandhas—of sensation, idea, feeling, con-
ception and forces.

Shankara objects that these two types of aggre-
ates—external as well as internal—can oever be formed
ot all. The unintelligent momentafy atoms and the
momentary skandhas cannot form any systematic
whole. No intelligent principle—enjoyer Ot ruler—

which may unite these aggregates is admitted by the

obponents. If it is urged that the momentary vijfiana
anites the aggregates, it is untenable,for the vijiana
must come into existence in the first moment and must
unite the aggregates in the second moment which would
mean that the vijidna exists at least for two moments and
is therefore not momentary. Nor can the aggregates
be formed on account of Dependent Causation, for in
the Wheel of Causation each preceding link is the
immediate efficient cause of the succeeding link only,
not of the whole aggregate. The momentary atoms
too cannot combine by themselves. When it is impos-
sible even for the permanent Vaishesika atoms to com-
bine,it is more so with the Buddhistic atoms which

are momentary.!

Again, the Buddhists maintain that existence arises
from non-cxistence, that a sced must be destroyed
before a sprout can spring up Of milk must be des-
troyed before curd can come into bcinfg. Shankara
replies that an entity can never arise from a non-
entity. Had it been so anything would arise from
anything. Nothing can ofiginate from the horns of
a .~ And even when Buddhists themselves admit
that aggregates arise from atoms and mental States
from the skandhas, why should they confuse the
world with worse than uscless contradictions ?*

(b) Criticism of the Theory a{ Momentariness (ksaia-
bhariga-vada) :- The antecedent link in the causal series,
2

1 bid ; 10, 2, 26. * Thdid
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says Shaskara cannot even be regarded as the efficient
cause of the subsequent link because, according to
the theory of momentariness, the preceding link
ceases to exist when the subsequent link arises. If
it is urged that the antecedent moment when fully
developed (patinigpannavasthah) becomes the cause of
the subsequent moment, it is untenable, because the
assertion that a fully developed moment has a causal
efficiency necessarily presupposes its connection with
the second moment and this repudiates the theory of
universal momentariness. Again, if it is urged (as is
done by the Svatantra-Vijfianavadins) that the mere
exiStence of the preceding moment means its causal
efficiency (bhava evasya vyaparah), this too is impos-
sible, because no effect can arise without imbibing
the nature of the cause and to admit this is to admit
‘that the cause is permanent as it continues to exist
in the effect and thus to throw overboard the

doctrine of momentarinees.

Again, are production and destruction the nature
of a thing (vastunah svariipameva) or another state
of it (avasthantaram va) or a different thing (vaStvan-
tarameva va) ? All these alternatives are impossible.
In the first case, production and destruction would
become synonymous with the thing itself. Again
if it is said that production is the beginning, thing
is the middle, ancf destruction is the end, then a thing,
being connected with three moments, would not be
momentary. And if it be maintained that production
and destruction are two absolutely different things
like a2 horse and a buffalo, then the thing, bein
different from production and destruction woul
become permanent. Again, if production and destruc-
tion are regarded as perception and non-perception,
then too, perception and non-perception, being the
attributes of the perceiving mind and not of the
thing, the thing would become permanent. In all
cases therefore the theory of momentariness is entirely

pntenable.
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Again, if the opponent says that things arise
without a cause, he violates his own Statement that
things atrise depending on causes and conditions.
Then anything may arise out of anything. And i
the opponent says that the preceding cause lasts
only upto the arising of the succeeding effect, this
would imply that the cause and the effect are

simultaneous.

Apgain, there can be neither conscious destruc-
tion Epratisaﬁkhyinimdha, e.g., of a_ jar by a stick),
not unconscious destruction (apratisankhyanirodha,
e. g, the decay of things), because these can relate
themselves neither to the seties (santana-gochara) as
in all the series the members are causally related in
an uninterrupted manner, nor to the members of
the series (bhava-gochara) as a momentaty thing can-
not be completely annihilated because it is recognized
in different states as having a connected existence.

Again, if Ignorance is destroyed by Right Know-
ledge, then the Buddhistic doctrine that universal
destruction is going on without any cause is given
up; and if it is destroyed by itself, then the Buddhistic
teaching pertaining to the ‘Path’ to help the destruc-
tion of Ignorance %wcomes futile. Moreover, bondage
and liberation are also impossible. If the soul is
momentary, whose is the bondage and whose is the
liberation ? Again, there will be vicarious liability in.
moral life. He who performs an act will lose its
fruit and another will have to reap it.

The fact of memory and recognition gives a death-
_ blow to the theory of momentariness. The past is
recognized and remembered in the present and this
implies the existence of a permanent synthesizing
subject without whom knowledge shall always remain
an impossibility. Identity cannot mean similarity.
Even similatity requires a permanent subject who
knows two things to be similar. When the Buddhist
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himself recognises all his successive cognitions, till
he breathes his last, as belonging to the same Self,
should he not tremble in maintaining shamelessly the
the doctrine of momentariness ?! Everything may be
doubted but the self can never be doubted for the
very idea of doubt presupposes the self. Indeed,
when philosophers fail to admit a self-cvident fact,
they may try to uphold their view and refute the
view of their opponents, but in doing this, they
entangle themselves in mere words and, honestly
speaking, they convince neither their opponents nor

even themselves.?

() Criticism of “Vijiinavida” (really of Svatantra-
Vijfianavida) :—By the term “Vijiidnavada”, Shan-
kara really means ‘Svatantra-Vijianavada’. These
Buddhists, says Sharkara, maintain the existence of
momentary ideas only. They say that Buddha taught
the reality of the external world to his inferior
disciples who cling to this world, while to his superior
disciples he gave his real teaching that ultimate reality
is the momentary vijfidna only. Shanakra, taking his
stand mainly on the Alambanapariksd of Dinnaga,
exposes the Buddhist view as follows .—

If external things exist they should be either
atoms or aggregates of atoms like posts etc. ~And
both are impossible. Atoms cannot be perceived and
their aggregates can be rciardcd neither as identical
with nor as different from the atoms. It is the ideas
themselves which appear as different external objects,

1 Ibid : 11, 2, 20-25
* 4 erordaETEY dfaE! aaAd ?
Hemachandra has also raised similar objections, €.g.,
FATTATSFAS AR PR e a1 :
YT AT TegEE] FEraTaaE: T N
g1 Tz Svefag: qard: qhwed @y aat  wEvatata:
TTERIN AT TS F A qareT q
Ffgamardgfy | Ibid: 11, 2, 25
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as a post, a wall, a pot, 2 cloth etc. The fact that
the idea is identical with the external object is
proved also by the rule that the internal idea and the
external object are always experienced simultaneously
(sahopalambhaniyamat). ~ There is also no difference
between waking and dreaming states. Just as in
states like dreams, magical illusions, mirage, sky-
castles, etc, etc., it is the ideas themselves which
appear as subjects and as objects though there are
no external objects, simillarly in waking state too the
ideas themselves appear as external objects. The
plurality of the ideas is due the beginningless imFres-
sions (vasand), and not due to the plurality of the
so-called external objects. In the beginningless samsara
ideas and impressions succeed each other, like seeds
and sprouts, as causes and effects.

Sharikara vehemently criticizes this view. Accord-
ing to him it is subjective idealism. And the tragedy
is heightened by the fact that ideas are regarded as
momentary. Shaskara’s standpoint here is that of

sychological realism. The external world must exist
ausc we perceive it. If things and ideas are
presented together it does not mean that they are identi-
cal. If objects depend on the mind it does not mean
that they are a part of the mind. To be perceivad by
the mind is not to be a portion of the mind. The
arguments of the Buddhist in denying the external
world though he is himself experiencing it, are like
the words of a person who while he is eating and
feeling satisfied, says he is not eating or feeling satisfied.
We perceive a black cow and a white cow. Now,
the attributes of blackness and whiteness may differ
but cowness remains the same. Similarly in “Cogni-
tion of ajar’ and ‘cognition of a cloth,” jar and cloth
being objects differ, while consciousness remains

the same. This proves that ideas and objects are
distinct.!

bid : 11, 2, 28. gemRdwTATAS: |
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If the Buddhist replies that he is not denying
the consciousness of objects but he is only asserting
that he perceives no object apart from consciousness,
he is only making a purely arbitrary statement which
he cannot prove by any sound argument. No body
is conscious of his perception only, but everybody
perceives external objects like post, wall etc. Even
the Buddhist while explicitly denying the external
object implicitly accepts it. Difinaga says that “inter-
nal consciousness itself appears as if it is something
external”.] Now if there is no external world, how
can he say that consciousness appears as if it it some
thing external ? Indeed, no sane person says that
Visnumitra appears like the son of a barren woman.
There can be no hypothetical without a categorical
basis. Possibility always involves actuality.? The
possibility or impossibility of things can be deter-
mined only through means of right knowledge.
Means of right knowledge themselves do not depend
on pre-conceived possibility or impossibility. That
is possible which can be proved by any valid means of
cognition like perception etc. And thatis im ssible
which cannot be so proved. Now, the externa objects
are apprechended by all valid means of cognition.
How can their existence be then legitimately denied 2%

Shasikara also quotes a verse from Dharmakirti to
the effect that “non-dual consciousness itself is wr_onglz
veiwed as if it appears as the subject-object duality”.

! vgzmRgeT ag afgdaawey 17 Ibid.
This is the first-half of the sixth verse of the
Alambana-Pariksi of Difiniga, quoted by Shankara.
* gawar fg Fomz afgdlzfa 59: 1 Afg o awsngs-
RIS 3fd FimgEea 1 Ibid.
s Ibid.
« sfawrsiy agamenr famaifaazam: |
- ATEaESEfalaATaTtA S8
(Pramapavirtika : III, 354) Quoted in Upadesha
Sahasri : XVIII, 142.
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Shankara criticizes this view also from the same stand-

int from which he criticizes that of Difinaga. He
objects to the phrase “as if external” He points out
that the Buddhists should say that Consciousness
appears as the external world, and not that it appears
as if it is something external.! Thus Shajkara him-
self admits that the entire sul:})gect-objcct universe is
only an appearance of the Atman which is Pure
Consciousnes. His point is simply to reject subjective
idealism and to emphasize the phenomenal reality of
the external world.

Shankara also emphasizes that the dream state and
the waking state cannot be placed on a par. These
states are entirely different. Things seen in a dream
are sublated in the waking state. Their falsity and
illusory character are rea.lisc§ when the dreamer awakes.
But the things like posts, walls etc. seen in the waking
state are not so contradicted or sublated. Dreams are
private ; waking life is public. Dreams are remembered ;
things in waking life are directly perceived. They
cannot be treated on the same szel on the pretext
that both are equally experienced through conscious-
ness. Even the Buddhist himself realises the acute
difference between the two and what is directly experi-
enced cannot be refuted by mere intellectual jugglery.?

Again, the Buddhistic assertion that the plurality
of ideas is due to the plurality of impressions and
not due to the plurality of external objects is also
wrong, because if the external objects do not exist
then impressions themselves cannot arise. And even
if these impressions are held to be beginningless, this
position is like a series of the blind, leading to
the fallacy of infinite regress and at once negating

' qerg qaTie aean el gdfgaraea s gwee-
9 7 g afgagaaraT §fa | Shariraka-Bhasya : 11, 2, 28.

2 7 gy Fw fren amf@msfaesibam aweefy-
afzegwaread @wagawaar | Ibid. 11, 2, 29.
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all practices of this world, Moreover, impressions
being mental modifications require a  substratum
to inhere and in the_ Buddhistic view there is no
such substratum.!  Alayavijiina too which s
held to be momentary cannot be, like individual
cpgﬂj:ions (pravgttivijianas), the substratum of impres-
10035,

Shafkara says that his criticism of the theory of
momentariness cqually applies to this school Rm'
Momentary ideas cannot ideate themselves. There
must be a permanent self to synthesize the fleeting
ideas and give them a unity and a meaning. The
preceding and the succeeding ideas become extinct as
soon as they Eecome objects of consciousness. They
can neither apprehend nor be apprehended. Hence
the various Buddhistic theories like the theoty that
fleeting ideas succced one another, the theory of
mbmentariness, the theory of the Unique Particular
and the General, the theory that the %rcce&ing idea
leaves an impression which causes the succeedin

idea to arise, the theory of Ignorance, the theory o
Existence and Non-Existence of things, the theory of
Bondage and Liberation ete. all crumble down?

If the Buddhist replics that the idea is sclf-
conscious and is apprehended by itself like a lumi-
nous lamp, he is wrong, for to say that the momentary
idea illuminates itself is as absurd as to 'say that fire
burns itself, If he again urges thatto say that an
idea is apprehended by something else is to involve
oneself in infinite regress as this something else would
require another thing to ’l:&"‘h“"d it, and therefore
the only way to avoid this infinite :l.'ﬂcss is to
maintain that an idea is self-luminous like a lamp,
both these arguments put forth by him are fallacious.
In fact it is only the permanent self, which apprehends

1 Ibid, 11, 2, 30. * Thid, 11, 2, 31.
2 Thid, 11, 2, 31. ¢ Ibid, 11, 2, 28.
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the manifold ideas and synthesizes them into a unity,
which may be regarded self-luminous like 2 lamp
needing fothing e%se for its illumination. But an
idea cannot be so regarded. An idea is apprehended
by the self. An idea, therefore, is just like an object
in relation to the knowing self which is the subject.
As the self which apprehends the ideas requires noth-
ing else for its own apprehension, the charge of
infinite regress does not arise at all. And so the
second obijection also becomes ineffective. The Self
alone is the knowing subject; an idea is only a
known object. The witnessing self is a self-evident
fact. Its existence is self-proved and can never be
denied] Moreover, the view that a momentary idea,
like a lamp, manifests itself without being illuminated
by the sclf, means that knowledge is possible without
a knowing subject. It is as absurd as to maintain
that a thousand lamps manifest themselves inside a
deep impenetrable rock.2 If the Buddhist says that by
idea he means consciousness and that we Vedantins too
who accept the ultimate reality of consciousness, accept
his view, he is utterly mistaken, becausc for us an
idea is only like an object requiring for its manifesta-
tion the self-luminous Self which is the knower.
Again, if the Buddhist rejoins that our witnessing

which is self-luminous ~and self-proved is only his
idea in disguise, he is wrong, because whereas his ideas
are momentary and manifold and are no better than
a scattered chaos, originating and dying away, our
Self, on the other hand, is non-dual and permanent
and is the ultimate knowing subject which synthesizes
these scattered ideas into a unity and gives them a
meaning3 Therefore we sce that the difficulty in
Buddhism is not removed even if we grant self-cons-

) wfgge ¥ arfaonisyareigang | Ibid
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ciouness to the vijiidnas, for the vijfianas being
momentary and manifold will only add to confusion.
It is only the Self, the permanent knower and the
eternal seer whose sight is never destroyed.! Even
hundreds of Buddhists cannot disprove the self-proved
self nor can they replace it by tEeir momentary idea,
just as a dead person cannot be brought back to
life again.?

These Buddhists believe, says Shankara, that
knowledge itself (dhireva), being self-luminous cons-
ciousness (chitsvariipavabhasakatvena), appeats 10 1S
own form as subject (svikard) as well as in the form
of external objects (visayakira cha), that it is the idea
(vijidna) itself which manifests itself as subject and
as object (grihyagrihakakara), and that this trans-
parent (svachchhibhatam) and momentary (ksanikam)
idea (vijianam)) ultimately transcends the subject-
object duality (grahyagrahaka-vinirmuktam).® -

All these assumptions, says Shagkara, are obstacles
to the Vedic path leading to the Highest Good 4 The
illumination of a lamp is not its own; 1t cOmMES from
the self, In this respect there is no difference between
a pot and a lamp for both are equally objects. Thus
the momentary vijiana which is only an object to the
self which knows it, cannot manifest it_§elf as the
subject-object duality. The momentary vijianas must
be known by the self (vijidnasydpi chaitanyagra-
hyatvat). ‘This self which knows the manifold
vijidnas and gives them unity and meaning, is different
from them and is the only light or the self-luminous
knower® If the ideas a{one were real, then they

1 Brhadaranyaka-Bhisya: 1V, 3,30; 1V, 4, 25; Mundaka-
Bhisya I, 1, 6, Kena-Pada-Bhisya : 11, 4.

2 Prashna-Bhasya VI, 2.

3 Brhadiranyaka-Bhisya: IV, 3, 7.
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would be synonymous with pots, cloths etc. for they
are all objects to the knowing-self.t This would
lead to the abolition of the distinction between
subject and object, means and end, actions and results
and would further lead to the annihilation of all
phenomenal  practices. (satva-samvyavaharalopa-
prasaiigah). Bondage and Liberation would be
impossible. The sacred texts of the Buddhists would
be useless (upadesha—shistrﬁna.tthakyaprasaﬁgab) and
their authors would have to be regarded as ignorant
(tatkarturajiidnaprasangah). There would be also
vicarious liability (akgtabhydgama) and destruction
of deeds (krtaviprandsha). If the self-conscious
vijfiana is the only reality and there is no self, then
¢the qualities of momentarinesss, soullessness etc. would
not be imposed on it. Nor can these qualities be
regarded as a part of the vijiidna for it is impossible
that qualities like suffering etc. which are enjoyed
should be a part of the vijfidna which is the enjoyer.
Not can these qualities be natural to vijfiana for if
ti;cf:ty were so, it would be impossible to remove
suffering etc. And then liberation would be impossible.

Nor can the annihilation of the vijfidna be regarded '
as the cessation of suffering etc. for surely if a person
who is pierced by a deadly thorn dies, he cannot be
said to have been cured of the pain produced by that
thorn. Death, certainly, is not the remedy of a
disease.?

Now, it will be easy to sce that the view which
Sharkara exposes and criticizes under the name of
“Vijiianavada’ is in fact Svatantra-Vijfianavada. We do
not find any reference to the doctrines of Laiikavatara,
Asaniga and Vasubandhu, But we find that Shankara
has quoted half-a-verse from Difindga, one verse from
Dharmakirti and has often referred to the views of
Shantaraksita without however mentioning the names

2 Ibid.
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of any. We also see that his exposition of ¢Vijiia-
navida’ is in fact a correct and a clear exposition of
Svatantra-Vijdanavada. We should also remember
that Svatantra-Vijaanavadins were his immediate pre-
decessors. All these facts support our view that the
so-called criticism of ‘Vijfianavida’ by Shaskara is
really the criticism of the Svatantra-Vijianavada
School ; the real Vijfidna-vada of Asanga and Vasu-

bandhu is not refuted by it.

(d) Advance on Vijidnavida and on Gandapéda :—It
may be pointed out however that in regard to those
views which Vijaanavida shares in common with
Svatantra-Vijiidnavada, Shankara’s criticism applies
to Vijianavida also. But it is very important to
note that here Shadkara’s criticism loses much of its
force. The Alambana-Pariksa of Dinnaga is not
a very original work. Almost all its ideas are based
on Vasubandhu’s works. We know that Vasubandhu
in his Vimshatiki and in his Bhasya on it criticized
the atoms of the Vaishesikas and of the Vaibhisikas.
We also know that he declared external objects to be
inside consciousness. We also know that he placed
dream  state and waking state almost on equal
footing.! We also know that Gaudapada too agreed
completely with ~ Vasubandhu in many respects.?
Shankara’s criticism, therefore, applies in some
respects to  Vasubandhu and Gaudapada. But
we say that this criticism loses much of its force
because, firstly, Vasubandhu and Gaudapada do
not deny the objectivity of the external world, as
the objects appear as objects 10 the knowing subject,
and secondly, because ~they hold pure Consciousness
which is the same as the self-luminous Self to be the
permanent  background of all phenomena. Their
view is not subjective idealism. It is absolutism.®

1 See Supra: pp. 66-68.
® See Supra : pp. 126-129.
2 See Supra: pp. 74 and 129.
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When it is maintained that pure and permanent
Consciousness, which is self-luminous and which
transcends the subject-object duality, is the only
reality and that the world is only its appearance, the
criticism of Shankara falls off the mark because he
himself believes in this view.

The difference between Vasubandhu and Gauda-
pada on the one hand, and Shankara on the other,
is not the difference of kind but only of degree.
The difference is only of emphasis. We know that
Vasubandhu and Gaudapiada distinguish between the
illusory (parikalpita) and the relative (paratantra) aspects.
They place these two states on a par only in order
to emphasize #he altimate unreality of the world. Shad-
kara, on the other hand, is keen—and herein his
greatness lies—to emphasize #he phenomenal reality of the
world. Secondly, he wants to prove the unreality of the
external world not by saying that it does not fall
outside consciousness but by saying that it is essen-
tially false (mithyad) because it can be described
neither as existent nor as non-existent (sadasadanirva-
chaniya). We have seen that the seed of this doctrine
was present in Gaudapada and in Shianyavdda. Thirdly,
in Shankara  Vasubandhu’s Vijhaptimatra gives
place to Brahman or Atman, Alayavijidna to Ishvara,
Manovijiiana to Jiva, Visayavijfiapti to Jagat, and
Parinima to Vivarta. Shankaia in fact develops the
ideas found in Shiinyavada, Vijiianavida and Gauda-
pada almost to perfection and spotless purity.

Sharkara’s criticism, therefore, applies and is
intended by him to apply with full force to Svatan-
tra-Vijiidnavada only which degrades Consciousness
merely to momentary and manifold ideas.

(e) Criticism of Shinyavida +—Shafikara takes the
word ~‘Shiinya’ in~ the sense of mere negation and
says that Shanyavada which is pure nihilism is contra-
dicted by all valid means of cognition. It stands self-
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condemned. The Shinyavadin, says Shaskara, cannot
legitimately negate all phenomenal practices unless he
finds some higher truth (anyattattva). Shadkara
therefore summarily dismisses Shiinyavada taking it to
be below criticism.! But really ~Shinyavada does

admit such Tattva?.

(f) General Criticism of Buddlism :—The more Wwe
examine the Buddhistic system, says Shankara, the
more it gives way like a well dug in sand. It has no
solid foundation, There is no truth in it. It can
setve no useful purpose. Buddha by teaching three
mutually contradictory systems of Bahyarthavada,
Vijiianavada and Shinyavada, has proved it beyond
doubt that either he was fond of making contradic-
tory statements or else his hatred of people made
him teach three contradictory doctrines so that people
may be utterly confused and deluded by accepting
them. Therefore all persons who desire the od
should at once reject Buddhism.?

