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AN admirable statement of the aims of the Library of Philosophy was
provided by the first editor, the late Professor J. H. Muirhead, in his des-
cription of the original programme printed in Erdmann’s History of Philo-
sophky under the date 1890. This was slightly modified in subsequent volumes
to take the form of the following statement:

“The Muirhead Library of Philosophy was designed as a contribution to
the History of Modern Philsophy under the heads: first of Different Schools
of Thought—Sensationalist, Realist, Idealist, Intuitivist; secondly of
different Subjects—Psychology, Ethics, Political Philosophy, Theology.
While much had been done in England in tracing the course of evolution in
nature, history, economics, morals and religion, little had been done in
tracing the development of thought on these subjects yet “the evolution of
opinion is part of the whole evolution”.

‘By the co-operation of different writers in carrying out this plan it was
hoped that a thoroughness and completeness of treatment, otherwise un-
attainable, might be secured. It was believed also that from writers mainly
British and American fuller consideration of English Philosophy than it had
hitherto received might be looked for. In the earlier serics of books con-
taining, among others, Bosanquet’s History of Aesthetic, Pfleiderer’s Rational
Theology since Kant, Albee’s History of English Utlitarianisim, Bonar’s
Philosophy and Political Economy, Brett’s History of Psychology, Ritchie’s
Natural Rights, these objects were to a large extent effected.

‘In the meantime original work of a high order was being produced both
in England America by such writers as Bradley, Stout, Bertrand Russell,
Baldwin, Urban, Montague, and others, and a new interest in foreign works,
German, French and Italian, which had either become classical or were
attracting public attention, had developed. The scope of the Library thus
became extended into something more international, and it is entering on
the fifth decade of its existence in the hope that it may contribute to that
mutual understanding between countries which is so pressing a need of the
present time’.

The need which Professor Muirhead stresses is no less pressing today,
and few will deny that philosophy has much to do with enabling us to meet
it, although no one, least of all Muirhead himself, would regard that as the
sole, or even the main, object of philosophy. As Professor Muirhead con-
tinues to lend the distinction of his name to the Library of Philosophy it
seemed not inappropriate to allow him to recall us to these aims in his own
words. The emphasis on the history of thought also seemed to me very
timely; and the number of important works promised for the Library in the
very near future augur well for the continued fulfilment, in this and other
ways, of the expectations of the original editor.

H. D. LEWIS
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INTRODUCTION

Western philosophers do not pay much attention to Indian thought.
The reasons are many. For one thing, though there are histories of
Indian philosophy written in European languages, notably Suren-
dranath Dasgupta’s excellently monumental 4 History of Indian
Philosophy, they, and most other works on the subject, keep breaking
into Sanskrit. This reduces their intelligibility. Then again, Indian
philosophy is much bound up with theology (as indeed European
philosophy has been, though less so of late); and Indian theology can-
not be understood without both a sympathy for what Indian religions
are getting at (I say sympathy, but not necessarily agreement), and
some acquaintance with the historical background of the Vedic,
Buddhist and other texts. Again, contemporary Indian historians of
philosophy tend to ignore the topics which exercise European and
American philosophers: there is rather little concern, in the Sub-
continent, for Wittgenstein, Sartre and Quine. Further, there is the
prevalent suspicion, among English-speaking philosophers, that the
theological bent of much Indian metaphysics means that Indian argu-
mentation is neither rigorous nor realistic. Finally, it is sometimes
opined that philosophy is either an international activity where
national roots are irrelevant or it is mere history of ideas, in which case
it is only of incidental interest to the true philosopher. Such suspicions
of Indian philosophy are not mitigated by the current Western en-
thusiasm for Oriental spirituality: travelling monks and yogis (though
often innocent of pompous intentions) tend to speak of their ‘philo-
sophy’ rather than of religion, partly because the latter term is loaded
in a special way in its Western use. Thus they give the impression that
spiritual uplift, rather than analytic exactness, is the chief characteristic
of Indian philosophy.

These suspicions and difficulties are relevant to the purposes of this
book. My aim is two-fold. In the first place, there is no escaping the
fact that the main determinants of systematic metaphysics in India have
been religious in character. Therefore I wish to illuminate the way in
which these determinants have been operative. Put crudely, my main
thesis on this point is that different patterns of religious experience and
activity give rise to varying patterns of theology and philosophy,
ranging from atheistic to theistic doctrines. In elaborating and sus-
taining this thesis I shall be attempting to bring out more clearly what
has been partially and obscurely hinted at in some comparative studies.
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India has been a laboratory of religious doctrines, and therefore con-
ditions are peculiarly propitious for the exercise which I have in mind.
In this way, I hope that some light will be thrown not only on the
general pattern of Indian thought, but also upon the general relations
between doctrines and the religious life—and thus also upon the
philosophy of religion.