We thus see that Shakara’s attitude towards
Buddhism is that of hatred and animosity. He uses
harsh wotds for Buddha and for Buddhists. The spirit
of Gaudapada is gone. As for his criticism of
Buddhism we may make the following remarks :
Shankara finds it easy to dismiss Shinyavada taking
the word Shiinya in its popular sense of pure negation
or void. When he remarks that Shiinyavada cannot
dismiss the wotld as pure negation nor even as relative
existence unless it finds some higher truth (tattva), he

1 e EAwAmtAffie sfy ST TEc
frad, @ wd FEIHOEiEgr BRI aaacan 5
TSR |
= ;'h;'riraka-Bhi;yn : I, 2, 31 Brhadiranyaka-Bhasya :

1 Mi’dh’ya.;nﬁka—l(itikis : XVIIL, 9.
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takes it for granted that it has no such higher truth,
But our entire treatment of Shiinyavada bears ample
witness to the fact that Shiinyavada declares the world :
to be relative and therefore ultimately unreal only
because it emphatically believes in the reality of the
higher truth or Tattva which it calls Paramartha.
Shankara, therefore, only avoids Shinyavada. We
have also noticed that Shankara does not refute real
- Vijfidnavada. So far as Bahyirthavida ¢ Sarvisi :

is concerned we know that this school ¢ Hinayana
was bitterly criticized by the Mahayanists themselves &
and Shasikara’s criticism against it cannot be regarded
as altogether new or original, although it is petfectly
valid. The full force o% Shankara’s criticism is there-
fore directed against the Svatantra-Vijiianavada school,
especially against its theory of momentariness. The
criticism is fully justified.

We have noticed Shankara’s dialectical criticism
of the various other schools of philosophy where
we have also explained Shankara’s own Standpoint.
We now turn to his exposition of his own philo-

sophy.

B s atl b BT e R L T T T R T E Ry T

There is a famous saying that the entire system
of Advaita Vedanta may be summarized in half 2
verse which runs as follows: Brahman is the only
Reality ; the world is ultimately false; and the
individual soul is non-different from Brahman.!
Brabman and Atman or the Supreme Self are synony-
mous terms. The world is a creation of Maya.
The individual selves on account of their inherent
Avidya know themselves as different from Brahman
and mistake Brahman as this world of plurality even
as we mistake a rope as a snake. Avidya vanishes at
the dawn of knowledge—the supra-relational direct :
and intuitive knowledge of the non-dual sclf which ]
means liberation,

Al Lle A zE it e Laniy
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Maya and Brakman: 'The words Maya, Avidya,
Ajfana, Adhyasa, Adhyaropa, Anirvachaniya, Vivarta,
Bhranti, Bhrama, Nima-ripa, Avyakta, Aksara, Bija-
shakti, Mila~-praksti etc. are recklessly used in Vedanta
as very nearly synonymous. Of these Maya, Avidya,
Adhyasa and Vivarta are very often used as interchange-
able terms. There are two schools among later
Advaitins divided on the question whether Maya and
Avidya ate indentical or different. The general trend
of the Advaitins including Shasikara himself has been
to treat these two terms as synonymous and to
distinguish between the two aspects of Maya or
Avidya which are called avarana and viksepa, the
former being the negative aspect of concealment
and the latter the positive aspect of projection.
The advocates of the other school who treat Maya
and Avidyad as different say that Maya is something
positive, though absolutely dependent on and
inseparable from Brahman, which provides a medium
for the reflection of Brahman and for the projection
of this world, being an essentially indistinguishable
power (shakti) of Brahman, while Avidya is entirely
nigaﬁw in character, being pure ignorance or absence
of knowledge of Reality. Secondly, May3, the cosmic
power of projection, conditions {shvam who is not
affected by Avidya; while Avidyi, the individual
ignorance conditions the Jiva. Brahman reflected in
Miyi is the Ishvara and Brahman reflected in Avidya
is the Jiva.l Hence, though the individual ignorance
is dispelled by knowledge, Maya, being the inherent
nature of Brahman, cannot be so dispelled, Thirdly,
Miyi is made preponderatingly of sattva, while
Avidya is made of all the three—sattva, rajas and
tamas. But really speaking the two schools are rot
opposed. Whether Miya is called the cosmic and
positive power of projection and Avidya the indivi-
dual and negative ignorance, or Miyd and Avidya
are treated as synonymous and as having two aspects

1 FEqEE sa: FIRTEeas |
25
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of concealment and projection, the fundamental
position remains the same. Further, both the schools
agree that Ishvara is ever free from the negative
aspect of Ignorance and that in Him sattva preponde-
rates. Hence, whether concealment is called Avidya
or Tilividya and projection Maya or Milavidya, the
difference is only in words.

_ Shankaricharya brings out the following characteris-
tics of Maya or Avidya:

(1) Like the Prakrti of Sankhya, it is something
material and unconscious (jada) as opposed to
Brahman (Parusa in the case of Saskhya)
which is Pure Consciousness, though unlike
Praksti, it is neither real nor independent.

(2) It is the inherent Power or Potency (shakt) of
Brahman. It is coeval with Him. It is
absolutely dependent on and inseparable from
Brahman. It is non-different (ananyd) from
Him. The relation of Miya and Brahman is
unique and is called tadatmya ; it is neither
identity nor difference nor both. Maya is
energised and acts as a medium of the projec-
tion of this world of plurality on the non-dual
ground of Brahman.

(3) It is beginningless (anadi).

(4). It is something J)a.fiffw (bhavaripa), though not
real. It is called positive in order to emphasize
the fact that it is not merely negative. It has
two aspects. In its negative aspect it conceals
(avarana) Reality and acts as a screen to hide
it. In its positive aspect it projects (viksepa)
the world of plurality on the Brahman-Ground.
It is non-apprehension as well as mis-appre-

hension.

(5) It is indeseribable and undefinable for it is neither
real nor wnreal nor both (sadasadanirvachaniyd).
It is not real, for it has no existence apart



SHANKARA VEDANTA 173

from Brahman ; it is not unreal, for it projects
the world of appearence. It is not real, for
it vanishes at the dawn of knowledge ; it is
not unreal, for it is true as long as it lasts.
It is not real to constitute a limit to Brahman
and yet it is real enough to give rise to the
world of appearence. And it is not both treal
and unreal, for this conception is self-contra-
dictory.

(6) It has a phenomenal and relative character (vyiva-)
harika satta). It is an appearance only (vivarta).

(7) Tt is of the nature of swperimposition (adhyasa).
It is an error (bhranti) like that of a ‘rope-
snake’ or a ‘shell-silver’. It is the super-
imposition upon one thing -of the character of
another thing. It is wrong cognition or mis-
apprehension.

(8) It is removable by Righ? Knowledge (Vijhiana-
nirasyd). When Vidya dawns Avidya vanishes.
When the rope is known, the ‘rope-snake’
vanishes.

(9) Its locus (ashraya) as well as object (visaya)
is Brahman and yet Brahman is really un-
touched by it, even as a magician is uneffected
by his magic or the colourless akasha is un-
touched by the dark colour attributed to it.

It is self-evident, says Sharnkara, that the subject
and the object are absolutely opposed to each other
like light and darkness. The subject is Pure Con-
ciousness ; the object is Unconsciousness. The one
is the ultimate I’; the other is the ‘non-I’. Neither
these two nor their attributes can therefore, be
identified. Yet it is the natural and common practice
of people that they wrongly superimpose the object
fmdP its attributes upon the subject and vice versa the
subject and its attributes upon the object. This
co-mingling of the subject and the object, this mixing
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up of truth and error, this coupling of the real and
the unreal (satyinrte mithunikstya) is called super-
imposition (adhyasa) or error, (bhrama) or illusion
(mdya) or ignorance (avidya). All definitions of error
agree in maintaining that error is the superimposition
of one thing on another, e.g., the superimposition of
silver on shell or the illusion of the Moons on 2
single Moon. This super-imposition the learned call
‘ignorance’, and the realization of the true nature of
reality by discarding error, they call ‘*knowledge’.
This Ignorance is the presupposition of all practices
of this phenomenal wortld. Superimposition, therefore,
is the notion of a thing in something else (atasmin
tadbuddih). This - unrcal beginningless eycle of -
superimposition goes on leading to the false notions
of the agent the enjoyer and to all phenomenal
practices. The study of the Vedanta texts is under-
taken in order to free oneself from this false notion
of supetimposition and thereby realize the essential
unity of the Self.! This superimposition is not
secondary or figurative (gauga); it is false (mithya).
It‘is really pitiable that even learned people who
distinguish between the subject and the object confuse
these terms, like ordinary goatherds and shepherds.2

We do not admit any antecedent state of this
world as its independent cause. We only admit an
antecedent state of this world dependent on Ishvara.
This state is called Nescience or Ignorance (Avidya). It
is the getminal power or causal potentiality (bija-shakti).
It is unmanifest (avyakta). It depends on Ishvara

arameshvardshraya). It is illusion Fmﬁyﬁmayi). It is
the universal sleep (mahasupti) wherein are slumbering
the worldly souls forgetting their own real nature.
All difference is due to Ignorance. It is not vltimate.
Names and forms (nimariipe) are only figments of
Ignorance. They are neither real nor unrc:ﬁ. Ishvara

1 Shariraka-Bhasya : I, 1, Introduction,
2 Ibid: I, 1, 4.
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is limited by His own power of Nescience and appears

as many phenomenal selves even as spacc appeats as

different ‘spaces’ limited by the adjuncts of jars etc.

The omniscience, omnipresence and omnipotence of -
Tshvara are all due to the adjuncts of Ignorance;

they are not ultimate. Where the essenti unity of
the Atman is realised, they all vanish. Creation, there-

fore, is due to Ignorance. ~ It is not ultimately real.t

Miya is not only absence of knowledge ; it is
also positive wrong knowledge (mithyachararapa). It
is not only non-apprehension, but also misapprehen-
sion.? It makes the infinite appear as finite. It
produces the manifold phenomena when in fact there
is only the non-dual Atman. Tt makes the unlimited
Atman appear as limited jivas. It produces the false
notions of plurality and difference. But it is not the
real characteristic of Atman or Brahman because it is
destroyed by true knowledge, just as rope-snake is
sublated by the knowledge of the rope. Brahman,
through Avidya, appears as the manifold world of
names and forms, just as pure water appears as dirty
foam3 The questions like : What is Avidya? Whose
is Avidya? Where does it-appear? etc. are uscless
(nirarthaka), for if Avidyd is not known they cannot
be solved, and if the true nature of Avidya is realized,
the locus and object of Avidyd is also realized.
Brahman itself is the locus and object of Avidya.#
Avidya is the tamasa-pratyaya. Its essential nature
is to cover ot hide the real (avaranitmakatyadavidya).
It operates in three ways: (i) as positive wrong
knowledge (viparitagrahika), (i) as doubt (samshayo-
gasthipiki), and (iii) as absence of knowledge (agra-

anitmika)® Really it can do no harm to Re ity,
11bid: I, 4, 3; 1,4, 10; 11, 1, 14.

* Prashna-Bhisya, I, 16.

3 Brhaddranyaka-Bhasya, IV, 3,20; 1,4, 7.

¢ Gita-Bhiasya, X111, 2.

& Ibid.
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just as mirage-wates: cannot make the sandy desert
muddy.!

Phenomenal world is often condemed by Shaskara
as unreal exactly in the spirit of Mahdyina Buddhism
and of Gaudapada. It is said to be like mirage-
water (marichyambhah) rope-snake (rajju-sarpa), shell
silver  (shukti-rajata), dusty surface of the sky,
(akasha-tala-malinata), city of Gandharvas (Gandharva-
nagara), illusion (maya), plantain-trunk (kadali-garbha),
dream (svapna), bubble (jala-budbuda) foam (phena),
moving fire-brand  (alata-chakra), magical elephant
(mayanirmita-hasti), hair etc. seen floating in the
atmosphere on account of defective vision (keshondraka ;
timiradrsti), illusion of double-Moon (dvichandra-
darshana), pure magic (Indra-jila) etc.? Like Gauda-
pada, Shankara also uses many words which were com-
monly used in Mahiyina. We have already remarked
that such words were the heritage of the common
language and not the monopoly of Mahiyana. But
they definitely go to prove the influence of that age
on Shankara. Many passages are found in Shankara
which can be exactly compared with some Buddhistic
writings. For example, Shankara observes : Knowing
the true nature of all phenomena which represent the
cycle of birth-and-death, which are manifest and unmani-
fest, which are the cause of mutual production like the
seed and the sprout, which are beset with innumerable
evils, which are unreal like plantain-trunk, illusion,
mirage, sky-castle, dream, bubble, foam, which are
being destroyed every moment, and which are the
result of ignorance, attachment and other defiled
actions, and which consist of subject and object, merit
and demerit, knowing such phenomena in their

1 Tbid.

? Katha-Bhisya, I, 3, 13; II, 2, 11,11, 3, 1; Brha diranyaka-
Bhisya, 1V, 4, 6; Mundaka-Bhisya, 11, 1, 10; I, 2,
Introduction,

Prashna-Bhasya, VI, 4; Gita-Bhasya, XIII, 26, 27; XV, 3, 4,
Shariraka-Bhasya, II, 1, 9, 13, 14.
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reality, 2 Braihmana should practise renunciation.! The
beginningless sarhsira which is of the nature of suffering
and which is rooted in Ignorance, is like a continually
flowing stream of water.? Ju&t as a person of
- defective vision sees double-Moon or mosquitoes and
flies floating in the atmosphere, or just as a dreamer
sees many things in a dream, similarly this world of
plurality of names and forms, is imagined through
Ignorance.® From the Absolute is this world-illusion
expanded, like the magical illusion from a magician.4
Ultimately the Absolute is not at all touched by it.5

It is very important to remember that the world
is not condemned to be utterly unfeal even by
Mahdyina and Gaudapada, much less by Sharkara.
Shankara uses such words only to emphasize the
ultimate unreality of the world. The metaphors are
metaphors and should not be stressed beyond the
breaking-point. The world is only an appearance.
It is not ultimately real. It becomes sublated when
knowledge dawns. But so long as we are in this
world, we cannot take it to be unreal. It is a
ractical reality. It is a workable hypothesis “abso-
EltCIY necessaty, though in the end most indefensi-
ble.” Far from condemning this world Shankara claims
some sort of reality even for error and illusion. “No
appearance is so low that the Absolute does not
embrace it.” It is the Real which appears and
hence every appearance must have some degree of
trath in it, though none can be absolutely true.
Objects, scen in a dream are quite real as long as
the dream lasts. The water in a dream can quench

1 Mundaka-Bhisya, I, 2, 12,
2 Tbid, I, 2, Introduction.
8 Prashna-Bhasya. VI, 4.

4 Gita-Bhisya, XV, 4. :
s qar e Satfcam ATy AT el ey A der,
FTEIATT, TF TATCATY GERATIAT T FEES gfa
Shariraka-Bhagya, 11, 1, 9.
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- the thirst in a dream. It is only when we are awake
that we can realize the falsity of the dream state. So
long as a roEe is mistaken for a smake, it is suffi-
cient to- frighten the person who mistakes it. It is
only when the rope is known that the person may
laugh at his folly. Similatly so long as we are
engrossed in Ignorance, the world is quite real for us.
It is only when true Knowledge dawns that the world
becomes sublated. Just as foam, bubbles, ripples,
waves efc. exist separately, though in fact they are
not different from water, similarly the subject and
the object, the enjoyer and the  enjoyed do exist
separately, though in fact they are not different from
Brahman.! The manifold world of experience is the
effect ; the highest Brahman is the cause. And the
effect has no independent existence apart from the
cause. Plurality of effects is only a creation of

Ignorance.

To the objection that how can the unreal Maya
cause the real Brahman to appear as the phenomenal
wortld and how, again, can false personalities through
false means reach true end? Shankaras’s reply is that
a person entangled in mud can get out of it through
the help of mud alone, that a thorn pricked in the
body can be taken out with the help of another
thorn, and that there are many instances in this
life which show that even unreal things appear to
cause real things, e.g., a reflection in a mirror is
unreal but it can correctly represent the reflected
object ; the roarinﬁ of a tiger in a dream is unreal
but it may make the dreamer really tremble with fear
and may awaken him.2 The objection loses its force
when it is remembered that the manifold world is
taken to be real as long as the essential unity of the
Atman with the Brahman is not realized. As long

1 Shariraka-Bhasya : 1II, i, 13.
® Ibid: II, 1, 14; Shatashloki: 36 ; Prabodha-sudhikara
99-102.
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as this knowledge does not dawn, all secular and
religious practices are taken to be real.l

The opponent again says that he fails to under-
stand as to how unreal Maya can cause the Brahman to
appear. If the world is unreal, unreal means like the
Vedanta texts cannot lead to real liberation; if the
world is real, it cannot be Maya. The dilemma which
the opponent puts forth is : either frankly admit that
the world is real or else remember that a philosophy
which has nothing better to say than that unreal
personalities are unreally striving in an unreal world
though unreal means to attain an unreal end, is itself
unreal. Verily, one bitten by a rope-snake does not die
nor can one use mirage-water for drinking or bathing.2

Shankara replies that the objection is wrong. If a
person imagines himself to have been bitten by
a poisonous snake, and if the imagination is very
strong, it may result in heart-failure or in some psy-
chological disaster. Again, the water in a dream can
quench the thirst in 2 dream and a person bitten by
a snake in dream may feel himself to be dead in the
dream. We have seen that even unreal things can
cause real things. The opponent hopelessly confuses
the two different stand-points—the empirical and the
absolute, even as he is confusing the imaginary
with the empirical. The unreality of the effects
of the imaginary standpoint ( pritibhisika) can
be realized only when the empirical standpoint
(vyavaharika) is attained. Similarly the unreality of
the empirical standpoint itself can be realized only

! FESEARITNE AT FEIEHAIEANAT GereIe:, S
SAGEAT T1H FAATG |°** T T AQICHAATS A
YT WA SHFHT dfawaT FF@TA

Shariraka-Bhasya : I, 1, 14.

? FY @aAT AT o€ weeacasy Sfatfasryay ?
Afg wwsmdor q= foma | arfy rgfersrwar amET-
aifz yatesw Faasfa 1 Ibid
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from the absolute standpoint (piramarthika.) The
falsity of the dream-objects is realized when the drea-
mer gets awake. And even then, though these dream-
objects are sublated. the comsciousness that the dreamer
had experienced these objects in the dream is not sub-
lated even in the waking state. Consciousness is, there-
fore, eternal and real. Right knowledge in not useless
because, firstly, it removes ignorance, and secondly,
it cannot be sublated. It is only from the absolute
standpoint when right knowledge is attained that the
Vedinta declares the wotld to be unreall

Many critics have failed to understand the real
significance of Miya or Avidya and have therefore
charged Shasnkara of explaining the world away. But
this charge is based on a shifting of the standpoints.
Shankara, as we have shown above, has granted some
degree of reality even to dreams, illusions and errofs.
How can he, then, take away the reality of this wozld ?
The words ‘real’ and ‘unreal’ are taken by Sharkara
in their absolute sense. Real means real for all time
and Brahman alone can be real in this sense, Similatly,
unreal means absolutely unreal like the hare’s horn,
which this practical world is not. Hence this world
is neither real nor unreal. This shows its self-con-
tradictory and therefore incomprehensible nature. It
is relative, phenomenal, finite. But it is not illusory.
It is trwe for all practical purposes. What does it
matter to us, worldly people, if it is not absolutely
#rue in the philosophical sense ? When the ‘reality
which is denied to this world means ‘reality for all
time, the ‘unreality’ which is attributed to it means
‘non-eternality’ Who can stand up and say that the
wotld is not ‘unreal’ if ‘unreal’ means ‘non-eternal’ ?

! gafy RO UARMIERAMIEREATd a9
qRanly: Gada B9, YAgErgaTAnEET It T -
qafacaiasr wifaata o/ aFqq | afgafagfase-
- FEAR, AAFAAAUAET | A ARAFCATA AT
g4: gerasragrd SiEe! dfeweT 1 Ibid.
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Again, the world will be sublated only when know-
ledge dawns and not before. This should make us
humbly strive after true knowledge rather than engage
ourselves in futile quarrels. Sharkara’s intention is
Ecrfcctly clear—none can condemn this world as unreal;
e who does it, is not gualified to do so and he who
is qualified to do so, wi// not do so, for he would have
risen above language and finite thought.

Iskvara and Brafman :—Btahman is the only Reality.
It is absolutely indeterminate and non-dual. It is
beyond speech and mind. Itis indescribable because
no description of it can be complete. The best
description of it is through the negative formula of
‘neti neti’ or ‘not this, not this’. Yet Brahman is
not an abyss of non-entity, because it being the
Supreme Self stands self-revealed as the background
of all affirmations and denials. The moment we
try to bring this Brahman within the categories of
intellect or try to make this ultimate subject an
object of our thought, we miss its essential nature.
Then it no more remains Unconditioned Consciousness,
but becomes conditioned as i were. This Brahman,
reflected in or conditioned by Maya, is called Ishvara
orf God. Ishvara is the personal aspect of the im-
Eersonal Brahman. This 1s the celebrated distinction
etween God and the Absolute which Sharikara,
following the Upanisads, makes. Ishvara is also known
as Apara Brahma ot Jower Brahman as contrasted
with the unconditioned Brahman which is called Para
Brahma or Higher Brahman.

The phenomenal character of Ishvara is quite
evident. He is the highest appearance which we have.
Some critics have missed the significance of Ishvara.
They believe that Ishvara in Advaita is unreal and
useless. But they are sadly mistaken. Missing of the
true significance of Maya is at the root of this mistaken
belief.  Ishvara becomes “unteal’ only for im who has
realized his oneness with Brahman by rising above
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speech and mind. For us Ishvara is all in all. Finite
thought can never grasp Brahman. And therefore all
talks about Brahman are really talks about Ishvara.
Even the wotds ‘unconditioned Brahman® refer really
to ‘conditioned Ishvara’, for the moment we speak of
Brahman, He ceases to be Brahman and becomes

Ishvara.

Ishvara or God is the Sat-chit-Ananda, the
Existence-Consciouspess-Bliss. .He is the Perfect
Personality. He is the Lord of Maya. He is immanent
in the whole universe which He controls from within.
He is the Soul of souls as well as the Soul of Nature.
As the immanent inner ruler, He is called Antaryamin.
He is also transcendental, for in His own nature He
transcends the universe. He is the Creator, Sustainer
and Destroyer of this univesse. He is the Source of
everything.. He is the final haven of cve?thing. He
is the Concrete Universal, the Supreme Individual, the
Whole, the Identity in-difference. He is the object of
devotion. He is the inspirer of moral life. He is all
in all from the practical standpoint. Thus the des-
cription of Brahman which Rimanuja gave at a2 much
later date is essentially an elaboration of Shadkara’s

Ishvara.

Shankara, like Kant, believes that God cannot be
proved by our finite thought. All attempts to do so end
in failure. They lead to, what Kant has called, the
antinomies. The cosmological proof can give only a
finite creator of this finite creation and a finite creator
is no creator at all. ‘The teleological proof can only
point to the fact that a conscious principle is working
at the root of creation. The ontological proof can
give only an idea of God and not God as a real object.
The Nyaya arguments to prove the existence of God
are futile. God is an article of faith. Shruti is the
only proof for the existence of God. As Kant falls back
on faith, so Shankara falls back_on Shruti. Shankara

~ agrees with Gaudapada’s view of Ajiti. There is no
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real creation, God, therefore, is not a ‘real’ Creator.
God alone is real; the creation is only an appearance

of God.

Ishvra has been a taxing problem for the followers
of Shankara. According to some, Ishvara is the
reflection of Brahman in Maya, while jiva is the
reflection of Brahman in Avidya. According to others,
Brahman, limited or conditioned by Maya is Ishvara,
while Brahman limited by Avidya or the internal
organ (which is a product of Avidya) is jiva. The
former view is called pratibimbavada and the latter
avachchhedavada. Some regard jiva as the reflection
of Ishvara. The defect in the Reflection Theoty is
that Brahman and Maiya both being formless, how
can a formless original be reflected in a formless
receptacle ? To avoid this some have suggested the
Theory of the Identity of the Original and the Reflected
Image (bimbapratibimbabhedavada). But this too
cannot be accepted. The defect in the Limitation
Theory is as to how can Maya or Avidya constitute
limitation to Brahman? Those who do not agree
with either of these theories have suggested a third
according to which Ishvara and jiva are inexplicable
appearances of Brahman (abhasavida). The post-
Shanikarites have indulged in needless hair-splitting.
The problem was not at all taxing to Shankara.
He uses the similes of the reflection of the Sun or
the Moon in the waves or in the different vessels of
water, the simile of the reflection of the red colour
of the flower in the crystal, as well as the simile of
the limitation of the universal space by the different
‘spaces in the jars’. He uses them only as metaphors
for their suggestive value. They should not be taken
literally and stressed beyond the breaking-point.
Shasnikara himself seems to favour abhdsavdda because
for him Ishvara and jiva are the inexplicable fpearm.r
of Brahman. They are due to Maya or Avidya or
Adhyisa, They are only vivartas. The ‘why’ and
the ‘how’ regarding Avidya are illegitimate questions
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and therefore an insoluble mystery. God is God
only to the jiva who is labouring under Avidya.
God Himself never feels Himself as God ; He feels
Himself essentially one with Brahman, for Avidya
in its negative aspect of concealment never operates
on Him. God is the Lord of Maya, while jiva is
constantly troubled by Mayi. God always enjoys the
Bliss of Brahman while jiva is tortured by the pangs
of Avidya! When Brahman is viewed as samsara,
God, Soul and Nature arise simultaneously and when
Brahman’s own essence is realized, God Soul and
Nature vanish simultaneously.

Jiva and Brakman :—Qualified Brahman is Ishvara.
Phenomenally there is a difference between jiva and
Ishvara. The former is the agent and the enjoyer,
acquires merit and demerit, experiences pleasure and

, while the latter is not at all touched by all this.
The Mundaka (III, I, 1) declares that “onebird (jiva)
eats the sweet fruit, while the other (Ishvara) merely
looks on.” Jiva enjoys (pibati), while Ishvara makes
him enjoy (payayati). .One is the enjoyer, the other is
the ruler. The Katha §I, 3, 1; III, 3, 34) only figura-
tively says that both of these enjoy (chhatrinydyena).
But ultimately there is no difference at all Ketween
jiva and Brahman. Only so long as the jiva does
not discard Nescience leading to duality and does not
not realize its own true nature, he remains the indivi-
dual self. Slumbering in ignorance when he is
awakened by the Shruti, he realizes that he is not
body, senses, or mind, but is the non-dual universal
Self—tat tvamasi (that thou art). Realizing his own
true nature, he ever dwells in himself shining forth in
his own true nature. Jiva through ignorance is re-
garded as tinged with the false notions of the I’ and
the ‘Mine’ which arise when mind through senses
comes into contact with the fleeting sensations or
ideas. It is viewed as something different from the

1 g €9 9532 A 9 o1&y geaaniEa: |
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eternal and self-luminous Consciousness which is its
immanent inner controller, as the reflection of that
Consciousncss, as identical with mind and its statesy
as associated with the seed of ignorance, as the
Fosscssor of momentary ideas etc. As long as these
alse notions about the self persist, the result is the
empirical self and the objective world ; and when
these notions are destroyed by right knowledge, the
result is liberation, though ultimately both bondage
and liberation are phenomenal, because jiva is really
non-different from Brahman. Even the view that
he becomes Brahman is only a verbal statement
(upacharamitra), for heis always Brahman.? Just as
a pure transparent white crystal is wrongly imagined
to be red on account of a red flower placed near it,
or just as the colourless sky is wrongly imagined to
be sullied with dirt by the ignorant, or just as a rope
is wrongly taken to be a snake in the twilight, or
just as a _shell is mistaken for silver, similarly the
non-dual Atman ot Brahman is wrongly imagined to
be the empirical self. Just as the Sun or the Moon
appears many on account of the reflection in the
different waves or vessels of water or just as the same
space appears on account of the adjuncts of jars etc.
as different ‘spaces’, similarly the same Self appears as
so many phenomenal selves on account of Nescience.3
Shasikara says that he who wants to explain the
Scripture as teaching that jiva is not really Brahman,
and who thus wants to preserve the ultimate reality
of bondage and liberation, is indeed meanest amon

the learned (panditipasada).® To refute such an

other vain speculations which hinder the realization

1Tbid: I, 1, 5; 1,2, 6; I, 2, 20; Kena-Vikya-Bhasya :
1, 3; I, Introduction; Mundaka-Bhasya: III, 1, 1;
02011
2 Brhadaranyaka-Bhasua : VI, 4, 6.
Compare Vimshatika: K, 26-27;
3 Shiriraka-Bhasya. I, 3, 19.
¢ Gita-Bhisya : XIII, 2.



186 DIALECTIC IN BUDDHISM AND VEDANTA

of the essential unity of the self and to show that
there is only one real Self, eternal and unchanging,
which is the Luminous Body of Pure Consciousness
(Vijaana-dhdru),! and which, through its own power,
manifeats irself as many, and that except this there
15 no other Reality, no other Pure Consciousness,
is the aim of the Shiriraka-Bhisya.2

Atwsn and Brahman :—Atman is the same as
Brahman. It is Pure Consciousness. It i3 the Self
which is Self-luminous and which transcends the
:ul;i&nrab'ec: duality and the trinity of knower, known
and knowledge, and all the categories of the intellect.
It is the Unqualified Absolute, It is the only Reality.
Brahman is everything and everything is Brahman.
There is no duality, no diversity at all. This Self
can never be denied, for the very idea of denial pre-
supposes it. It cannot be doubted, for all doubts
rest. on it. All assertions, all doubts, all denials pre-
suppose it. It is not adventitious or derived (dgan-

). It is self-proved or original {:w:r.gir:alr.'l:l1=.i::hﬁs-|:3f
All primanas are founded on it. To refute this
is i ssible, for he who tries to refute it is the Self®
The knower knows no chanpe, for eternal existence
iuhiawrgmture.‘ “Never is the sight of the seer
destroyed” says the Brhadiranyaka, “He who knows
Brahman becomes Brahman.”®  He who is the knower
is the Sclf, for he is omnipresent.® Everything else

1 Compare with Dharmadbdtu or Dharmakiya.
See Trimshika : K. 30;
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shitiraks-Bhagya ¢ I, 3, 19,
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is relative and therefore ultimately unteal. The Self
alone is not relative. It is therefore, self-proved.! The
tragedy of human intellect is that it tries to know
everything as an object. But whatever can be presen-
ted as an object is necessarily relative and for that
very reason unreal. The knower can never be known
as an objetct.  Ultimately there is no distinction
between the true knower and pure knowledge. “How,
O dear, can the knower be known ?” says the
Brhadiranyaka. Hence all these who rely on the intellect
are deluded because they can never truly describe the
Self either as existent or as non-existent. Itis essen-
tially indescrible, for all descriptions and all categories
fail to grasp it fully.2

As a matter of fact Brahman ultimately transcends
all categories. The best method of describing it,
therefore, is by negative terms. But if we want to
describe it positively, the best that we can say is
that it is Pure Consciousncss which is at once Pure
Existence and Pure Bliss. True, we cannot say that
Brahman is self-conscions of its consciousness or that
it e?iqy: its own bliss. These determinations of the
intellect fail here. The fact is that Brahman itself
is Pure Existence, Pure Consciousness and Pure
Bliss—all in one. It is its very nature to be such.
It cannot be regarded as a substance having these
qualities or even as a subject knowing or feeling these
qualities. All distinctions of substance and qualities,
of subject and object, all determinations of the intellect
cease here3 Dvaita does not deserve to be taught,
for everybody normally assumes it in all phenomenal
practices. Therefore taking the normal dualism which

ple naturally take for granted on account of natural
gnorance, the Shastra teaches that though dualism
is a praétical necessity, yet it is not ultimately real.

! gguTys aceaa uF fagq 1 Ibid,
* Ibid : II,, 1.
3 Brhaddragyaka-Bhasya: 111, 9, 28,

26
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Brahman is the only reality. It is the End (upeya).
And Brahmavidyda or the knowledge of the non-
difference of the jivatman and the Paramitman, is
the means (uriy;i.) to realize this end. When the
end is realised the Shistra itself is transcended.!

Existence and consciousness are one. *“The
Real is the Rational and the Rational is the
Real’? But ultimately Brahman is devoid of all
characterigtics, It cannot be defined as mere Existence
and not as Consciousness, for the Shastra says that
it is All-Consciousness (Vijidnaghana); nor can it
be defined as mere Consciousness and not as Exis-
tence, for the Shiastra says: “it is”; nor can it be
defined as both Existence and Consciousness, for
to admit that Brahman is characterized by Existence
different from Consciousness or by Consciousness
different from Existence, is to admit duality in
Brahman; nor can it be defined as characterized by
Existence non-different from Consciousness for if
Existence is Consciousness and Consciousness is
Existence why should there be any controversy at
all whether Brahman is Existence or Consciousness
or both # Apain, to say, that Reality exifts but is
not known is a contradiction in rerms, for at
least Reality is known as unknowable by intellect.
It is like saying that ‘coloured objects exist but
there is no eye to see them’d Reality, there-
fore, must exist for us and it is only Pure Cons-
ciousness that can ultimately exist. We cannot
know it by finite intellect but we can realize
it directly through pure reason. It is non-dual
Consciousness where all distinctions, all plurality
all determinations, all qualities, all characteriftics, all
categories and all concepts are transcended. All

1 Ibid: 11, 1, 1.
! g¥iq 4dT @19 0F ¥ 5O7 | Shiriraka-Bhigya 111, 2, 21.
® Ibid,

§ Prashna-Bhigya: II, 2.
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determinations of language and intellect are merged
in this indeterminate and unqualified Reality. Being
and not-being, one and many, qualified and un-
qualified, knowledge and ignorance, action and
inaction, active and inactive, fruitful and fruitless,
seedful and seedless, pleasure and pain, middle and
not-middle, shinya and ashidnya, soul and God,
unity and plurality etc. etc—all these determinations
do not apply to the Absolute. He who wants to
grasp the Absolute by any of these determinations,
indeed tries to roll uE the sky like a skin or tries
to ascend the space like a $tair-case or wishes to
see the footprints of fish in water or of birds in

sky.} -

The Shastra, therefore, becomes silent after
saying—‘not this, not this’. If a2 man does not under-
stand that he is a man when he is told that he
is not a2 non-man, how can he be able to under-
stand, then, ifhe is told that he is 2 man?® The
two ‘no-es’ in the formula ‘neti neti’ are meant
for emphasizing the fact that whatever can be
presented as an object is ultimately unreal. They cover
the entire field of objective existence and point out
that it is not real. Thereis no better way of des-
cribing the Absolute than this negative method. But
it should be never missed that all these negations
re-suppose and point towards the positive Brahman.?
g'hc Absolute can be unknowable only for those who
are ignorant of the Vedanta tradition, who do not
know the means of right knowledge and who des-
perately cling to the world. True, the Absolute can-
not be known as an object by the intellect. But
being the only Reality and being always present and
so not at all foreign, it is directly realised through

1 Aitareya-Bhisya : II, 1, Introduction.
2 Tbid.
3 Brhadaranyaka-Bhagya : I, 3, 6.
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Reason or Supreme Wisdom (Samyagjiidna).l The
hrase ‘neti neti’ negates all characteristics o
rahman, but it does not negate Brahman itself. It
implies that there is something about which somethi
is denied. Appearances can be negated only wi
reference to Reality. Effects alone can be negated, for
they are unreal. But the cause, the Brahman cannot
be negated, for it is the ultimate ground on which
all effects or phenomena are superposed.?

Knowledge and Action :—Shankara repeatedly asserts
that the Absolute can be realized through knowledge
and knowledge alone. Karma and updsand are subsi-
diary. They may help us in urging us to know
RuREty and they may prepare us fgr that. knowled
by purifying our mind (sattvashuddhi), but ultimately
it is knowledge alone which, by destroying ignorance,
the root-cause of this world, can enable us to be
one with the Absolute. The opposition of knowledge
and action stands firm like a mountain? They are
contradictory (viparite) and are poles apart (durameic).
Those who talk of combining knowledge with action,
says Shankara, have perhaps not heard the Brhadi-
ranyaka nor are they aware of the Eiuing contra-
diction repeatedly pointed out by the Shruti and the
Smrti4 Pgawiedg: and action are bt:gpmed like
light and darkness. Actions are prescri for those
Win are still in ignorance and not for those who are
enlightened. Kaowledge only removes ignorance and

1 Giii-Bhigya : XVIII, 50.
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then Reality shines forth by itself! A liberared sage,
however, performs actions without any attachment and
works for the uplift of humanity. Shafkara’s own
life bears ample witness to this fact.

Knowledge and Liberation »—Ultimate Reality (Pira-
mirthikam Vastu) can neither be asserted nor denied
by knowledge. Knowledge does nothing else t
removing ignorance. Shdstra dD:nljr : :nmt:ls right
knowledge (j R s nothing else (na

5 ( jAapakam ) g (

Knowledge of Brahman, which leads to eternal
bliss, does not depend on the performance of any act,
for Brahman is already an accomplished fact.
Religious acts which lead to prosperity depend on
human performance. Religious Texts enjoin  injunc-
tions or prohibitions. Knowledge merely instructs.?
Knowledge of Brahman culminates in immediate

tiecnce and is already an accomplished fact.$
Action, whether secular or Vedic, can be done,
misdone or left undone. Injunctions, prohibitions,
options, rules and exceptions depend on our thinking.
But knowledge leaves no option to us for its being this
or that or for its existence or non-existence. It is not in
our hands to make, unmake, or change knowledge. Our
thinking cannot make a pillar a2 man. Knowled
of Brahman, therefore, depends on Brahman itself,
It is always of the same naturc because it depends

! Isha-Bhasya : 2, 7, 8,9, 18; Kena-Vikya-Bhigya: I, Int,
1,2; Katha-Bhiigya: 1.2, 1; 1,2, 4; Mundika-Bhigya :
L Iné : III.* li -iI; El':i_itt_irf a-Bhisya ¢ I, lﬁhlr:-: (J;.hl‘ur:!ru-
7.10: 114 Tnt. 2 TII, Int. ; Gilu-mul;]u,? Tot.; I
10; 11, 69 ; XVIII, 66.

* Brhadiraoyaka-Bhasya : 1, 4, 10.

* Shariraka-Bhagya: I, 1, 1.
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on the existent thing.! True knowledge is produced
Pramfiinas and conforms to its nEjects. It can
neither be ‘j)mdu:ed by hundreds of injunctions nor
can it be destroyed by hundreds of prohibitions.
Knowledge is not mental activity, because it depends
not on mind but on the exiftent fact.? There is
also no succession in knowledge. Once it dawns, i
dawns for ever and at once removes all ignorance an
consequently all bondage. Liberation, therefore,
means removal of ignorance by knowledge® That
blessed person who has realized Reality is liberated
here and now.# The Shruti says: ‘just as a slough
cast off by a snake lies on an ant-hill, similarly does
this body lie.” This is Jivanmukd. Final release
(Videhamukti) is obtained after the death of the
body. The Shruti says ‘the only delay for him is
the death of the body.’ Just as a potter’s wheel
on revolving for sometime even after the push
is withdrawn, similarly the body may continue to
exist even after knowledge has dawned, though all
attachment with the body is cut offf Like an arrow
shot from the bow, the body continues to reap the
fruits wntil it expires; but no new actions are
accumulated.® -

Ultimate Criterion of Trath :—We have to discuss
here the claims of Revelation, Reason and Intuition,

1 o v wifew MW w W) a3
' arey ar faweaT | .
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cach of which wants to be crowned as the ultimate
criterion of truth in Shafkara, Shankara attaches
supreme importance to the revealed truths of the
Vedas which are regarded as the “breath of God.”
(vasya nishvasitam vedih.) Buritisonly jndnakinda
that is stressed, not the karmakinda. He who con-
demns Shankara as a mere theologian “whose faith is
pinned to the Vedas”, must be cither hopelessly
ignorant of Shikara-Vedinta or be himself nothing less
than a prejudiced dogmatist, Shankara never accepts
the Shruti blindly, It is only because he fully knows
that the Shruti is the result of the highest intellect of
the ancient sages, that it is the most valuable pearl
that the ocean of human experience can ever boast to
yield after having been churned by the rod of the
intellect, in short, it is only because Shadkara is fully
conscious of the fact that the Shruti is the shi:;i;:g
pure gold tested by the rtouch-stone of reason
experience, that he builds his many-storeyed magni-
ficient palace of the Advaita on the firm foundation
of the Shruti.

Many passages may be quoted from Shasdkara
where he says that Brahman, being supersensuous, can
be realized only through Revelation or Shruti.! Here
too, intellect is not driven out of the palace of philo-

sophy, but kept there as an ancillary to the Revelauon-
Queen.z

Sharikara repeatedly asserts that discursive intellect
cannot grasp Reality. Brahman cannot become the
object of perception as it has no form, and it does
not lend itself to inference and other means, as it has

1 Faor example,
ag wp JarEwreRATERy e fod g e
TR | Shirdmka-Bbisya: I 1, 4.
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i Thid: 11,1, &
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o characteristic mark.! Partly accepting the position
of Bhartphari which is criticized by Shantaraksita,
Sharkara remacks that reasoning, because it depends
on individuals, has no solid foundation. Arguments
held valid by some, may be proved fallacious by
others more ingenious.! Like Asanga, Shadkara
declares intellect to be insecure and emphasizes
the Agama’ But his criticism is directed towards
kutarka. Shruti, says Shankara, cannot be set aside by
mere logical quibbling.* A false logician is a quibbler
saying wharever he likes.®* They, whose minds are
fouled by logical quibbling, arc to be pitied because
they do not know the tradition of the Vedinta.®
What grand feats of reasoning are displayed by such
logicans who are bulls without horns and tails | ~ They
arc princes among liars and among those who violate
the tradition of the wise. They cannot enter the
Fort of Brahman which is open only to those who
are of excellent wisdom, who E:vc the knowledge of
the Shastra and blessings of the teacher.” Debators,
like carnivorous animals for the sake of bait, fight
against one another and fall from Reality, Themselves
deluded they also delude innocent people. It is onl

for the sake that people, who desire liberation whi

can be obtained by knowledge alone, should reject
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false views, says Shankara, that he criticizes other
doctrines, not for the interest in discussion for its

own sake.l

It is, therefore, only logical quibbling or kutarka
that is condemned by Shagkara. Sutarka or intellect
is admitted as supreme in the phenomenal world
where its authority is said to be unquestionable. Only
an intellectual, a rational being can understand the
meaning of the Shrati. It cannot reveal itself
to a beast. As Yaska said that he who only
reads or remembers the Veda but does not under-
stand its meening is only a soolie carrying a load of
the Veda on his head and is no better than a pillar.?
Shankara never asks us to accept the Shruti blindly.
He is never satisfied with a mere quotation from the
scripture on a vital metaphysical = issue but always
defends it with reason.® If we find apparent contra-
dictions in the Shruti, we should interpret other
passages of the Shruti in the light of that one central
doctrine of the Shruti which appeals to reason. If
the Shruti contradicts reason, reason must be our
guide for 1t 1s nearer our experience.t Even if
hundred Shrutis declare wi one voice that
fire is cool and without light or that the Sun does

! qrerfasgrdserTa arri‘mf':} g7 wifrArsaafass-
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not shine, we cannot accept them.! Reason is the
sole means of knowing truth and falsity.2 We cannot
question the validity of the intellect in the phenomenal
world. Here *You obey it while you rchel.” Even
the statcment that “intellect stands condemned” must
be made by intellect itself-

Infra-relational intuition is the animal instinct and
supra-relational true intuition is the same as Pure
Reason. Svanubhava or Svinubhati or immediate
experience or direct self- realization is the same as
Pure Reason. Here finite intellect casts off its garb
of relationality which was put upon it by ignorance
and becomes onc with the Absolute which is Pure
Consciousness, Discursive intellect confesses its impo-
tance only to be rejuvenated with new life and eternal
vigour, and what apre:.rs to be its suicide is, in fact,
its consecration. Shall we not say, then, with deeper
meaning, that the ultimate criterion of truth in
Shanikara is Pure Reason or Pure Intuition in this
truer sense ¢

! afy sfewfy s iy gremmagif |
GItd-Bhigya : XVIII, 66.
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CHAPTER VIl
POST-SHANKARA VEDANTA

Mapdana-Sure shvara-Fauation :—Before we deal with
the Post-Shankarites, we may briefly refer to this contro-
versy. Tradition identifies Mandana with Sureshvara
and the latter with VishvarGpa. There is no reason
to disbelieve that the household name of the Sarhnyasin
Sureshvara, the famous disciple of Shadkara, was
Vishvariipa. But the identification of Mandana with
Sureshvara is a very controversial matter. Prof. M.
Hiriyanna has challenged the traditional view by pointing
out important doctrinal divergences berween Mandana
and Sureshvara! And Prof. S. Kuppuswami Shastri
has tried to give a death-blow to this tradition in his
long Introduction to the Brahmasiddhi. The following
have been pointed out by these scholars as the important
doctrinal differences between Mandana and Sureshvara :

(1) Mandana advocates Drstisgstivida—later on
championed by Prakdshinanda—by main-
taining that the seat, support or locus
(Ashraya) of Avidyd is the individual Jiva,
while Brahman is only the object (Visaya)
of Avidya. Neither in itself nor as condi-
tioned by or reflected in Mayéd is Brahman
the cause of this world. It is only the
individual Jivas who on account ufy their
inherent ignorance (Naisargiki Avidya) create
the wnrlf-nppcumce which is destroyed by
adventitious knowledge (Agantuki Vidya).
Individual experiences agrec due to similarit
and not due to identity. The world-
appearance has no objective basis. Sureshvara
rejects this distinction maintaining, with

! J.R.A.S., 1923 and 1924 ; Introduction to the Naigkarmya-
siddhi.
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Shafkara, that Brahman itself is both the
locus and the object of Avidyid. The contro-
versy led, later on, to the two important
schools of Advaita Vedinta, the Bhimati
School of Vichaspati who followed Mandana,
and the Vivarana School of Prakishirman
who followed Sureshvara. .

(2) Mandana maintains Prasafikhyinavida. The
knowledge arising out of the Upanisadic
Mahavikyas is only mediate, indirect and
relational. Liberation is the direct realization
of Brahman. Hence this knowledge in order
to lead to liberation mus have its mediacy
removed by meditation or Updsand. Suresh-
vara rejects this and, following Shadkara,
strongly upholds the view that knowledge
arising out of the Mahdvikyas is at once
immediate and directly leads to liberation,
while Updsand, howsoever useful it may be
towards liberation, cannot be taken as the
cause of liberation, Mahivikya-jidna is as
dircct as the knowledge produced by the
statement *“Thou art the tenth” in the parable
in which each one of the ten persons, leaving
out himself, counted only nine.

(3) Mandana supports Bhividvaita on Sadadvaita
or Ens-Monism. Brahman is the only positive
entity and monism excludes only another
positive entity.  Dissolution of ‘ignorance
(Avidyadhvamsa or Prapafichdbhiva) is a
negative reality and its exiftence does not
violate monism. But according to Shankara
and Sureshvara, negation as a separate entity
cannot exist. Dissolution of ignorance is
not a negative entity; it is at once positive
Brahmanhood.

(4) Mandana favours Jaana-karma-samuchchaya-
vida. He has a leaning towards Mimarnsa
Performance of Vedic rites is very conducive
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towards liberation. Ignorance is removed
by Ignorance (Actions) alone and when it
has been thus removed what remains is Pure
Knowledge. Sureshvara is a bitter enemy
of such combination. Like night and day,
action and knowledge can never combine.
Action may be us for purification, but
it is knowledge and knowledge alone which
leads to liberation.

(5) For Mandana, real liberation is Videha-mukti.
He regards Jivanmuktas as highly advanced
Sadhakas only, not Siddhas. For Sureshvara,
who follows Sharkara, Jivan-mukti is real
mukti and Jivanmuktas are Siddhas.

(6) Mandana accepts Viparita-khyati  while
Sureshvara accepts Anirvachaniya-khyati.

(7) Mandana’s attitude towards Shankara is that
of a self-confident rival teacher of Advaita
and his Brahma-siddhi is based on the
Prasthina-traya of Vedanta, while Sureshvara
frankly admits that he is a devoted disciple
of Sharkara and he bases his works on the
Shasnkara-Bhisya.

Professors Hiriyanna and Shastri also maintain that
in none of the available authoritative works on Advaita
is Maridana identified with Sureshvara, while in some
works on Vedanta, they are distingushed as two different
persons. The tradition which identifics them is based
on works dealing with the life of Shafikara which are a
hopeless mixture of legend and history.

We readily admit the doctrinal divergences between
Mandana and Sureshvara pointed out by these learned
scholars. Existing evidence goes in favour of Mandana
and Sureshvara being two different persons. But
there is one fact which cannot be easily dismissed. There
is still room for the hypothesis. that Vishvariipa Mishra
whose pet or popular name or title might have been
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Mandana, and who was probably at the end of a long
line of Pre-Shadkarite teachers of Advaita who acco-
modated Mimdmsid also, came under the spell of
Shankara, modified and changed his views, ame
a devoted disciple of Shankara, and was then known
as the Samnyasin Sureshvara. There is room for the
evolution of the ideas of a man and more so when he
comes under the spell of a great personality, Moreover,
many -parallel passages are found in the Brahmasiddhi
of Mandana and Brhadiranyaka-vartika of Sureshvara.!
Nothing can be said with absolute certainty and the
controversy, therefore, requires further research. Here
we shall refer to the author of the Brahmasiddhi as
Mandana and to the author of the Naiskarmyasiddhi
and Virtika as Sureshvara.

Avidya or Mdyd :—Avidya or Ignorance, says
Mapdang, is called Miya or illusion and Mithya-
bhdsa or False Appearance because it is neither the
characteristic nature (Svabhiva) of Brahman nor an
enuty diffcrent from Brahman (Arthintaram). Ir is
neither real (Satl) nor absolutely unreal (Atyantamasati).
If it is the characteriétic narure of something eclse, then
whether it is identical with or different from it, it is a
reality and cannot be called Avidyd. On the other
hand, if it is absolutely unreal, then it is like the sky-
lotus and can serve no practical se which in fact
it does. It is therefore indcscrigabe (Anirvachaniyd)
as it can be described neither as existent nor as non-
existent,  And all philosophers in order to be consistent
must necessarily accept it as such.3

Mandana maintains that the locus of Avidyd is the
individual Jiva. Ultimately zhimﬁm are identical
with the Brahman but phenomenally they are diverse.
Diversity is the product of Avidyi. Brahman cannot

! Prof. P. P. Subrahmanya Saftri’s Foreword to the Brahma-
siddhi ; p.. x-xiii.

* gagaTfeetenfamATadar | Brahmasiddhi: p. 9.
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be diverse because being of the nature of Pure Conscious-
ness it is devoid of Avilyi. This Avidya should not
belong to the Jivas because the Jivas themselves are
the product of this Avidyd. Thus Avidya can beloag
neither to the Brahman nor to the Jivas. But this,
says Mandana, should not shock us because Avidya
is itself an inconsistent category and that therefore its
relation with the Jivas should also be inconsistent.
If Avidya becomes a consistent category, it would
no more remain Avidya, but would become real.l

Avidyopadinabhedavadins propose another solution
which may be accepted. ‘They say that Avidya depends
on the Jivas and the Jivas themselves depend on Avidya
and this cycle is beginningless so that, like the seed
and the sprout, there is neither an ultimate beginning
of Avidya nor of the Jivas.2 If Brahman is tainted
with Avidya then even the liberated soul would remain
ignorant ; and if Brahman itself is bound and becomes
afterwards liberated, then the liberation of one would
mean the liberation of all. Thus it is clear that Avidya
cannot belong to Brahman.® It belongs to the Jivas.4
Through Avidya the Jivas become entangled in the
cycle of birth and death and through Vidya they become
liberated. Avidya is inherent in them; Vidya is not
natural to them. This inherent ignorance is destroyed
by adventitious knowledge.> Hearing of the Vedanta
texts, right thinking, meditation etc. help the dawn
of true knowledge by which one attains to Brahmanhood.
Explaining the 11th Verse of the Isha (Avidyaya mrtyum
tirtva vidyaya-mrtamashnute), Mandana remarks that

! souaATTds fg ATAT | STeEAETeY a9rduTaT] T AT
g | Ibid: p. 10

2 Ibid : p. 10.

8 Ibid: p. 12.
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Ignorance (Avidyd) can be destroyed by Ignorance
(Karma etc.) alone and when it has been thus destroyed,
what remains is Pure Knowledge or the Immortal Self
shining in its Pure Consciousness.! :

Mandana accepts two kinds of Avidya—absence
of knowledge (Agrahana) and positive wrong knowledge
(Anyathagrahana).  Vdchaspati  Miskra, following
Mandana remarks that Brahman is associated with
two kinds of Ignorance (Avidya-dvitaya-sachiva).? One
is the psychological ignorance. It is, as cxplained by
Amalananda, “the preceding series of beginningless
false impressions” (Parvapiarvabhrama-samhskara). The
other is an objective entity forming the material cause
of the mind as well as of the material world outside.
It is positive (Bhdvariipa), beginningless (Anadi),
objective (Jada), and of the nature of power (Shakti).
It is indescribable (Anirvachaniya). It is the material
stuff the appearances are made of. Like the Prakrti
of Yoga, it is this Avidya into which all world-products
together with psychological ignorance and false impres-
sions disappear during Maha-pralaya, where they remain
as potential capacities (Siksmena shaktirGpena), and
out of which they appear again. -

The locus of Avidya, according to Vachaspati
also, is the Jiva. The illusion is psychological for
which each individual is himself responsible. Now,
a difficulty arises: Avidya resides in the Jiva, but the
Jiva is himself a product of Avidya. Mandana says
that Avidya, being itself inconsistent, its relation with
the Jiva is also inconsistent. He also accepts the view
of the Avidyopadinabhedavidin that they form a
beginningless cycle. Vichaspati solves the difficulty
by maintaining that the Jiva arises due to a false illusion
which illusion itself is due to another previous false
illusion and so on ad infinitum, that psychological
ignorance is a beginningless chain of false illusions

3 Ibid : p. 13. * Bhamari: Opening verse,
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in which each succeeding illusion is due to its preceding
illusion,

An appearance, says Vichaspati, is an apptarance
because it is wrongly gﬂcntiﬂcd ﬁﬁ! the EclfFl:l:realing
Consciousness and is thus given a semblance of reality.
It is afterwards sublated by right knowledge.
A rances, in order to be a ces, muét be con-
fused with Brahman. So Avidyd has Brahman as its
object, which it hides and through which ti:: makes its
appearances appeat. /Appearances are neither cxiftent
(&n} nor non-existent (isat), neither real nor unreal.
They arc not exiftent because they are coniradicted
afterwards. ‘They are not non-existent like the horns
of a hare becausc they appear, they are expressed,
they are experienced as real.  They are not real because
they are made of Avidyd. They are not uareal because
they have Brahman, with which they are confused,
as their underlying ground. When Brahman js realized
they are set aside because their very exiftence is due
to their being confused with Brahman.

For Swreshvara, unlike Mandana and Vachaspati,
Avidyd is based, not on the individual Jiva, but
on the Brahman itself. Brahman is the locus as well
as the object of Avidyd, It is the Pure Self or the
Brahman itself which through Avidyd a as this
world. Avidyd is beginningless error (Bhrantishchi-

. It is the toot-cause of samsdra and is sublated
by knowledge.! It is indescribable as it is neither
real nor unreal. It is an inconsistent category, 4 self-
contradictory principle. Had it been consistent, it
would not have been Avidyid ar all. It is based on
Brahman and yet at the same time it is a bascless illusion
opposed to all reason and cannot Stand a Ing}ml scrutiny
even as darkness cannot &tand the Sun? Nothing can

v 3wl ST |
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surpass the inconsistency and shamelessness of Avidya ;
it despises the logical reality as well as the ontological
Absolute and yet it cxists as the Brahman itsclf It

Padmapida, Prakishitmd and Sarvajddtmd also
belicve that Brahman itself is the locus as well as the
object of Avidyd. Avidyd, says Padmapada, is a begin-
ningless (Anddi), material (Jaditmika) power (Shakii).
Its function is to obstruct the sclf-revealing nature of
Brahman. It is the canvas on which are painted lg-
norance, Actions and Past Impressions—a complex
which produces the individual Jivas.? Brahman re-
flected 1n Avidyd is the Jiva (Pratibimbavidda), The
Jiva is a complex (Granthi) of Brahman or Atman
and Avidyd, just as a “red crystal” is a combination
of the really white crystal anlf] the reflection in it of
the red flower. This ego-complex is the main pillar
of this world-theatre.3 v

Avidyi is also called Adhydsa or superimposition.
It is the apfcamnce of “this” (Atadripa) as “that”
(Tadripa). It is the appearance of a thing (this) as
that thing (that) which in fact it is not (Atadripe tadra-
pivabhdsah). This, verily, is false (Mithyd). Padmapdda
digtinguishes between the two mcanings of falsehood.
It may mean, firgtly, simple negation (Apahnavavachana),
and secondly, something indescribable (Anirvachaniya-
tivachana)#®" Avidyd is not a simple negation; it is
something which cannot be described cither as real or as
unreal. It is an inconsidtent category, There is nothing
impossible for Maya. It is expert in making even the
impossible appear as possible.b
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Prakdshitmé elaborates these ideas and proves
that Avidyi is something positive (Bhavariipd). adma-
pada says that Brahman associated with Miya is the
cause of this world-appearance, Prakdshitmd points
out three possible alternatives: (1) Both Brahman
and Miyi, like two twisted threads of a rope, are the
joint cause of this world ; (2) Brahman having Maya as
its power is the causc ; and (3) Brahman having Maya
supported on it is the cause. But in all these alter-§
natives it is the Brahman which is the cause since Mayi

is regarded as dependent on it.}

Sarvajiiatma Muni also holds that Brahman is the
locus and the object of Avidyi. ~ Avidyd, resting on
Brahman and obscuring its real nature, gives rise to
threefold appearances ; God (Ishvara), Soul (Jiva) and
Nature (Jagat). All the three are ultimately unreal
because Avidyd has no independent &tatus. When
Brahman is associated with Avidyd, there are two false
entities—(1) Avidyd, and (2) Brahman associated with
Avidyd. Reality is the Pure Brahman, the true ground
(Adhisthana) which underlies all z]xgpmmms. Brahman
associated with Avidya is only a false Adhira. Sarva-
iAdtma Muni holds that illusion is not psychological

ut transcendental. Avidyd tesides neither in the
individual Jiva (which is itself a product of Avidy#)
nor in the Pare Brahman (which in fact Avidyd cannot
touch), but in Brahman as it reveals itself as the individual

Jivas (Pratyak-chit).?

Vimuktitmé says that Avidyd or Miya is neither
identical with nor different from nor both identical
with and different from Brahman. = If it is to be some-
thing substantial or real (Vastu) it mué fall within one
of these alternatives.  But it falls within neither. Hence
it is not réal. Bat it is not absolutely unreal (Avastu)

too, for it is expressed and experienced in ordinary life.

1 Pafichapidiks-Vivarana : p. 212,
*  Sadksepa-Shirimka : 10, 211,
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Hence, the only conclusion to which we are drawn is
that it is inﬂ);:s-crihablc (Anircachaniya). But it is
indescribable, §tresses Vimuktitmd, only in the sense
that it cannot be described either as real or as unreal,
and not in the sense that nothing whatsoever can be

said about it.1

Thus Miyi is regarded by him as ignorance, as
positive, as power, as indescribable and as the material
cause of all world-appearances,® Though indescribable,
it can be destroyed by knowledge, since by its very
nature it is such that it cannot resist the stroke of know-
Ie]ﬂ?c.' To $top at the world-appearance is to confess
philosophical imlzctence. Avidya is not real, for the real
1s only the Brahman. Avidya is not unreal, for it is
experienced as real. This indescribable nature of Avidyid
makes it an inconsi§tent category. But this Sadasadvi-
laksanatva or Anirvachanlyatva or Durnirfipatva or
Durghatatva of Avidyd is not its defect but 1ts glory,
for had Avidya been not such, it would not have been

Avidyd at all.$

Avidyd, for Shrifarsa also, is ignorance, is positive,
is material, and is indescribable as it is neither real nor
unreal. It is therefore false.

Avidya or Ajfidna, says Chitswkla, is beginningless
and positive and is dcﬁtmyc}; by knowledge.® Ignorance
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is in fact neither positive nor negative, yet it is called
positive to emphasize the fact that it is not merely
negative.! An example illustrating the positive character
of ignorance is: “I do not know whether what you
say 1s true”. Here what is said is known but it is not
known whether it is true. Another example is when
one, after deep sleep, gets up and says : ‘I slept happily;
I knew nothing”. This 1s a positive experience
ignorance in deep sleep.? The knowers of Vedinta have
eclared that all things are the objects of the self-reveal-
ing Consciousness either as known or as unknown.®

An objection is raised by Prabhakara that the false
cannot be presented in experience. Experience is
always of the true and error 1s due, not to misappre-
hension, but to non-apprehension of difference. Refuting
this Akhyati view, Chitsukha remarks that as long as
error lasts, the object is not remembered but actually
;)resentcd to consciousness. The presentation of the
alse, therefore, is a fact of experience. The presented
silver (in the case of shell-silver) cannot be called abso-
lutely non-existent like the hare’s horn as that cannot
be presented even in illusion or error. Its practical
reality is admitted. Nor can it be called existent for
it is contradicted afterwards. It is therefore indefinable
or indescribable. It is exactly this character of being
indescribable either as exitent or as non-existent, says
Chitsukha, that constitutes the falsity of all world-experi-
ences. Udayana’s criticism that ‘indefinability’ means
the inability to define or describe, i.e. the silence of the
ignorant (Niruktiviraha) misses the mark for the term
‘indefinable’ or ‘indescribable’ in Vedanta means that
which cannot be described either as real or as unreal.¢
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Similarly Anandajiidna also says that indescribability
is not inability to describe ; its essence lies in proving
that all possible ways in which the opponent wants
to describe a thing are untenable.l

Avidyd, for Vidydragpa too, is a beginningless
power which is neither real nor unreal. It cannot
stand dialectical scrutiny. The essential nature of
Avidyd consists in this that it cannot be described in
any way by the finite intellect and it is thercfore false
for it cannot bear logical examination® When true
knowledge dawns, Avidya with all its world-products
is n:a]iscg as something which never was, never is and
never will be rea/? This indefinability is not a defect
but a merit of Avidyi4 Avidyi is the same as Miya
for both are indefinable.5

Atman or Bratman :—Atman or Brahman is the
only reality. It is the locus and the object of Avidyd.
It is the ground underlying all world-appearances.
Diversity, says Mapdana, is rooted in unity and not
wice versa.  One sees many reflections of the Moon in
many moving ripples of water. But the Moon does not
become many on account of its reflections in various
waves. It is absurd to believe that so many reflected
“Moons™ appear as one Moon. Similarly it is far more
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teasonable to believe that one Brahman on account of
its special Fotency appears as the world of diverse
phenomenal objects than to believe that diverse pheno-
menal objects on account of false notion of similarity
appear as if they are one. All difference is, therefore,
grounded in the supreme Brahman.l

Reality, says Swreshvara, is one and so diversity
cannot be ultimate. The unqualified non-dual Absolute
which transcends human thought is described in innu-
merable inadequate ways by different people just as in
the famous parable of the ‘Blind Men and the Elephant,’
the same elephant was described in various inadequate
ways by the blind men? Everything else may change,
everything else may be destroyed, everything else may
be momentary except this self because the very concep-
tions of change, destruction and momentariness pre-
suppose it This Self is the judgc pre-supposing
whose existence and to whom addressing their case,
philosophers, like lawyers, propelled by heated and
head-aching arguments, feverishly fight and delude
each other.4

Reality, according to Vdckaspati, is the Pure Self
(Svaprakasha Chit) which is Pure Consciousness or the
self-luminous immediate self-revelation which can never
be contradicted. It is the underlying ground of all
phenomena. Maya or Avidya may be regarded as
the pivot of Advaita provided we do not forget that
the Reality which underlies the “world-appearence is

! Brahmasiddhi : II, 32.
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Brahman. The thesis which Vimuktimi has proved
is not maya, but Brahman as it underlies Maya.!

Padmapida says that the nature of the self is pure
self-revealing Consciousness which, when appearing
with and manifesting the objects is called experience
or Anubhava, and wl%en shining forth by itself is called
the Atman.? Prakiskitmd also maintains that Con-
ciousness is self-revealing and that its manifestation

is due to no other cause.s

Chitsukha gives a full exposition of the Self. He
takes many definitions of self-revelation (Svaprakasha)
and rejects them after dialectical examination. He then
offers his own definition. Self-revelation, says Chit-
sukha, may be defined as that which is entitled to be
called immediate even though it cannot be known
as an object of knowledged Desires, feelings, will,
emotions and other subjective states are not cognized
in the same way in which external objects are.
Though they appear to be immediate, they have really
no right to be called immediate for they are only
unreal impositions on the self-revealing Consciousness.
External objects, on the other hand, though they are
found to be unreal and therefore non-immediate when
the self is realized, yet so far as the phenomenal
existence is concerned, have every right to be
called immediate ; but they are known as objects of
knowledge. Tt is only the self which is immediate and
yet not an object of knowledge. Our definition, there-
fore, has the merit, says Chitsukha, of distinguishing
self-revelation from the mental states on the one hand
and from the external objects on the other.5
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Moreover, besides being immediate, self-revelation
can also be inferred. The inference is as follows i—
Immediate Experience is Self-revealing,
because it is immediate;
That which is not immediate cannot be self-
revealing, as for example, a pot.!
The main argument in favour of self-revelation is
that if the existence of the ultimate self-revealing
Consciousness is not admitted, infinite regress would
yawn before us. Again, the fact of experience itself
g:z:es that immediate experience is sclf-revealing
use none can doubt his own experience Or can
stand in need of confirming or corroborating it.
Everything else may be doubted, everything else may
require proof, but not the sclf-revealing Consciousness
because even the notions of doubt and pr

presuppose it.?

This self-revealing Consciousness is not the cons-
ciousness of consciousness or awareness of awarencss
like the Anuvyavasiya of the Naiydyika or the Jadtata
of the Mimarhsaka, for this conception is not tenable.
When one says : I know that T know the pot,” what
happens is that the first awareness has already ceased
when the second awareness begins and so the former
awareness cannot be directly cognized by the subsequent
awarcness. So wheu one knows that one knows the
Et, it is only the cognized object, the pot that is

own, not the knnwﬁ:rigc.‘

The self-revealing Consciousness is the Self itself
f?x the Self is of the narare of Sﬁlf-ﬂ:\"eﬂi:ts Cons-
ciousness (Atmi samvidrapah). Except that of identity
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there can be no relation between Consciousness and
Self.! When the Shruti says that the sight of the
seer is never destroyed, it only stresses that knowledge
is eternal; it does not in fact declare any connection
between the sight and the scer or the knowledge and
the knower. It says so on account of the convention
or usage of language, like the phrase ‘the head of
Rahu' even when there is no difference between

Rihu and the head,?

Dialectical arguments for the wltimate unreality of
difference :- Brahman, according to  Mapdana, is the
only reality and it does not tolerate difference. Monism
alone can explain all philosophical concepts satisfac-
torily. Ultimately the subject-object duality must be
transcended. I it were real, then the gulf between
the two could never be bridged over and the two
could never be related. TE:: absolutely pure Self
(Drastd) which knows no change can never be really
related to the changing objects (Drshya).?

Magdana tries to refute difference by means of
dialectical arguments. In facr, he ays, we do not
Ecrceive any “difference.” Three alternatives are possi-

le regarding perception : (1) perception may manifest
a positive object; (2) it may distinguish an object
from other objects; and (3) it may manifest a posi-
tive object and may also distinguish it from other
objects. In the thitd alternative again there are three
possibilities : (2) manifestation of a positive object
and its distinction from other objects may be simul-
tancous; (b) first there may be positive manifestation
and then negative distinction; and () first there may
be negative distinction and then positive manifestation 4
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Now, in the first alternative where only a posi-
tive object is manifested, no ‘difference’ is percetved.
The second alternative is untenable because pure
negation is an impossibility. Perception always
manifests some positive object; it does not negate
anything. Hence perception cannot reveal mere
difference.! Possibilities (a) and (c) of the third alter-
native are untenable for positive manifestation and
negative distinction can be neither simultaneous nor can
there be first negative distinction without positive
manifestation. Negation is necessarily rooted in affir-
mation. Difference or distinction is a relation between
two  positive objects which it presupposes. Even the
negation of a non-entity like the sky-lotus is only a
denial of the false relation between two positive entities
—the sky and the lotus. Possibility (b) of the third
alternative is also untenable, for perception is one
unique process and there cannot be two or more

moments in it.2

There can be four possible conceptions, says Mag-
dana, regarding unity and diversity :

(1) Either we should say like Mimarhsaka Sazisar-
gavddins that both unity and diversity are
separately real ;

Or we should say like Bhartrprapaiicha and
the Jaina Anckdintavidins that reality is both
unity and diversity ;

(3) Or we should say like the Buddhist (Sva-
tantra-vijidnavadins) Asyantikabhedavadins that
only diversity is real and that unity is an
appearence ;

(4) Or we should say like the Vedantin Abke-

" " davadins that only unity is real and that
diversity is an appearence.’

1 grgfaaTg weast 7 fag, faafea:
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Mandana vehemently criticizes the first three views
showing their hollowness and upholds the fourth view.

Against the first view he remarks that thmlﬂ
cannot be twofold in their nature, that it is impossi

to imagine logically that realities can be two or
more,

Againgt the second view he urges that it is
absurd to imagine that the same thing can be unity
as well as diversity both. Admitting and negating
the same thing in the same breath, the theory of
Probability lands in monstrous philosophical contradic-
tions.

The third view is that of the Svatantra-Vijhdna-
vddins. maintain that objects by their very
nature are different from one another and that there.
fore when an object is perceived its difference from
other objects is also perceived simultaneously by that
very act, Mandana replies that if difference be the
very nature of things, then all things would be of
the nature of difference and thus there would be no
difference among them at all, Again, difference bcmﬁ
“formless,” the objects themselves would be “formless.
Apain, difference is of the nature of negation and there-
fore objects themselves would be of the nature of nega-
tion. Again, difference being dual or plural, no
object would be regarded as a single object because
the same thing cannot be both one and many. ]

The Buddhist replies that an object is regarded
as essentially of the nature of difference only in
relation to other objects and not in relation to itself.
Mandana rejoins that objects are produced from
their own causes and they do not, for their existence,
stand in need of a relation to other objects.  Relation

is a mental operation. Tt is subjective. It cannot,
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therefore, be called the essential nature of things which

are objective.}

The Buddhist tries to prove the difference among
objects by his theory of efficient causation. But
Mandana points out that he cannot do so. The
same fire, for example may ‘burn’ and at another
time may ‘cook’, and still at another time may simply
‘shed light’. The difference between the burning,
cooking and illuminating activities of the same fire
does not prove that they are really “three” different
fires. It only proves that differences are unreal
because they are grounded in the same fire.? Similarly
the so-called diversity of the phenomenal world is
rooted in the supreme Brahman. The Buddhist objects
that things are different from one another because
they have got different potencies or powers. If there
were only unity and no diversity then there would
have been simultancous limducticrn and destruction of
all things and then milk would have produced oil
and oil-seeds curd, Mandana replies that the so-called
different potencies or powers are in fact only different
qualities of the same thing like the burning, cooking
and illuminating qualitics of the same fire, Difference
in qualiies does not imply difference in substance,
Just as the same fire has diverse activities of burning,
cooking and illuminating, similarly it is the extra-

ordinary potency of the onc supreme Brahman, a
potency wﬁtch is beyond human thEught that enables

the Brahman to appear.as this diverse phenomenal
world® Differences, therefore, are purely imaginary.

Mandana supports the fourth view which advocates
that unity alone is real while diversity is only an
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appearence. The Moon does not become  “many
Moons” on account of being reflected in various
waves.l Difference is an appearence and is grounded
in Brahman and not vice versa.

Vimuktaima also observes that difference is unreal
and is rooted in the Brahman. He says that the relation
between the perceiver (drk) and the perceived (d;shyai
or between the conscious subject and the ext
objects is indescribable and therefore false. The
subject and the object are neither different nor identical

nor both.

The self and the world are not different because
difference is possible between two perceived entities
and the self is never perceived.2 Again, difference is
not of the nature (Svariipa) of the differing entities ;
for had it been so, difference would not have been
dependent on a reference to another. Nor is difference
a characteristic (Dharma) different from rhe differing
entities ; for in that case this difference, in order to be
known, would require another difference and the
latter yet another and so on ad infinitum. Again, the
perceiving Self, being self-luminous, is always present
and can never be negated. So neither negation nor
difference is possible. The perceiving Self is of the
nature of perception hence its non-perception is impos-
sible. Negation is of the nature of non-perception.
Hence negation is impossible. And difference is of the
nature of negation. So difference too is impossible.?

The perceiving Self and the perceived world are
also not identical : for if they were so, the perceiver
would be characterized by all the limitations and
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differences of the perceived world. Simultaneous

reeption (Sahopalambha) cannot prove their identity,
or they are perceived as two and not one.! Moreover
the perceiver is self-luminous and is never cugnizcci
as an object, while the perceived is never self-revealing
is-always cognized as an object and cannot be ex-
pericnced independently of the perceiver. Again, if
they were identical, all ordinary expericnces and pra-
ctices of this world would come toa standstill. So the
Self which is pure Consciousness can never be identified
with the perceived world.2

And the Sclf and the world, again, cannot be
regarded as both idemtical and different ; for the Bheda-
bheda view is self-contradictory. Identity and difference
are opposed like light and darkness.

So the manifold world-appearence is neither different
from nor identical with nor both different from and
identical with the Pure Self® The world therefore is
false and with it all its “difference” is also false.

Shrifarga also asserts that neither perception nor
inference can contradict the ultimate fact of non-duali
as taught in the Upanisads. Difference is unreal. It
cannot be the essential nature of things that differ
(Svar@ipabheda), because had it been that it would
have been identical with the differing things them-
selves. Again, difference cannot be mutual negation
(ﬁ.uyonyibiail:u) like that pot is the negation of cloth
and cloth is the negation of pot, because if the iden-
tity of the pot and the cloth were absolutely unreal,
then the negation of such identity would also be
absolutely meaningless. Again, difference cannot be
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ded as the possession of opposite characteristics
aidharmya), because were it so then these opposite
characteristics would require further opposite -
teristics to distingui E:Jm from one another and so
on ad infinitwm. Difference, therefore, is unreal. It is
a product of Avidyd. From the empirical view-
point it is valid because we perceive it. We do not
say, says Shriharsa, that difference is absolutely unreal.
Wi deny only its ultimate reality.! The empirical
validity of difference, however, carnnot contradict the
ultimate reality of Advaita, for the two are on two
different levels. Difference 1s due to Avidyd and so it
is ultimately unreal. To contradict Advaita we require
an ultimately real difference and such difference is an
E‘T'Sge.aibility.' The reality of Advaita cannot be set
ide even by hundreds of arguments® To reject
Advaita is to throw away the most precious wish-
fulfilling jewel fortunately procured, into the deep sea.t

Madlusidana Sarasvati in his Advaita-siddhi, which
he wrote to prove the truth of non-dualism and to
reject the views of the DFEDHEMS,‘ ruthlessly eriti-
cizes the Dvaitins and refutes all their arguments in
favour of difference. Vyasatittha, the author of

Nydyamrta, is his main target.
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Furtter Dialectical Exposition of the Ultimate Unreality
of the World and Dialectical Refutation of the Categories and
oncepts of the Intellect :—

Shritarsa and Chitsukha undertake a thorough
enquiry into the nature of the categories and concepts
of the intellect and point out their utter dialectical
hollowness. Their main polemic is against Nyaya.
The Naiyayikas and the Mimamsakas have given various
definitions of right knowledge (Prami), of the means of
right knowledge (Pramina) such as perception, in-
ference etc., of the wvarious categories of experience
(Padartha) such as substance, qualities etc., and of the.
concepts involved in these categories. Shriharsa and
Chitsukha take all these definitions one by one, merci-
lessly criticize them and with their irresistable dialectic
tear them into pieces pointing out that they are all
“baseless fabrics of a vision that leaves nothing behind.”

All that is known (PrameyaP has a defined real
existence, says the Naiydyika. All that is known is
indefinable and therefore unreal, rejoin Shriharsa and
Chitsukha. R.cali:ly is Pure Consciousness which can
be directly realized but cannot be known by discursive
intellect. It is beyond the four categories of under-
standing. Like the Chatugkotivinirmukta of the Shanya-
vadins, Shriharsa calls it as “the Fifth Only” or the
Paiichamakotimdtra) Intellect which works with its
concepts and categories is mnecessarily relational.
Therefore it can give us only a relative world. The
entire world together with aﬁr its ‘experiences is neces-
sarily phenomenal. It isa semblance of reality. Itisa
workable reality, Its reality is based on usage, custom
and convention. The moment we examine this so-
called real world and its experiences dialectically, th
|l give way. And intellect too, because it it

arises with this world, gives way. The world is
found to be indefinable. It is neither real mor unreal
nor both. Hence the inevitable conclusion is that it

t Naisadha-Charita : X1II, 36.
28
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is indesciibable. And because it is indescribable it is
false. It is based on Avidyd and is only an appearence.
The criticisms offered by Shriharga and Chitsukha are
mostly destructive. They have undermined not only
the particular definitions of Nydya but also the very
concept of definition which has been shown as fraught
with inherent contradictions.

Chitsukha who has commented on ‘the Khandana
of Shriharsa and who has also written an indepeadent
work Tattvapradipika, popularly known as Chitsukhi,
has fulfilled to a great extent the work left unaccom-
plished by Shribarga. Shriharsa tricd to show that all
the concepts and the categorics of the intellect were
indefinable being fraught with inherent contradictions.
But in practice he mainly criticized and refuted only
the particular definitions of the Nydya writers.
Udayana formed the main target of his attack. He did
not also develop his interpretations of the concepts of
the Advaita Vedanta, Chitsukha gives us an accurate
analysis and an claborate interpretation of the main
concepts of the Advaita. Possessing almost the same
dialectical genius as that of Shriharga, Chitsukha does
not restrict himself to rr.-fmingb only the definitions of
the various categories given by the Naiydyikas, but
often rcfutes other definitions and also the
underlying these definitions. In his refutation of” the
Nyayd categorics, he mostly follows Shriharga, though
he sometimes gives new arguments also. Shriharga’s
main se i1s to show that the categories are in-
definable and therefore unreal.  Chirsukha's main
purpose is to show that though they are mere appear-
ances, they are appearances of the Real.

Shriharsa’s work is mainly polemical. Like the
Shiinyavadins, he has no thesis of his own to prove.
He has no definitions to offer. How can he when
he says that all definitions are false and that this entire
world together with all its experiences is indescri-
bable ? Although the criticisms of Shriharsa are
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directed mainly against the particular definitions of
the Naiyayikas and others, they can be used with
equal force against all views and against all defini-
tions of all systems. Shriharsa himself asks us to
apply his criticisms against other definitions and
other systems.! He goes even to the extent of assur-
ing us that people, by simply mugging up his
arguments like a parrot, can conquer all persons in
philosophical discussions.?

Shriharsa has written a long introduction, called
the Bhiimika to his work Khandana. This introduc-
tion gives us an excellent summary of his philosophy.
Formal verbalism which often mars the main bncﬂ;
of the work is conspicuous by its absence here.
Realisation of truth (Tattvanirpaya) and victory over
the opponent (Vadi-vijaya), says Shriharsa are the
two aims of philosophical discussion (Shastrartha).
In the Bhimiki the former aim predominates. The
main defect which we find in the main body of the
work is formal verbalism. Shriharsa often criticizes
the language of the definitions rather than their
thought. There is no doubt that had the main body
of the Khandana been written in the same spirit in
which its Bhiimika is written the work would have
been simply matchless. Perhaps Shriharsa may be
excused if we remember that in his time, digvijaya
was the fashion of the day. But all the same Dr. S. N.
Dasgupta is right in remarking : “If these criticisms
had mainly been directed towards the defects of
Nyaya thought, later writers would not have been forced
to take the course of developing verbal expressions
(in order to avoid the criticisms of Shriharsa) at the
expense of philosophical profundity and acuteness.
Shriharsa may therefore be said to be the first great
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writer 'who is responsible indirectly for the growth
of verbalism in later Nydya thought.”!

Shrikarsa says that this world with all its manifold
phenomena cannot be called existent because dialectical
reasoning proves that it is not ultimately real ; and
it cannot called non-existent too because then the
practical utility of all world-experiences would collapse.
The world-appearences thercfore are indescribable
either as real or as unreal. Hence they are false.

Here the opponent says: If you are unable to
describe and define the world you better go to
some learned teachers and learn how to describe and
define the world-experiences. Shriharsa replies : This
contemptuous outburst of the opponent would have
been validonly if we had said that a particular
person or persons was or were unable to define this
world. Our point, which the opponent has unfor-
tunately missed, is that we maintain that the world
together with all its experiences is by its very nature
such that it cannot be described either as existent or
as ‘non-existent. Indefinability is the very nature of
all world-experiences. All that can be known by the
intellect is necessarily indefinable. Qur w
opponent who seems to be proud of his ability to
deguc the world should know that he is grossly mis-
taken because even ‘description’ or ‘definition’, bein
a thing which is known, is by its very nature ulti-
mately indescribable and indefinable.?

The main point which Shriharga wants to press
is that the world-experiences being mere appearances
are neither real nor unreal and are therefore false,

1 History of Indian Philosophy, Vol. II, p. 146.
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that our intellect which necessarily functions with the
help of its concepts and categories is beset with
inherent contradictions and so cannot give us reality,
and that reality which is Pure Consciousness is self-
luminous and therefore self-proved and is to be directly
realized through Pure Reason. Neither the Absolute
nor the appearences can be described. The Absolute
needs no descriptions because it is self proved. All
the categories of the intellect fail to grasp it in its
fulness. To describe it is as useless as to the
light of a candle over the Sun. Appearances cannot
be described because they are neither real nor unreal
nor both. And even description itself proceeds from
finite thought and is therefore self-contradictory. All
arguments as such, says Shriharga agreeing with Chan-
kirti, are self-contradictory. To prove the validity of
arguments, says Shriharsa like Nagirjuna and Chandra-
kirti, we shall require some Pramidnas and these Pra-
midnas in order to be valid will stand in need of further

Praminas and so on ad infinitum.

Here the opponent puts a formidable objection to
Shriharsa. He says that if Shriharsa denies the validity
of all arpuments as such, then he has no right to utter
a word. He cannot logically do so because the argu-
ment of Shriharga that all' arpuments are invalid, being
itself an argument, is invalid. It is impossible for
thought to condemn itself. How can Shriharsa logi-
cally say that the world is indefinable and' that reality is
also indescribable when in doing so he is himself
difining the world and deseribing reality as indefinable

and indescribable 71
Shriharsa, like Chandrakirti, faces this objection

bravely. He replies that he is not denying the
validity of logic or intellect from the empirical

T, e
frespamt "
Nydyasiddhifijana : p. 93.
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standpoint. It is simply impossible to do so. In
the phenomenal world intellect undoubtedly reigns
supreme.! None can question its authority here. %u.t
intellect itself points to its own limitations and
finally merges in Pure Reason. The highest philosophy
18 thz:‘::dphllﬂsaphy of Silence. Reality can only be
realized directly. Ultimately Pure Consciousness itself
shines forth. Description is possible on the pheno-
menal level only. Even the distinction between the
empirical and the ultimate points of view is a distinc-
tion made by intellect itself. Shriharga, like Chandra-
kirti, frankly admits that the moment we say that
Reality is or appearances are indescribable, we have,
from the ultimate standpoint, missed the mark because
even when we say that Reality or the world is
indescribable we are in fact describing it and that
therefore even this argument, being an argument, is
unreal.? The fact is that Advaita cannot ultimately
be discussed. It is only to be realized. Intellect has
to be transformed into Pure Reason. How can he who
has become one with the Absolute take recourse to
arguments ? How can he who has transcended intel-
lect in descend to its level ? Shriharga, therefore,
as a Veddntin, like the Shanyavadin, ultimately has
no thesis to prove, no argument to offer, no conten-
tion to support. He is only interested in refuting the
arguments of his alzpnncnt and that too from the
point of view of the opponent himself. Descending
on the phenomenal level, on the level of the oppo-
neat, on the level where alone arguments are possible,
Shriharga shows that (the opponent’s) descriptions are
hollow, his definitions are deg:tivc and his arguments
are invalid. Itis from this point of view that Shri-
harsa says that the world cannot be described either

! syragrfeet werfrsemarE oo o
Khandana : p. 10,
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as existent or as non-existent and that therefore it is
false. If the opponent accepts this argument, he is
giving up his position and embracing Advaita. If,
on the other hand, the opponent challenges this
argument, he is challenging the wvalidity of his own
logic and is thereby accepting Advaita. In either case
therefore Advaita become established. Advaita can
be refuted only if the opponent is successful in
defending his position and this he cannot do. Hence
it is proved that the entite phenomenal world is
indefinable and therefore false and that Brahman alone
which is Pure Consciousness is the ultimate Reality.!
Having this one Brahman-weapon with him, the
Advaitin can never be defeated in the arena of philo-
sophical fight.2

Chitsukke also observes that the world, when
dialectically examined, is bound to be neither real nor
unreal. It can be proved neither by itself nor by
anything else. Therefore the only conclusion to
which we ate drawn is that it is superimposed on
the self and is ultimately unreal. Thus the falsity of
the wotld is a proved fact.?

1 qE qeEdEE e —a e faaer  adaedlfa |
i FETTsEgeEesaTTa g Eafad
fmaw@aﬁ%ﬁmmaﬁmﬁ: geEuTeRg | 49
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Ibid : pp. 33-34.

Compare with this the arguments of Chandrakirti on
pp- 47-50 Supra.
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Another argument is that a whole, in order to
be called existent, must exist in its parts which com-
pose it; but it is clear that simply because it is a
whole it cannot exist in the parts. Aad if it does
not exist even in the parts, it cannot exist anywhere
else. Hence it is false. Chitsukha’s point is that a
whole is neither a mere aggregate of its pasts nor
anything outside them. It is therefore f se. And
if the whole is false, the parts also must naturally
be false. Thus the entire world is false.l

Another argument for the falsity of the world
is that there can be no relation between the self-
revealing Consciousness: which is the ultimate knower
Sng) and the object known (Drshya). Sense-contact
oes not produce knowledge because when we per-
ceive illusory silver in a shell there is no actual
sense-contact with silver. Subject-object relation can-
not be explained. Knowledge or knower cannot
produce any change in the object known. Mental
states like will, emotion, feeling etc. cannot change
the object, for they are internal. Again, the object
cannot be contained in knowledge as a badara
fruit may be contained in a vessel. Again, the
subject-object relation cannot be a vague undefined
relation because in that case the subject may as well
be called object and' the object subject. Again, if
that is regarded as an object which induces knowledge,
then even the senses, light and other accessories
which help the rise of knowledge would become
objects. Hence the subject-object relation cannot be
satisfactorily explained. So the objective world is
false and the s:l}-revealing subject alone is real and
it ultimately transcends the subject-object duality.
Shriharsa also remarks that the subject-object relation
is indefinable. If we reduce the sug)'ect to the object
we land in crude materialism. Ill we reduce the
object to the subject we land in ‘crude subjectivism.

1 Ibid : pp. 39-40.



POST-SHANKARA VEDANTA 227

The subject, whether it is identical with or different
from the object, cannot be related to the object. Not
can the object know the subject for it would be absurd
to say that the pot knows the conmsciousness. Hence
the subject-object relation is false.l

Chitsukha stresses that though the world is
false it is not absolutely unreal like the hare’s hom.
The world is false only when the Absolute is realized.
Until then it is true for all practical purposes. Its
workable reality cannot be denied. Chitsukha admits
the similarity of the Buddhistic Samwrti-satya with
the Vedantic Vyavakira-satya and defends the former
against the attacks of Kumirila Bhatta. Kumirila
criticizes Samvrti as follows: Samvrti is not true.
How can it then be regarded as a kind of truth?
If it is true, it cannot be Samvrti; if it is false
how: can it have any truth? Truth is one aad it
cannot be divided into empirical truth andi absolute
truth. Chitsukha’s reply is that the above distinction
is made by the intellect itself. So ultimately this dis-
tinction is unreal. Truth undoubtedly is one. And
it is the self-luminous Absolute. So Samvsti is not
true. It is ultimately false. But even an appearance,
because it is an appearance of the Real, exists. Itis
not a hare’s horn. Samvrti is falsity which on account
of ignorance is mistaken as. truth. But as long as
we: are in ignorance, we cannot question Samvrd.
On the phenomenal plane, therefore, the workable
truth of Samvrti is established.?

Wc. now pass on to the refutation of the various
definitions of the Naiyayikas and others by Shritarsa
and Chitsukka.

1 Khandana : p. 341
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They criticize the various definitions of right
cognition (Prama). The definition that right cognition
is the direct apprehension of the real nature of
things (Tattvanubhatih prami) is wrong, because if
one guesses the right number of shells hidden in
another’s fist or makes an inference through fallacious
data which inference may accidentally be correct h&:s
when one infers fire on a hill from fog looking like
smoke and there may accidentally be fire there), the
apprehension may be right but it is not right cog-
nition as it is not produced through valid means.

Another definition that right cognition is that
which truly corresponds with its object (Yatharthanu-
bhavah prama) is also wrong, because correspondence
can neither be said to be the reality of the object
itself as the real nature of an object is indeterminable,
nor can it be defined as the similarity of the cognition
to the object, for qualities which belong to the object
do not belong to the cognition, e. g., when we are
aware of two white pots, our cognition of the pots
is neither ‘two’ nor ‘white.’

Criticizing Udayana’s definition of right cognition
as “proper discernment” (Samyakparichchhedah prama)
they remark that if the word <Samyak’ means ‘entire’
then the definition is useless because it is only an
Omniscient being who can perceive all qualities and
characteristics of a thing, and if it means the discern-
ment of special “distinguishing features”, then too the
definition is faulty for even in the illusory perception
of shell as silver we perceive the distinguishing features
of silver in the shcﬂ. Moreover, it is impossible to
perceive all distinguishing features of a thing.

The Buddhists define right cognition as “an appre-
hension which is not incompatible with the object
known” (Avisamvadyanubhavah prama). If this defini-
tion means that right cognitition is that cognition which
is cognized by another succeeding cognition as being
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compatible with its ob‘fct, then even a wrong cogni-
tion, until it is contradicted should be deemed right.
Again, the cognition of a shell as white by a person
of good eyesight may be contradicted by the cognition
of a person suffering from jaundice as yellow. d to
say that contradiction must be by a faultless later
cognition is to beg the question for faultless cognition
is right cognition in defining which we are facing these
difficulties. Moreover, unless right cognition is defined
wrong cognition has no meaning.

The definition of right cognition as cognition
having causal efficiency (Arthakriya-kidritva) i1s not
satisfactory because even a wrong cognition may have
causal efficiency, e.g. even the wrong cognition of a
rope as a snake may cause fear. Similarly Dharma-
kirti’s definition of right cognition as that cognition
which enables one to attain the object (Artha-prapa-
katva) is wrong because it cannot be determined as
to which object can be attained and which cannot.

Again, right eognition cannot be defined as un-
contradicted cognition (Abadhitanubhiitih prama). Even
the cognition of shell as silver, according to this defini-
tion, should be right cognition since as long as the
error lasts it is not contradicted. If it urged that right
cognition is that cognition which cannot be contradicted
at any time, then we cannot call any cognition right
because it is not possible to assert with certainty that
a particular cognition will never be contradicted at any
time. Hence it is impossible to define right cognition.,

Pramdna is generally defined as an instrument of
right cognition (Pramakaranam praminam). But when
right cognition itself cannot be defined, it is impossible
to define its instrument.

The categories of Nydya-Vaishesika ate also criticized
and refuted. Being (Sattd) cannot be defined as that
which exists for even non-being exists. Again, being
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cannot be defined as that which is not a negation of
anything, for being is a negation of non-being.
Pure being is as impossible as pure nothing. Again,
being cannot be called a universal in which all patti-
cular existent things inhere because each existent
thing is a unique individual in itself. Hence being
cannot be defined. Similarly non-being too cannot
be defined. Both are relative and therefore unreal.

Substance (Dravya) cannot be defined as the
support (Ashraya) of "qualities. If ‘support’ means
‘possession’, then even some qualities possess other
qualities, e.g. we speak of ‘two colouss,” ‘three
colours,” ‘white colour,” <‘black colour’ etc. If
‘support” means ‘subsistence,” then qualities subsist in
the universal ‘quality.” Substance and qualities are
both relative. We do not perceive any substance
over and above gualities and yet qualities” themselves
cannot be called substance. Both are relative and so
unteal. Relation too is unreal. Relation cannot relate
itself to the two terms, for however well-trained a
juggler may be, he cannot dance on his own shoul-
ders.! It will require another relation to relate itself
andiso on ad infinitum. Universals are also unteal. They
are based on convention and convenience. A universal
can be neither perceived nor inferred. We see only
individual cows. How can the ‘universal cow’ subsist
in individual cows or jump over a new cow when
it is born or pass away from an old cow when it
dies ? Again, how can the universal and the particular
of that class be related ? This relation can be neither
that of conjunction nor that of inherence nor that
of identity. And a fourth relation is impossible.

These criticisms of the Nydya categories offered
by Shriharsa and Chitsukha are similar to those given
by Dharmakirti, Shantaraksita and Kamalashila.

! afg gfafadisly 7eae: e sammew gafy |
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Causality also, remark Shriharsa and Chitsukha,
is not possible. A cause cannot be defined as mere
antecedence (Pirvakalabhavitva), for then even the
donkey of the potter on ‘which he brought the clay
would become the cause of the pot. And causal
operation itself, being the immediate antecedence, will
be the cause. And if causal operation is viewed as
cause then even the cause of the cause will become
the cause. Again, if this antecedence is qualified with
the phrase ‘invariable’ meaning that the cause is inva-
riably present when the effect is present and absent
when the effect is absent, the difficulty would not be
solved, for the donkey may invariably be present when
the potter is 'making the pot and absent when the
potter goes to fetch the clay. Again, if another
qualification “unconditional’ (Ananyathasiddha) is also
added, then even the donkey which may be, and space
etc. which are, present would have to be regarded as
the cause of the pot. Then, symptoms of a disease
would also be the cause of the disease because they
are unconditionally and invariably present before the
disease. Again, the maxim of invariable antecedence
is invalidated by plurality of causes. Fire may be

roduced in different ways. Again T accessories
?Sahakiri) are admitted, then either they are identical
with the cause, or if they are different, they cannot be
related to the cause. Hence the conception of causa-

lity is ultimately false.

The main aim of Shriharsa and Chitsukha is to
show that intellect is essentially discursive or relational
and that therefore it is beset with inherent contradic-
tions. The world with all its manifold phenomena is
neither real nor unreal nor both. Hence it is indefinable
and therefore false. The fault is with the intellect itself.
All its concepts and categories are found to be unreal.
It must proceed with the subject-object duality and this
duality is unreal, for the subject and the object can be
neither identical nor different mor both. Reality is
Pure Consciousness which is the self-revealing Self.
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Intellect is only a product of Avicgri. The moment
Avidya is destroyed by right knowledge of non-duality,
intellect is transformed into Pure Reason. It then
becomes one with Pure Consciousness. The Shruti,
says, Shriharsa, represents the highest stage which finite
intellect can reach, Here the intellect has shown its
own limitations and has pointed towards Reality. When
one constantly ponders over the Mahavakya declaring
the essential unity of the individual with the universal
consciousness, then fortunately the finite intellect
casts off the garb of discursive relativity put upon
it by Avidya and gets transformed into Pure Reason
which is the self-luminous Consciousness shining forth
in its pristine purity,! and thus embracing the A%)solute
and becoming one with it, it ever enjoys its eternal
bliss.2 Avidya is bondage and its destruction which
is the calm non-dual Knowledge is liberation.?

Post-Shapikarites and Buddhism - —

Most of the Post-Shankarites following Shaskara
but probably missing his intention, condemn Shiinyavada
as utter nihilism; take Vijidnavida in the sense of
Svatantra-Vijiidnavada only; criticize the momentary
Vijaidnas ; point out the difference between Vijianavada
and Advaita by mentioning that while the former takes
the world to be unreal because it does not fall outside
of Pure Consciousness, the latter takes it to be unreal
because it is Avidya or Maya which is a positive material
stuff of ignorance which cannot be described either as
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existent or as non-exiStent and which depends on the
Brahman or Pure Consciouness; and exhibit almost
the same spirit of animosity towards Buddhism. Thus,
for example, Prakashdtma says: He who says that
Vedanta is similar to the Buddhistic Vijianavada talks
something which befits a wicked man and his case is
indeed pitiablel. Vimuktitma advises the Buddhist to
leave aside his wrong view based on mere logical quibb-
ling and follow the path of the wise otherwise deluding
the dull he will himself be deluded and destoryed®.
Vidyaranya calls him as one who is expert in mere
logical hair-splitting (Shuskatarkapatu) and who is
erroneously confused and deluded (Bhranta) and who
is correctly criticised by the venerable ~Sharkara.3
Sadinanda calls him ‘dull-headed’ (Buddhi-Shinya)*
and Gangadharendra calls him a ‘fool’ (Jada).®

But years after Shankara when the $truggle died
down and when Buddhism was defeated and finally
ousted from India, people began to think dispassionately
about Buddhism. Thus we find some Post-Shankarites
expressing doubt whether Shiinyavada is really nihilism
and whether Vijiidnavada is really subjectivism which
advocates the existence of momentary ideas only. And
in the same school of Advaita Vedanta we find an
eminent person like Shriharsa who tries to revive the
long-lost spirit of Gaudapada and who correctly re-
presents Shiinyavida and frankly and openly admits
the enormous similarities between Shinyavada and

Advaita.

Mandana, like Shankara, criticizes the three schools
of Buddhism. The Bdkydrthavidins, he says, land in
crude materialism. For them even the ephemeral

1 Pafichapidiki-Vivaraga : p. 84,
2 Istasiddhi : p. 54.

3 Padichadashi : II, 30.

4 Pratyaktattvachintamani : I, 68.
5 Svirdjya-siddhi: I, 26.
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objects, being regarded as teal, should be permanent
and even the illusory objects like shell-silver should
be real. If objects are real, these is no place for illusion
and error ; if objects are unreal there is no place for the
phenomenal world—is the dilema they have to face.
The Vijnanamatravidins land in crude subjectivism.
By no stretch of imagination can the unchanging Cons-
ciousness appear as changing objects. If the objects
are real they cannot be made by the individual ‘mind ;
if the objects are nnreal then, being like the sky-flower,
they cannot be regarded even as an external appearance
of the mind. The Shmyavidins land in nibilism. In
their system, Avidya, being like the sky-flower, has
N0 practical bearing and fails to explain the phenomenal
‘world which is said to be a mere non-entity.! We
have already noticed Mandana’s criticism of the Sva-
tantra-Vijfidnavada doctrine that difference alone is
real and that unity is an appearance.

Padmapéda also criticizes the Svatantra-Vijfidnavada
view under the mame of Vijfidnavada. He refutes
the view that reality is efficient causation and that a
permanent entity can never be efficient and therefore
real. He rejoins that, on the other hand, a momentary
entity can mever be a cause. The meaningless, chaotic
and momentary Vijidgnas must be brought under a
unity, like loose threads made into a rope, and ‘must
be given some meaning by the permanent Self. Vedanta
has proved the existence of such Pure Self through
immediate experience and through rcasoning. The
doctrine of Mahiyina, therefore, cannot be supported
by such filmsy arguments as are advanced in its support
by its followers®

Vahaspati distinguishing Advaita from% Vijidna-
vada remarks that according to Vijidnavada the external
world is unreal because it is mind-made, while according
to Advaita it is unreal because it 1is indesctibable.

} Brahmasiddhi : p, 9, * Padichapadika : p. 28,
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Objects exist outside and independent of the mind.
Only they are indescribable and irrational. They are
neither real nor unreal nor both. Hence they are falsel.

Sarvgiatma Muni points out that though both
Buddhism and Vedanta admit Avidya, the funda-
mental difference between them is that for Vedanta
the ultimate reality is Brahman which is Pure Consci-
ousness and this is not admitted by Buddhism.

Criticising Svatantra-Vijianavada under the name
of Vijianavada, 7muktdatma, like Shankara, remarks
that though objects known are inseparable from the
knower, yet it does not mean that they arc identical
because while the objects change, the knower always
remains the same. Even the expression ‘invariable
association’ (sahopalambha) implies the idea that the
two are different. Morcover, if the external objects
do not exist, the Vijidnavidin has no right to talk that
cognitions appear ‘us /7f they are external2. The theory
of momentariness heightens the absurdity of this
subjectivism. If cognitions are momentary, they cannot
be called self-revealing. The VijAdnavadin therefore
mu§t admit one eternal self-revealing Consciousness3.

Again, a momentary thing can never become a
cause. If both the preceding and the succeeding things
are momentary there should be no distinction between
them. Moreover, how can the Buddhist who is himself
momentary perceive two moments as causally related ?
He should therefore stop such babbling and accept the
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doctrine of the wise, otherwise deluding the dull he
will himself be doomed.! -

Vimuktdtma, like Shagkara, takes the word
‘shiinya’ in the sense of mere negation (asat). If the
Madhyamika, he says, persists in advocating his theory
of mere nothing, let him belive that only his doctrine
is a2 mere nothing?. To the Vedantins, on the other
hand, ‘asat’ means maya which is neither sat nor asat.
But Vimuktitma is kind enough to add that if the
Shanyavadin means by his ‘asat’ not a mere nothing
but this maya, then his position is the same as that of
the Vedintin®. And it is needless to add that the
Shanyavadin means this maya by his ‘shiinya’.

Strikarsa has done some justice to Shiinyavada. He
points out that according to the Shiinyavadin, shinya
1s not mere negation. That negation is necessarily

rooted in affirmation is a truism accepted by Shinyavida.
Even the asat 7s. It has a sardps. Shiunya means
‘unreal because indescribable as real or unreal’. The
equation is as follows: sadasadvilaksana=anirva-
chaniya. The whole world is shiinya because it is
relative. It is only samvrti, not patamirtha. This
Madhyamika view of the world with all its experiences,
Shribarsa boldly confesses, cannot be refuted by the
Vedintin because so far as the world is concerned, the
Madhyamika view is exactly the same as that of the
Vediatin himself®. Shriharsa frankly admits the similarity
of Shiinyavada with Advaita Vedanta by pointing out
that both regard the world to be indescribable either

1 Ibid : pp. 114-115.

* ol afy sfafosdy, scenfata @ gswEn |
Ibid : p. 118.

* Fg wrAt Tufe qq, I awrAl@T | Ibid: p. 165,

‘ ggansly 937 wed, T foaaerds  faafageu-
‘ml Khandana : p. 21.
ArefasTfaareragrat eegeTt 7 993 | Ibid,



POST-SHANKARA VEDANTA 237

as real or as unreal or as both, that both agree in con-
demning the intellect as essentially relational or dis-
cursive and its categories as fraught with inherent con-
tradictions, and that therefore the criticisms of all de-
finitions as such given by both Shiinyavada and Vedinta
are valid againét all views of all systems.!

Shriharsa then points out the fundamental difference
between Shinyavada and Vedanta. Shinyavida, he
says, regards everything sncluding even Conscionsmess to
be unreal being indescribable. Buddha has declared
in the Lagkdvatara (I, 175): All things which can
be known by the intellect have no reality of their own.
They are therefore said to be indescribable and unreal.
But Vedidnta makes an exception in favour of Conscious-
ness (Vijddna) which it regards self-luminous (sva-
prakdsha). The Brahmavadins say that everything
except Conmscionsness is indescribable as real or unreal
or both and is therefore falsed So the Vedantins
find it difficult to accept Shiinyavada as they are dis-
satisfied with the view that everything, including even
Consciousness, is unreal. Consciousness is also “indes-
cribable” in the sense that all categories of intellect fail
to grasp it fully. But most assuredly it is not unreal,
for it is self-luminous and self-proved. Consciousness
which is the same thing as the Pure Self is self-revealing
and is the only reality3 One may doubt everything
else but one cannot doubt one’s own Self for the very

! gafy afz  TREEIAEEGIEaERIAIy  JaT  qrEaeqet
(wvzagediar) fraida grdadiaar:  Ibid: p. 61.
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idea of doubt pre-supposes the Self. Everything else
may be denied but not the Self for it is necessarily
pre-supposed even by its denial. Everything else may
require proof but not the Self for the very notion of
Froof rests upon it. Hence the Self-revealing Self-
uminous Consciousness stands self-proved.1

We may remark here that Shrihatga is wrong in
saying that Shinyavida regards even Consciousness
as unreal. Our exposition of Shiinyavida has proved
that Consciousness is the only Reality (tattva) recog-
nized by Shinyavada, though the idea is not so ful y
developed as it is done in Advaita.

Shiiharsa recognizes the genius of Dharmakirti
by saying that one should be very careful in criticizing
Dharmakirti because his arguments appear to be difficult
to refute.? Shriharsa points out that the Vijfianavidins,
unlike Shanyavadins, made an exception in favour of
Consciousness and regarded it to be self-luminous,
But their sin was to treat this Consciousness as
momentary. A momentary vijidna cannot be called
self-luminous. It is itself an object to the Self which
knows it. The momentary vijfidna must be unified
by the Sclf. Consciousness therefore must be admitted
to be permanent. Only Vedinta which Shriharsa calls
Svaprakasha-Vijianavida® ot the doctrine which upholds
the reality of the Self-luminous Consciousness has
done this.

' A&y faw afy o safeg sl T A dan,
T St ar fawds, sfatssar ar 1 afz fg fagrd oo
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Chitsukha too admits the similarity between the
Buddhistic samveti and the Vedadntic vyavahdra and
defends the former againét the attacks of Kumarila

Bhatta.

Vidyaranya takes the word shiinya in the sense
of mere negation and condemns the Shiinyavadins as
nihilists who dwell in illusion and who are expert in
mere logical hair-splitting and who are therefore rightly
criticized by Shadkara! He points out that even
ne%an'nn presupposes the siksin.? The never-flickering
light of Pure Consciousness is self-proved and can
never be denied. It cannot be momentary or changing.
It is permanent. Tt neither rises nor sets.® This
Pure Self is directly realized when the limits of finite
thought are transcended. Silence is the highest ex-
perience. This experience is not shiinya, for all notions
of the intellect including the notion of shiinya are
transcended hered Vidyaranya adds that if the Shiinya-
vadin means by ‘shiinya’ this Reality which ap‘pears
as the indescribable manifold world of name and form,
then may he live long for he is embracing Advaita.?
And we know that Shanyavida really means by shiinya
this Reality which appears as name and form and which
transcends them all for it is essentially non-dual.®

Vidydranya also criticizes the Svatantra-Vijfidna-
vadins under the name of Vijiidnavidins and distinguishes
the eternal Self from the momentary ideas.”

1 Pafichadashi : II, 30.
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Sadinanda also says that if shinya means not
pure nothing but the Reality which is beyond intellect,
we have no quarrel with the Shiinyavadin for he has
accepted Vedinta.! But if shiinya means mere negation
then he dare not steal even 2 glance at us.? Sadinanda,
distinguishing Advaita from Vijfidnavada, observes
that whereas for Vijiianavada the world exists inside
Consciousness and is therefore unreal, for Vedanta, on
the other hand, it is mayi or something which can be
described neither as real nor as unreal nor as both
and is therefore false. 'This indescribability of the
world which baffles intellect is a merit for Vedanta,
but not for Vijiianavidas,

Gangidharendra condemns Vijidnavida as doomed
on account of its momentary ideas. The foolish Vij-
fidnavadin, he says, by refuting the self-proved Self
wants to commit suicide4.

We thus see that the Post-Shagkarties say that
if shinya means pure negation, Shiinyavada is a self-
condemned nihilism ; but if shinya means maya which
necessarily points to the sclf-luminous Reality, they
have no quarrel with Shiinyavada for Shinyavada is
then merged into Vedanta. They also say that Vijiiana-
vada, instead of maintaining that the world is unreal
because it does not exist outside of thought, should
maintain that it 5 unreal because it is a positive material
stuff of Ignorance: called mayd which is neither existent
nor non-existent nor both and is therefore indefinable.

‘g‘ M fofvq aewfa aar? arg amwry fyar
T | Advaitabrahmasiddhi ; p- 104.
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Again, they do not distinguish between Svatantra-
Vijfianavida and Vijidnavada. They practically omit
Vijfidnavada and take Svatantra-Vijiajavada as real
Vijidnavada. They therefore find it easy to condemn
the momentary vijianas. They themsefves maintain
that vijidna is self-luminous, but they say that this
vijidna is the pure Ecrmanent Consciouness which
is the same as the self-revealing Self transcending all
categories of the intellect and also transcending the
trinity of knowledge, knower and known. They accept
the criticism of all other systems by the Svatantra-
Vijiianavadins, but they point out that the criticisms
may be rightly levelled against the Buddhists’ own
momentary v]-itjﬁina. If the Buddhists maintain the
permanent self-luminous Consciousness, they have no
quarrel with the Buddhists for then the Buddhists are
embracing Vedanta. They agree with Shiinyavadins in
maintaining that the world is shinya or anirvachaniya.
They agree with Vijidnavadins in maintaining that
Reality is Pure Self-luminous Consciousness which
is permanent. Thus by supplementing Shiinyavada
with Vijidnavada and Vijiinavida with Shiinyavida
they have their own Advaita Vedinta.




CHAPTER VIII
CONCLUSION

Buddhism and Vedanta should not be viewed as
two opposed systems but only as different Stages in
the development of the same central thought which
starts with the Upanisads, finds its indirect support in
Buddha, its elaboration in Mahayina Buddhism and
its open revival in Gaudapada, which reaches its zenith
in Shasikara and culminates in the Post-Shankarites. .

So far as the similarities between Buddhism and
Vedanta are concerned, they are so many and so §tron
that by no stretch of imagination can they be denieg
or explained otherwise. So far as the differences are
concerned, they are few and mostly they are not vital.
Most of them rest on the horrible misunderstanding
of Buddhism. We have tried to refute them and to
clear away those misunderstandings upon which tth
depend. However, there are some differences whic
are real and vital. But they are very very few and
have been pointed out by us.

Buddla and Vedinta :—The fundamental philo-
sophical doctrine which Buddha borrowed from the
Upanisads is that intellect, being essentially relational,
involves itself in insoluble antinomies and in order to
be one with Reality, it has to get itself transformed
into Pure Reason (Bodhi or Prajiid). Intellect, as a
matter of fact, is Reason or Reality itself ; it appears
to be intellect only on account of Ignorance. Reality
is not to be philosophized ; it is to be directly realized
in practice. The Unborn, Uncreated and Imperishable
Reality which is throughout implied by all changing
phenomena as their background and which, at the same
time, transcends all phenomena, all dualism (ubho



CONCLUSION 243

ante) of the intellect, as well as the trinity of knower,
known and knowledge, is Pure Consciousness and is
to be directly realised by the wise. People are sur-
rounded by the darkness of ignorance ; they have to
look for the lamp of knowledge. And Buddha be-
queathes the Lamp of Dharma to them—the Lamp which
he borrowed from the Upanisadsl.

Ashvaghosa and Vedinta: Ashvaghosa realised
that after Buddha’s Nirvina, Buddha’s teachings were
perverted by the Hinayanists who reduced mind to
fleeting ideas and matter to fleeting sensation, who
placed Buddha in place of God and who denied the
ultimate existence of mind and matter. Ashvaghosa
challenged the Hinayanists and refuted their views.
He knew well that Buddha’s real philosophy was based
on the Upanisads and he tried to revive it. The Tathatd
of Ashvaghosa also called as Bhiita-tathata, Tathigata-
garbha, Dharmakaya, Dharmadhitu, Alayavijfiina, Bodhi
or Prajfid is in fact the same as the Atman or the Brahman
of the Upanisads. Relativity (pratityasamutpada) is
the realm of the intellect which is a product of Avidya.
The Absolute is. untouched by it. “It is wrong to
take the work of Ignorance as ultimate and to forget
the foundation on which it stands™, says Ashvaghosa.?
The Tathata of Ashvaghosa which is Bodhi or Vijfidna
or Pure Consciousness together with its two aspects—
the Absolute ‘Suchness’ and the conditional ‘suchness’
remind us of the Atman or the Brahman of the Upa-
nisads with its two aspects—the higher and the lower
or the nirguna or the para and the saguna or the apara.
The Tathata and the Brahman, both are jidnaghana
or Pure Consciousness and anirvachaniya or indes-

1 “The Sakyan mission was out ‘not to destroy, but to
fulfil’, to enlarge and enhance the accepted faith-in-God
of their day, not by asseverating, but by making it more
vital. It was Brihmans who became the leading dis-
cipl}egsi’—Mrs. Rbys Davids: A Manual of Buddhism,
p. 194

* Outlines of Mahayana Buddhism : Suzuki, p. 124.
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cribable in the sense that intellect fails to grasp them
fully. The ‘Ignorance’ of Ashvaghosa is the avidyi
of the Upanisads. The phenomenal and the absolute
standpoints of Ashvaghosa are the vyavahirika and
the paramarthika $tandpoints of the Upanisads.
Ashvaghosa uses those very similes commonly used
in the Upanisads—the similes of waves and water, of
pots and clay, of ornaments and gold etc. It is un-
mistakably clear that the Upanisads exercised a great
influence on Ashvaghosa. Indeed, avoiding all
contradictions of Hinayina, Ashvaghosa has rightly
interpreted Buddha in the light of the Upanisads and
has placed Buddhism on a firm basis.

Sthinyavida and Vedinta:—Our exposition of
Shiinyavada will at once make it clear how similar it
is to Vedanta. We have cleatly proved that shiinya
does not mean a mere negation nor does Shinyavida
mean nihilism. Shinya is used in a double sense. It
means Maya as well as Brahman. Empirically it means
that all dharmas or world-experiences, subjective as
well as objective, are svabhava-shiinya or devoid of
ultimate reality. They are pratitya-samutpanna or
merely relative. They are ultimately unreal because
they can be called neither exi§tent nor non-existent
nor both. They are indescribable or mayi. But
the mere fact that they are appearances implies
that there must be a Reality of which they are mere
appearances. This Reality or tattva is prapaficha-
shinya or beyond all plurality. It is the Brahman.
It is Bodhi or Pure Consciousness. It too is indes-
cribable or chatuskotivinirmukta because all categories
of the intellect fail to grasp it fully. Samvsti and
paramartha correspond to vyavahira and paramirtha
of Vedanta. Chandrakirti divides samvrti into mithya-
samvrti and tathya-samvrti to match parikalpita and
paratantra of Vijianavida. Mithyi-samvrti, tathya-
samvsti and paramirtha will now correspond to prati-
bhisa, vyavahira and amartha of Vedanta. We
know that the two Standpoints, empirical and absolute,
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were present in the Upanisads which sometimes use
the word ‘samvrti’ also,

The Mahdyana-sitras, Nagirjuna and his followers
condemn all phenomena to like illusion, mi
son of a barren woman, sky-flower ete. etc. which
expressions suggest that they are something absolutely
unreal. But this is not their intention. They use
such expressions only to emphasize the ultimate unreality
of phenomena. Their empirical reality is, as we have
seen, emphatically maintained. We know that Gauda-
pada even Shadkara use such expressions. They
are therefore not condemned to be absolutely unreal,

We have noticed the enormous similiarities between
Shunyavadins on the one hand and Gaudapida, Shaskara
and Post-Shasikarites on the other, T’Etir dialectical
arguments are essentially similar. Their method is
also essentially the same. Intellect or logic has got
only negative value for them. It has to be transformed
into Pure Reason so that it may embrace the Absolute.
They are interested in pointing out to their opponents
that even according to the canons of logic of the oppo-
nents the arguments of the opponents can be proved
to be false. Ultimate Reality is Silence. It has to be
realized directly. It cannot be ducufﬂii If the
opponent accepts it, he is acceptin i sition.
l}: on the mhcf hand, he dmllmgcl:; itghc is cha’;ﬂlmging
the validity of his own logic. Tntellect is essentially
discursive or relational. It must work with its concepts
and categories. So it gives only the relative world
which must be taken to be empirically real. But ulti-
mately it is false because it is neither existent nor non-

existent nor both.

We have seen that Gaudapida frankly approves
of the No-origination theory preached by S{; vida.
His Karikds bear gtriking resemblances with the Karikis

! E.g, Brhadirugyaka, II, 5, 18.
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of Nigirjuna. Shankara knows very well that Shanya-
vida cannot be criticised and so he simply dismisses
it by taking the word shiinya in its popular sense of
negation and dubbing Shiinyavdda as a self-condemned
nihilism. Shadkara says that the Shiinyavidin has no
right to condemn this world as unreal unless he takes
recourse to some higher reality (anyat-tattva). We
have scen that Shiinyavida does take recourse to this
higher reality. Napirjuna uses the very word ‘tattva’
and defines it as that which is to be directly realized,
which is calm and blissful, where all plurality is merged,
where all cries of intellect are satisfied, and which is
the non-dual Absolute.} The Post-Shagkarites,
following Shankara, cither condemn Shiényavida as
nihilism or say that if shiinya means the indescribable
miiyd, as it really docs mean, they have no quarrel with
Shiinyavada. Shriharsa frankly admits that Shinyavécda
cannot be fully criticized because it is similar to Vedinta.
The only difference which he points out between Shanya-
vida and Vedinta is that while Shiinyavada declares
even Consciousness to be unreal, Vedinta makes an
exception in its favour, Shriharsa quotes a verse
from the Ladkavatara (I, 175): ‘All things which
can be known by the intellect have no reality of their
own. These are therefore said to be indescribable
and unreal.”® But we know that the Lankavardra
itself repeatedly makes an exception in favour of Cons-
ciousness. Shinyavida condemns only the individual
self to beunreal and not Pure Consciousness. Nigirjuna’s
definition of Reality clearly shows that such definition
can apply only to Purc Consciousness. Nigirjuna

i in his Ratnavali (1, 45 and 60) identifies ity
with Pure Consciousness or Bodhi or Jidna. -
deva also identifies Reality with the Pure Self or the
Chitta.* Shinrideva in much-inspired verses praises

the only Reality, the Bodhi-Chitta or the True Self

1 Midhyamika-Kirika, XVIII, 9.

3 Khagdana, p. 31.
* Chirravishuddhi-prakarapa, 27, 28, 74.
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which is Pure Consciousness.! [If the Bodhi of Naga-
rjuna, the Chitta of Aryadeva, or the Bodhi-Chitta
of Shintideva are not the self-luminous Self which is
Pure Consciousness, what clse, on earth, can they be ?

The only difference between Shiinyavida and
Vedinta, therefore, is the difference of emphasis only.
This difference is of a double nature. Firstly, while
Shiinyavada is more keen to emphasize the ultimate
unreality of all phenomena, Shadkara and his followers
are more keen to emphasize the empirical reality of all

mena ; and sccondly while Shiinyavada is less

en to develop the conception of ultimate Reality,

Vedanta is - more keen to develop this conception

almo# to perfection. And this is not unnatural if

we remember that Shinyavida represents the earlier

stage while Veddnta represents the later Stage of the
development of the same thought.

Vijdnavada and Vedanta ;—We have proved that
Vijadnavada is neither subjective idealism nor does
it advocate the reality of momentary ideas only. It
is absolute idealism. The theory of momentariness
is applied to phenomena only, Reality is declared
to be Absolute Consciousness which is the permanent
background of all changing phenomena.

This doctrine clearly has its essential roots in the
Upanisadic philosophy. The parikalpita, paratantra,
and parinispanna correspond to the pratibbisa, vyava-
hira and paramdrtha of Vedinta. Vijidnavada and
Veddnta both agree in maintaining that Reality is Ab-
solute Consciousness which s i: permanent back-
-ground of all changing phenomena and which ultimately
transcends the trinity of knowledge, knower and known.
Everything, the subject as well as the object, is its

rance. The Tathigata-garbha or the Alaya-
Eﬁnn of the Ladkdvatdra, the Vishuddhitman or

! Bodhicharydvatits, I, 8, 10 ctc.
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the Mahidtman or the Paramitman or the Dharmadhitu
of Asafiga, the Vijfiaptimitra or the Dharmakiya of
Vasubandhu, and the Atman or the Brahman of the
Vedanta are essentially the same pure and permanent
self-luminous Consciousness.  The Vijfiaptimatra of
Vasubandhu corresponds to the Atman or the Brahman
of Vedanta, his Alayavijidna to the Vedantic Ishvara,
his manovijfidna to the Vedantic jiva, his visaya-
vijiapti to the Vedantic jagat, and his parinima to the
Vedantic vivarta. When the Laskdvatira tries to.
distinguish its Tathagatagarbha or Alayavijidna from
the non-Buddhistic Atman, the essential difference
which it points out is that while the former transcends
all categories of intellect (nirvikalpa) and is to be
directly realized through Pure Reason (niribhisa-
prajfid-gochara), the latter clings to the category of
affirmation.!. But this distinction is superficial and
false. The Atman as much transcends all the cate-
gories of intellect (nirguna and nirvikalpa), and is
as much to be directly realized through Pure Reason
(JAdna) as is the Tathdgatagarbha. The Atman does
not cling to the cateﬁ::)ry of affirmation. No category
can adequately describe it. When it is said that Atman
is Pure ExiStence what is meant is that though the
Atman cannot be grasped by the category of existence,
yet when we describe it from the phenomenal point
of view, we must avoid nihilism and say that the Atman
exists by itself and in its own right because it is self-
luminous Consciousness.

We have seen that even Shaskara admits that
Gaudapada accepts the arguments of Vijidnavida to
prove that the world is ultimately unreal as it cannot
exist independently and outside of Consciousness.?
Gaudapada is profoundly under the influence of
Vijianavada. Wg have clearly proved this. The fact
stands as it is and cannot be challenged. We have also

! Lankdvatira, pp. 77-79.
* Mindokya-Kariki-Bhisya, IV, 28,

. '--n-—.,_......n._,--...-_..w....__‘. a
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scen that real Vijadnavida, like Shinyavada, is only
avoided by Shadkara. The criticism of so-called
“Vijidgnavida" by Shadkara is really the criticism of
the “Svatantra-Vijadnavida” school. Shafkars’s criti-
cism of real Vijfifnavida—and this criticism applies
to some extent to Gaudapada also—loses much GF its
force because, firstly, Vijddnavida and Gaudapida do
not deny the objectivity of the external world as they
maintaia that the objects appear as objects to the knowing
subject, and secondly because they hold self-luminous
consciousness to be the permanecnt background of all
phenomena. They distinguish berween ﬁdkﬂlpim
and ‘the paratantra, and when they place dream
State and the waking state almost on a par, they do so
only to emphasize the ultimate unreality of the world.

The only difference, therefore, between Viifiiina-
vada, on the one hand and Shadkara and his foll]uw:s
on the other, is that the larter emphasize the empiricial
reality of the world and emphatically distinguish the
the state from the waking étate, and t they
prove the ultimate unreality of the world not by saying
that it does not exist outside of thought bur by saying,
like Shanyavida, that it is false becausc it can be des-
cribed neither as existent nor as non-cxistent nor as both.
This view, as we have seen, was already presented by
Gaudapida. The advance made by Shadkara and his
followers on Shiinyavida and Gaudapida is that Avidyd
or Miyd is regarded as a positive material Suff of

Ignorance which baffles all description.

Swatantra-Vifinavide and 1/ edinta :

The only fundamental and mogt vital difference
between this school and Vijanavada is that this school
degrades the permanent Consciousness of Vijfidnavida
10 momentary vijidnas only. Reality, according to it is
momentary vijidna only. It is the unique momentary
point-instant of Consciousness, Under the name of
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Vijadnavida, Shadkara really criticizes this school and
we have noticed that Shankara’s criticism of it
is perfectly valid. Podt-Shagkarites also, following
Shadkara, criticize this school under the name of
Vijadnavida and mostly repeat Shadkara’s objections.
A momentary idea can be neither self-luminous nor can
it ideate itself. ‘The reality of permanent self-luminous
Self which is Pare Consciousness must be admitted.

We have pointed out the enormous similarities
between the arguments for the refutation of other sy§tems
given by Dharmakirti, Shintaraksita and Kamalashila
on the onc hand, and the argumcents for the refutation
of those very systems advanced by Shedkara and Po&-
Shadikarites, on the other hand. Vedanta does not
reject the criticism of other systems by the Svatantra-
Vijiidnavidins so far as that criticism Jur:s not militare
againg its own doctrine. Vedinta eriticizes only their
momentary vijidnas and their view that external world
is unreal because it falls within ‘consciousness as this
view well smacks of subjectivism when consciousness
is reduced to momentary ideas. Veddnia points out
that the arguments which the Svatantra-Vijfinavading
advance against permancnt consciousness are more
;Pplicah!e to their own momentary consciousness.
To take an example, if bondage and liberation are
impossible when consciousness is permanent they are
more so when consciousness is momentary. Vedinta
accepts that Consciousness is ‘Self-luminous and that
it ultimately transcends the subject-object duality and
the trinity of knowledge, knower and known and all
the categories of the inrellect.  But from the empirical
standpoint, §tresses Veddnta, it is far berter to describe
Reality as Permanent and Pure Consciousness which
is at once Pure Existence and Pure Bliss than to call
it momentary for whatever is momentary is miserable
and self-contradictory. The momentary vijiidna can
be neither slef-luminous nor can it ideate itself. It
requires the Pure Sclf which is Pure Consciousness
to know ir,
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Shintaraksita and Kamalashila confess that the
view of the followers of the Upanisads (i.e. of Gandapdda
and others) is very much similar to their own viEw,
and that it contains very little error, its only fault
is that it declares consciousness to be permanent.!
Vedanta may well rejoin: The view of the Svatantra-
Vijiidnavadins is very much similar to Vedanta ; i
contains very little error, its only fault is thar i
declares consciousness to be momentary. 2

It is generally said rthat Nairitmyavida or the No-
Soul theory and Ksana-bhadga-vada or the theory of
Momentariness are the two main and vital theories
which distinguish Buddhism from Vedinta. Let us
now briefly summarize our views in regard to these
two theorics.

Nairdtmyavida —We maintain that by this doctrine
Buddhism does not deny the existence of [[!H: true Atman,
the Pure Self which is Pure Consciousness and which
is the only reality. Buddhism understands the word
“Atman’ in the sense of the individual ego-complex
or the Jivitman which is a product of beginningless
Avidyd, Mayd or Visand and which is associated with
the Antahkarana or the Buddhi, Thus Buddha and the
Mahayinists have found it easy to repudiate this Atman
(Jiva), while ar the same time accepting its empirical
reality. It is in Fact “the self of straw” which they have
erected Simplgr to demolish it afterwards. The real self
is untouched by their criticism. They have, in one sense
or the other, cither implicitly or explicitly, always
nuccgl:i:l its reality. It is called, nor gcmml!};r Atman,
but Bodhi, Praj 4, Chitta, Bodhi-chitta, Tattva, Vijaidna,
ljidnamdtra, Vijfaptimatra, Tathata,

Tathigatagarbha, Dharmadhitu, Dharma-kiya or
Buddhakaya. Ashvaghosa calls it Atman also.3 Asadga

" AT A ae et | Tartva-Saagraha: K. 330,

* AT g aet s |

¥ Saunduranands : XIV. 52,

30
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calls it Shuddhitman, Mahitman and Paramatman.t
Even Shantaraksita calls it Vishuddhitman.2

Thus it is a great irony of fate that the Buddhists
and the Vedintins fought against each other. Nairdtmya-
vida has been horribly misunderstood both by the
Buddhists and by the Vedintins, And Buddha and the
Buddhists themsclves were greatly responsible for
creating this misunderétanding.

The Upanisads have repeatedly used the word
Atman as a synonym of Reality. Buddha admitted
this Reality and termed it Bodhi or Prajia. But instead
of frankly identifying his Bodhi with the Atman, Buddha
de clr:t:\kv « o the level of the Jiva and
casily condemned it as unreal. There is a famous
saying of Yijfavalkya that the husband, the wife, the
children, the wotldly objects and all things are loved,
not for their own sake, but for the sake u% the Atman.
Perhaps Buddha wrongly took the Atman in the
sense of the T and the ‘mine’ which is the cause
of attachment and bondage. He thercfore condemned
it s an unreal thing imagined only by the dull.® Love
for the Atman is like the blind passion of a foolish
lover for the mosdt beautiful damsel (janapada-kalydni),
he is represented to say in the Dighanikiys, about
whose existence, residence, colour, size and age that
lover knows nothing.

The Hinayanists denied the self. Nigasena tells
Milinda that the so-called self is nothing apart from
the fleeting ideas. The Mahayina-Sitras, the Shiinya-
vadins, the Vijadnavadins, and the Svatantra-Vijaana-
vading all take the word ‘Atman’ in the sense of the
notion of the T' and the vain-glory of the ‘Mine’ and
condemn it to be ultimately unreal.” Dharma-nairdtmya

! MahSyinasitcilaikics, XIV, 37; IX, 23,
¥ Tattvasangraha, 3535,
* ¥ qfqd A ) Majjhimanikiya ¢ 1, 1, 2.
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means that all objective exiftences are unreal. Nigdrjuna
declares that the self is neither identical nor non t
from the five skandhas.! When the ‘T’ and the ‘Mine’

; va says that in the , evil s
be avoided : in lhg middle, Armmg should be viewed
as unreal; and in the end, everything phenomenal
should be taken to be unreal® Chandrakirti declares
Atman to be the cause of all sufferings and demerits
and says that a Yogi should deny its ultimate realicy.$
Shintideva says that just as when one goes on wking off
the layers of a plaintain trunk or an onion nothing will
remain, similarly if one goes on examining the sd.ff,' ulti-
mately it will be found to be nothing.®  Asanga says that
all suffering are due to the epo and the cgo itself is due to
beginningless ignorance.  There is no self as a substance
nor even as a subject.® Vasubandhu says that Cons-
ciousness transcends the duality of the subject and the
object, both of which are ultimately unreal? Dharma-
kirti regards the self as the root-cause of attachment
and misery. As long as one is attached to the Atman,
so long will one revolve in the cycle of birth and death.8
Shidntarakita clearly ¢tates that Consciousness itsclf
when associated with the notion of the ego is called
Atman. It has only empircal reality. Ultimately it
denotes nothing.® Thus in Buddhism, right from
Buddha himselt to Shintaraksita, the word Atman is
generally taken in the sense of the empirical 3}: and
its ultimate reality is denied. It is vamously called as
Atman, Pudgala, Sattva or Satkaya.

' Madhyamika-Kirikis : X, 15,

2 Tbhid: XVIII, 4.

?® Chatuhsharaka :  Verse, 190,

¢ Midhyamakivatira as quoted in Midhyamiks-Vyod 1 p, 340,

® Bodhicharylvatie ¢ IX, 75.

¢ MahiydnasOeredladikiea ; X1, 47 XVII, 77, 92-103,

* Vimshatkd : 9 and 10.

! Pramdgavirtika ¢ 11, 201, 213, 219.

* Tattva-Saiigraha : 204,
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But it is very important to remember that the
Pure Self which isrl}’run. nsciousness is always admitted
by Buddhism to be the ultimate Reality. Buddha
himself identified Reality with Bodhi or Prajid. The
Tathatd of Ashvaghosa is Alayavijidna or Absolute
Consciousness. ¢ Mahidyina-siitras identify Reality
with Consciousness and call it Prapaficha-Shiinya,
Atarkya, Sarvavigvisayitita, Advaya, Achintya, Anak-
sara, Anabhilipya, Atyanta-vishuddha and P}ﬁg}t-

ty

mavedya. Itis giﬁn.iﬁcant to note that though
is not generally called Atman, it is sometimes described

as B . Thus we find in the Astasihasrikal
that all things are such that they neither come in nor

out, they are neither pure nor impure, they are free
Frnum attachment and detachment, they are undefiled,
unattached and uncontaminated because they are of
the very nature of Braman. The same Siitra tells us
that for supreme enlightenment one dwells in Brahman.®
The Shatasihasrika® and the Lalitavistara® describe
Reality as Full of Bliss in the beginning, in the middle
and in the end, One, Full, re and the Abode
of Bratman. The Saddharmapundarika® says that one
who truly follows the teaching of the Buddha cver
dwells in the Bra/man, the Absolute, the Pure, the Calm,
the Blissful and the Undefiled, Asafnga® also says
that by becoming one with Pure Reason, one realizes
the lagt, the fourth meditation, and then one ever
dwells in the blissful Brahman.

Nagirjuna's definition of Reality as the non-dual
Absolute, Calm and Blissful and beyond all plurality
a'iplic-a to Pure Consciousness alone. He also openly
identified Reality with Pure Consciousness and says

1 p. 476.
L
3 p. 1460.
L §
' p. 118,

¢ Mahiyinastierilankira : VII, 2-3.
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that the empirical ego must embrace Pure Consciousness
in order to be transformed into Reality.! Aryadeva
says that the Jewel of Self is absolutely pure and self-
luminous and appears to be impure only on account
of ignorance just as a white crystal appears coloured
on account of a coloured thing placed near it.2 Shanti-
deva says that the True Self which is Pure Consciousness
or Bodhichitta can transform an impure mortal into a
pure Buddha3 The Lasikavatara identifies Reality with
Tathigatagarbha or Alayavijidna. Asafiga says that
the Chitta or the Pure Self is by its very nature self-
luminous (Prakrtiprabhdsvara) and all impurities are
adventitious.* He calls it Shuddhdtman, Mahitman
and Paramitman® Vasubandhu says that ultimate
Reality is Vijfiapti-matra or Absolute Consciousness
which is the permanent background of all changing
phenomena. Dharmakirti says that Reality is Cons-
ciousness which is beyond all words, names and
concepts.8 Shantaraksita says that Consciousness is
self-luminous and free from all impositions. It is one
without a second. True knowlego e consists in the
realization of the Pure Self (Vishuchhitma—darshana).'

Thus we see that Buddhism generally means by
Atman what Vedanta means by Jivatman or Buddhi
or Chitta or Antahkarana. And on the other hand
Buddhism generally means by Chitta or Vijiidna or
Vijfiapti or Bodhi or Prajid what Vedanta means by
Atman or Brahman or Samvit or Chit. Thus the
Vedantic Atman generally becomes the Buddhistic
Chitta, and the Vegintic Chitta generally becomes the

1 Ratnavali : 1, 45, 60

* Chittavishuddhiprakarana, 27-28.
3 Bodhicharyavatara, I, 10.

¢ Mahdyanasitrilafikira, XIII, 19,
5 Ibid, pp. 37-38.

¢ Pramanavartiki, 1, 88, 93.

7 Tattvasafigraha, 3535.
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Buddhistic Atman. Had Buddha refrained from com-
mitting an error of commission in degrading the
Upanisadic Atman to the level of the empirical ego
and also an error of omission in not identifying his
Bodhi or Prajid with the Upanisadic Atman or Brahman,
the age-old battle regarding the Nairitmyavida fought
without any reasonable ground by the Buddhists and
the Veddatins on the soil of Indian Philosophy would
have been surely avoided.

Kgana-bhariga-vida :—The theory of Momentariness
loses all its force and significance in Buddha, Ashva-
ghosa, Shiinyaviida and Vijiinavida since it is applied
to phenomena only, It presents a real problem onl
in Eﬂmyina and in the Svatantra-Vijifinavida school.

The Upanigads recognized the misery and momen-
tariness in this world. achiketd kicked away wealth,
land, women, sons, grandsons, music, dance and long life
by saying that these things simply wear away the senses,
And Maitreyi, unlured wealth, told Yijfavalkya
“What shall I do with that by which I cannot become
immortal #* Buddha also was deeply moved by the
misery of old age, illness and death” and he declared
all world-objects to be momentary. The Hinayinists
in their zeal uvcr-cmd];}i]uizeﬁ the dark side of the picture
and unreservedly ared everything, without any
exception, to be merely momentary. ﬁu: these people
who boasted that “All things are momentary’ (Ksanikih
sarvasamiskardh) is the roaring of the Sugata-lion
(Saugata-simhandda) forgot that it was the Sugata
himself who proclaimed : The fact that things in this
world appear to be born, to be changing, to Esr; made,
and to ic perishable, logically implics that there is a
reality which is Unborn, Immortal, Uncreated and
Imperishable.! They also forgot that it was the Sugata
himself who called his Enlightenment, “the Middle

! qemy 1 o Gy wfer somd awd stwd srdwd SRt araed
A Faeg derven frewoel 9unw ) Uddna, 73 Sutta
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Path” which transcended both the “ends” of intellect
including momentariness and permanence.

Ashavaghosa realised this. He re-affirmed that
everything phenomenal is momentary, fleeting and
deceptive. But he proclaimed Tathatd to be beyond
all categories, to be neither momentary nor permanent,
though phenomenally it must be called permanent.
Shiinyavada did the same thing. The ‘Madhyamamarga’
is a path which at once transcends both the extremes
as well as the middled The Lankivatira also declases
its Alayavijiidna to be beyond all categories. Asafiga
emphasizes the momentariness of all phenomena, but
maintains that Reality is the permanent background
of all changing phenomena. Vasubandhu’s Vijfia ti-
mitra is openly declared to be permanent, non ual
and blissful. Sthiramati says that wiatever is momentary
is misery and whatever is permanent is bliss.2 The
theory of Momentariness is applied to phenomena only.

Tn the Svatantra-Vijinavada, the theory is revived
and is applied to Reality also. Reality is declared to
be a unique momentary point-instant of Consciousness.
The Criticism of this school by Chandrakirti and Shas-

kara is fully justified.

A briey historical survey of Buddpism and Vedanta -—
The Upanisads are the fountainhead of all Indian
Philosophy. Buddha did not preach anything absolutely
new. He was disgusted with the orthodox Vedic
ritual, with the sacrifices in which animals were
butchered, with the rigidity of the caste syStem and
with the supremacy of the Brihmandom. Buddha
himself speaks in very high and respectable terms
about a true Brihmana whom he regards an i
saint who has done away with all sins and ignorance
and who shines with the light of pure wisdom.?

1 Samidhirdjasfitra, p. 30.
1 Trifashika-Bhasya, p. 44
8 Suttanipata : 35.
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In the doctrine of Buddha there was nothing which
could seriously militate againgt the Upanigadic philo-
sophy. Tt was in fact based upon it. But after the
death of the Buddha the Hinayinifts misunderstood
his teachings. Proclaiming that the No-soul theory
and the theory of Universal Momentariness were the
corner-§tone of Buddhism, they reduced mind to fleet-
ing ideas and matter to flecting sensations,

This brought a vehement protest from Ashva-
ghosa and from the Mahdyana-Siitras. The Sarvisti-
vidins and others were dubbed as Hinayidnigts. They
were cither Shravakas or layman or at Pratyeka-
buddhas or men of inferior intellect, who could not
understand the real teaching of the Buddha which was
meant for the Mahdvinists Bodhisattvas. Ashvaghosa
i Buddha in the light of the Upanigads and
declared Reality to be Pure Exiftence, Pure Cons-
ciousness and Pure Bliss—all in one.

It is to the credit of Ni_girjunn who flourished
in the second century that he for the first time synthe-
sized the scattered doctrines of the Mahiyana-Sitras.
His work was ably carried on by his disciple Aryadeva.
Shiinyavida brought Buddhism closer to Vedinta.

In the fourth century flousished Asanga and Vasu-
bandhu, The‘ire agreed with Shiinyavida in declaring
Reality to be devoid of all plurality. They also agreed
with it in declaring all phenomena, subjective as
well as objective, to be mere appearances. But
they developed the view that Reality is Pure Cons-
clousness—the view which was indicated but not fully
developed by Shdnyavida. Vijfdnavida thus brought
Buddhism gtill closer to Vedinta.

In the fifth century flourished Disindga. At that
time Brahmanism was undergoing 2 rapid revival and
the rivalry between Buddhism and Brihmanism was
increasing, Didndga saw clearly that Vasubandhu had
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merged Buddhism in Vedinta. He did not like it. In
his mistaken zeal to distinguish Buddhism from Vedanta,
he turned to Hinayina for his inspiration and fell back
on the theory Momentariness. Vasubandhu was
so revered and was so famous that he had the unique
digtinction of being called “the second Buddha™
Disniiga therefore did not think it proper to challenge
the authority of Vasubandhu openly. Saying that
so far as ultimate reality was concerned he agreed with
Vasubandhu, he busied himself with the revival of
Buddhistic logic. He wanted to dilute the Absolute
Idealism of Vasubandhu with the Critical Realism
of the Sautrintikas. He ruthlessly criticized the
Naiyiyikas whom he called “bunglers in Jogic” and
founded the Svatantra-Vijadnavida school of Buddhistic
logic. There was no harm in this. Difdnaga was
perfectly free to do this provided he did not touch
ultimate reality. His greate§t error lay in declaring
Ultimate Reality to be an absolutely dissimilar parti-
cular ‘thing-in-itself’ which was a ungiue momentary

int-inétant of Consciousness. He agreed with Vasu-

dhu in maintaining rhat Reality was Consciousness.
But his sin lay in declaring this Consciousness also
to be momentary. Thus DiAndga, on the one hand
paid lip-homage to Vasubandhu and on the other,
really undermined the very root of Vasubandhu's
philosophy. Dinndga therefore is the first Buddhist
hilosopher who is really responsible for the down-

| of Buddhism, at least of Buddhistic philosophy.
There were also other social, economic, political and
religious causes. But the new interpretation of the
theory of Momentariness and its application even
to the Ultimate Reality created a pbi]is hical chasm
between Buddhism and Vedinta. Thus Disniga was
the firft man who sowed the poisonous seed which
grew into a plant in Dharmakirti and bore fruits in
Shantaraksita, and led to the doom of Buddhistic
philosophy in India. Had Difniga tried to develop
or even to explain the philosophy of Vasubandhu this
tragedy would have been certainly averted.
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In the sixth century came Gaudapada who is the firét
known syStematic exponent of Advaita Védinta. He
openly based his philosophy on the Upanisads. The
influence of Nipgdrjuna and Vasubandhu on Gaudapida
is clear. ‘The phrases and terms used by him were not
the monopoly of any particular school. ~ They were the
beritage of the common languape. Gaudapada is
charged of being a crypto-Buddhist. If this charge
means that Gaudapida was really a Buddhist who

retended as @ Vedantin, it is foolish. If on the other

l it means that Gaudapida was influenced by
Buddhism, it is correct. Those who dub Gaudapida
as a crypto-Buddhist tend to suggest that he had a
definite leaning  towards Buddhism and only out-
wardly professed to be a Vedintin. Their error
lies in the migtaken belief that Buddhism and
Vedanta are two absolutely opposed syStems. Our
entire treatment of Buddhism and Vedinta pives a
death-blow to such wrong notion. It is a preat irony
of fate that Buddhism and Vedinta, thoup they are
the offsprings of the same mother, the Upamgzdjc
Philosophy, though they are fed by the same ideology,
though they are nurtured by the same terminology,
though they are brought up in the same phraseology,
and though they grow up in the same philomﬂlﬁ'cai
atmosphere, yet the Buddhist should regard the Vedintin
as a rthika) and the Veddntin should regard
the dhist as an alien (Bahya). The Hindyina and
the Svatantra-Vijfidnavida are philogsophically Tespon-
sible for this grave misunderstanding.  Fortunately the
Hindydnists were corrected by the Mahayinigts, but
unfortunately no great Buddhist was born to correct
the error Svatantra-Vijianavada. If one is really
fond of this “Prachchhanna’—terminology, then indtead
of dubbing Gaudapida as a Prachchhanna-Bauddha, it
will be far more appropriate for one to dub the Shinya-

vidins and the Vijfidnavidins as Prachchhanna-Vedintins,

We have scen that Gaudapida represents the
best that is in Nigirjuna and Vasubandhu, While the
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Buddhists either kept indifferent or outwardly professed
to be, if not exactly the opponents of Vedanta, at
least the followers of a fait{; different from that of
Vedinta, it was the mission of Gaudapada to convince
people including the Buddhists that his philosophy
and also the Buddhist philosophy so far as it agreed
with his own, were directly rooted in the Upanisads.
Gaudapada’s impartial spirit is highly admirable. His
attitude towards Buddha and Buddhists is one of
love and even of respect. He extended his hand of
friendship towards the Buddhists, but unfortunately
the Buddhists did not respond.

Bhivaviveka who flourished in the sixth century
and was a junior contemporary of Gaudapada, in his
Tarkajvala quotes approvingly from Gaudapada.
Bhavaviveka is the first Buddhist to recognize the
impartial spirit of Gaudapada. But he too, instead
of directing his energy towards the bridging over of
the chasm created by Dinniga, drew his inspiration
from Difindga and in his zeal of founding a new
school, founded the Svatantra-Madhyamika school
which wanted to support Shiinyavada by means of
independent logical arguments. Against this school,
Buddhapilita founded the Prasangika-Madhyamika
school which rejected all independent arguments.

The seventh century gave rise to the Shiinyavadins
like Chandrakirti and Shantideva, to the Svatantra-
Vijfiagnavadin Dharmakirti and to the Mimarsaka
Kumirila. At that time Brahmana religion, culture
and philosophy were undergoing a vigorous revival
and the antagonism between Buddhism and Brahma-
nism had muc%oincreascd. Buddhistic Tantra degenerat-
ing into Vama-marga was increasingly prevalent.
Due to the changed economic, social and political
conditions, Buddhism was loosing the patronage of
the wealthy persons. Under the supervision of
perverted monkdom the Buddhist monasteries were
rapidly becoming nursaries of corruption. These
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conditions badly required a Buddhist scholar who
could have bridged over the gulf between Buddhism and
Vedinta. But unfortunately none rose to the occasion.

Chandrakirti bitterly  criticized the Svatantra-
Madhyamika School of Bhavaviveka and the Svatantra-
Vijiidnaviada School of Disiniga. But he too failed
to imbibe the spirit of Gaudapada. Though there
were enormous similarities between Gaudapada and
Nagiarjuna, Chandrakirti completely ignored Gauda-
pada. Thus he did positively nothing to bridge
the chasm between Buddhism and Vedanta.

Shantideva felt that it was not wise to keep
silent on or leave undeveloped the conception of
Reality. He therefore fervently extolled the Bodhi-
chitta. But he too failed to remark openly that
Buddhism and Vedanta were the off-springs of the
same philosophy.

The need of the hour was some staunch Vijiiana-
vidin who could revive and develop the philosophy
of Vasubandhu and who could boldly proclaim that
it was based on the Upanisads. But instead we
had Dharmakirti, the Svatantra-Vijfidnavadin who
glorified the sin of Dinnaga and harped on the
separatistic tunes. The Naiydyika and the Mimathsaka
were the two major opponents of Buddhism in that
time. Dharmakirti ruthlessly criticized both. To do
that was no crime. In fact Shaskara and Sureshvara
also bitterly ciriticized Mimarsi. But nothing hap-
pened to t.Zem. Dharmakirti ought to have accepted
the philosophy of Vasubandhu and openly declared
that it was based on the Upanisads. Then he could
have well busied himself with his logic and with
the criticism of Nydya and Mimarsi and other
schools. A genius as he was, he ought to have
corrected Diindga’s mistake by ousting the theory
of momentariness from the realm o Reality and
restricting its application to phenomena only. Had he
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done that Buddhism would not have met the fate
it did. But what he actually did was to widen the
between Buddhism and Veddnta created by
ifndga and thus to hasten the doom of Buddhism

in India.

Dharmakirti’s attack on Mimirisi was so damaging
that it provoked his contemporary Kumirila to write
his voluminous Shloka-Viartika to refute Buddhism
and defend Mimimsi. In fact Kumdrila is the first man
who dealt effective blows after blows on Buddhism.

The attacks of the Naiyiyikas and of Kumdrila,
in their turn, gave rise in the eighth century to Shan-
taraksita and Kamalashila who extensively refuted them
and criticized all other schools prevalent in their time.
Shantaraksita and Kamalashila also, like Disindga and
Dharmakirti, paid lip-homage to Vasubandhu by saying
that so far as the ultimate reality was concerned,
were following in the footsteps of Vasubandhu,! but
they too really undermined Vasubandhu’s P"‘“"““lﬁh}'
and repeated the Himalayan blunder of Dianaga. They
admit that there are many similariies between Bud-
dhism and Vedinta and that the only error of Vedanta
is that it declares Consciousness to be permanent.?
Vedinta accepts the criticism of other schools by them
so far as it does not violate Vedantic standpoint.
Vedinta points out that a momentary vijiiina cannot
be called self-luminous or real. Consciousness must
be called, at least empirically, permanent for whatever is
momentary is miscry and whatever is permanent is bliss.
Dislecticians of the first rank as Shiniaraksita and
Kamalashila undoubtedly were, they could have saved
the situation from taking a worse turn.

Perhaps the atmosphere was so much full of hatred
and animosity that Shintaraksita and Kamalashila

L Tattva-savigrha, 2084,
2 Ibid : 330.
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could not even think of bridging the gulf. Shin-
‘iraksita, of course, remarks that learned Brihmanas
have great respect for Buddha,! that a true Brihmana
is he who removed all sins (Vahitapapatvid
Brahmanih) and that such Brihmanas are to be found
only in the religion of the Enlightened Sage? But
such things receded into the background when instead
of real arguments dogmatic arguments and repartees
often came iato the forefront. For example, the
Mimdrisaka said : Because Buddha taught his doctrine
to fools and Shidras, therefore it is clear that his teach-
inﬁ was false like a counterfeit coin3 In fact, just as
a herbal medicine which has been touched by the teeth
of 2 mongoose removes, even when playfully used, all
poison from a limb bitten by a snake, similarly any
argument, whether Vedic or secular, emanating from
the mouth of a follower of the Veda removes all

isonous misconceptions of Buddhismd And the
gcuddiﬁst retorted @ Long time has passed and women
are fickle by nature. ‘Soit is very difficule to ascertain
the lpm-iqr of the Brihmana race® The feeble and the
foolish Brahmana, at the very sight of the poisonous
eyes of a Buddhist-snake, cannot even breathe much less
can he think of sctting it aside. Even a reasonable /
atgument from the mouth of a follower of the Veda
looks ugly like a necklace or a string of beads placed
on the feet.® Now, the result of all this was that

1 Thid ;: 3512,

2 Thid : 3589,

2 Thid : 3277,
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Buddhism could not resist the onslaught of Brahmanism
and was ousted from the land of its birth. Shin-
taraksita himself was forced to retire to Tibet where he
called his disciple Kamalashila too. And with them
virtually ended the Buddhistic philosophy in India,
though a Buddhist scholar here and a Buddhist scholar
there continued even upto a much later date.

Then came the at Shankara in that very
eighth cenrury just ﬂ Shantarakgita. He gave
the final death-blow to Buddhistic philosophy. We
have seen that Sharhkara was gtcaﬂly influenced by
Buddhism. But the wvital error of the Svatantra-
vijidnavadins together with other things which
degraded Buddhism changed the love and respect
towards Buddhism shown by Gaudapidda into the out-
ward animosity and hatred exhibited by Shadkara. He
has nothing but bitter and strong remarks for Buddhism.
We have seen that Shaikara does not criticize
Shanyavada and real Vijadnavida. Svatantra-Vijha-
navida is the only school of Mahdydna criticized
and rightly refuted by Shadkara. Why did Shai-
kara not refute Shimyavida and Vijifnavida ? There
are two hypotheses. It is said that on account of
the mutual animosity, hatred and distrust, the Buddhists
kept their texts secret from the non-Buddhists. It
is ‘also said that Kumirila in order to know the
essentials of Buddhism first became a Buddhist and
studied in & Buddhist monastery for years, It may
be that the Shiinyavida and the VijAanavada texts
were not available to Shadkara, But there is another
hypothesis which seems to be more probable when
we remember how faithfully and correctly Shadkara
has presented Sarvistivida and Svatantra-Vijiidanavada.
It may be that Shagkara fully knew how similar
Shinyavida and Vijfidnavada were to his own Veddnta
and that the differences were more or less 2 matter
of emphasis only. He also knew that the best in
them was already preserved in Gaudapdda’s and
also in his own philosophy. He also knew that
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their fundamental teachings could not be refuted
because he himself accepted them. Shaskara’s aim
was to oust Buddhism. So he just dismissed Shinya-
vada as nihilism by taking the word Shinya in its
popular sense of negation and avoided Vijfidnavida
byl taking it in the sense of Svatantra-Vijfidnavida
only.

Most of the Post-Shankarites, following Shasikara,
do the same thing and rcgeat his arguments. But
when Buddhism was ousted and the struggle died
down, people began to think dispassionately about
Buddhism. Thus we find some post-Shankarites
remarking that if Shanyavdda is not nihilism they
have no quarrel with it for then it is merged in
Vedanta, and if Vijiianavida is not subjectivism advocat-
ing the reality of momentary vijfidnas but is absolute
idealism, they have no quarrel with it for then it also
embraces Vedianta. We find in the same school an
eminent person like Shriharsa openly admitting the
similarities between Buddhism and Vedanta.l

Even in the present time Buddhism is generally
misunderstood. We have tried to clear the misunder-
standings about it and have pointed out that through-
out it is rooted in Vedanta. Buddhism and Vedanta
should now be viewed, not as two opposed systems,
but only as different stages in the development of
the same Upanisadic thought.

! Khandana, p. 21, 31, 61.
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