My second aim, which will occupy the second part of the book, is to
exhibit some of the patterns of argument on various philosophical
topics which can be found in the history of Indian thought. The fact
that the main determinants of the metaphysical systems have been
religious does not at all entail that the arguments used in elaborating
and defending them are mere window-dressing. It does not at all mean
that the arguments are lacking in subtlety and intrinsic interest. My
aim therefore is a clear, if by necessity highly selective, exposition of
§uch philosophical arguments, so that Westerners with philosophical
Interests can have a reasonably accurate picture of how certain main
issues have been treated in the Indian tradition. I have confined my
exposition to metaphysical and epistemological topics, since these
show most clearly the philosophical dimensions of the main systems:
I haYe therefore, for the most part, neglected the philosophy of value
(ethics, political philosophy and aesthetics), together with formal logic.
As to the latter, it does not lie within my competence to give an
account of traditional Indian formal logic which would be useful,
Interesting or exciting to mathematical logicians. The key issues which
I h2\.Ve chosen (for they are ones which exhibit important features of
Indian philosophical thinking) are these: arguments for the existence
of God, and the powerful criticisms of them; discussions about the

| soul; e.pistemological questions; the nature of causation; and problems
aboutinduction and inference. As will be noticed, these topics not only
overlap and interrelate, but also introduce some interesting side-issues.
Inshort, 1 hope the reader will acquire some insight into, and taste for,
€ argu{nents which exercized traditional Indian philosophy.
remiktilés tl‘-)nd I use no Sanskrit or Pél.i exp.ressi.ons in thelz text. .As
sophy ist}? o:}:_, one of the t'rouples with histories of In.dlan philo-
can b 'ustizfl‘lt ) ey keep break.mg into these langgages. .Th1s of course
 he a]c X hed: sur'ely the serious student of Indian philosophy ought
cent quainted 'Wlth the languages. It cou!d als? be argued that con-

Pts cannot be divorced from the language in which they are expressed
—and so translations of many key concepts are not genuinely possible.
But t}.lese arguments do not weigh with me: for two reasons. First,
there is no dearth of expositions which make use of Sanskrit. But my
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aim is to give Indian philosophy a wider philosophical public: and
indeed if philosophy is to be truly international the specialist in
languages, though important, is not the only person to be considered.
Second, I am bold enough to try to solve the problem of translation,
and in the following way. The problem amounts to this: that though
it is possible to give English equivalents of the key expressions in
Sanskrit, such as @rman or self, it would be misleading to use the
English expression without qualification. These concepts tend to be
ramified—to have roots in a whole set of assertions. Consequently,
they differ in certain important respects from their English equivalents,
which have other ramifications. About many concepts we can say
(with apologies to Wordsworth)

. . . not in utter nakedness
But trailing clouds of theory do they come.

Now to some extent, this is a problem which we come across within a
language, and not just in the context of translation. Hume’s use of
‘impression’ for instance has to be understood in the milieu of his
philosophical position. So part of the solution of the problem consists
simply in an exposition of the ramifications. The rest of the solution,
which I have here adopted, consists in the use of two devices.

First, the English expressions which I use to translate key Sanskrit
and Pali terms will not only be standardized throughout my text, but
will also carry an asterisk: thus “*self” will stand for atman. This will
remind the reader of the fact that the word has different ramifications
from ‘self’. This device, it seems to me, fulfils precisely the purpose
which the use of the Sanskrit expressions would do, and has the
additional and considerable advantage that it greatly improves the
intelligibility of my text. Secondly, I include at the end a glossary, in
which I discuss the translations, where necessary. This will involve
mentioning Sanskrit and Pali expressions, but I aim to do it in such a
manner that the issues involved will be quite intelligible to the ordinary
reader.

There is, however, one minor qualification in regard to this pro-
cedure. I shall not entirely eschew the use of those very few Sanskrit
words which have virtually become part of English—such as nirvana,
karma, Vedanta, Yoga, the Buddha, etc.

To some degree, the concept of this book, as I have so far outlined
it, is rather traditional. There has grown up a custom for people to
write about Indian philosophy as a single unit. There are a number of

B
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weighty histories of Indian philosophy, aiming to be comprehensive in
scope. There are other briefer expositions, such as Mysore Hiriyanna’s
excellent Outlines and Essentials of Indian Philosophy. These too aim
to cover more or less the whole field of traditional thought. In plan,
however, the present book more nearly corresponds to Giuseppe
Tucci’s Storia della filosofia indiana, the first part of which is an
account of the various systems, and the second an exposition of the
arguments on various philosophical topics. Nevertheless, he does not
aim at an explanation of the different patterns of metaphysical belief,
as I do, nor to desanskritize. However, of course, the present work is
on a much more modest scale than Tucci’s erudite volume.

One of the reasons why there is so great a tendency to take a holistic
view of Indian philosophy is that the latter has, in the course of its
evolution, crystallized into a number of schools. Consequently, to
understand some of the arguments it is useful to know the doctrines of
other schools that they were aimed against. Another reason for the
holistic approach is that among the orthodox, that is the Hindu,
schools, it became fashionable to hold the eirenic doctrine that they
represented different emphases in the delineation of the same under-
lying truth. There were religious reasons for this pacific and in some
Tespects very unphilosophical view. But it has given impetus to the
quest for a comprehensive treatment of Indian philosophy as a whole.
As we shall see, the eirenic doctrine is neither justifiable nor charac-
teristic of Indian philosophy during its most argumentative and
flourishing period.

Nevertheless, the holistic approach, which in a sense I here adopt, is
convenient. First, in describing the main features of certain important
metaphysical systems in the Indian tradition, I hope to throw light, as
Thave said, on the religious determinants of them. And second, without
some historical background, it would be impossible to go on to ex-
pound the arguments on various topics which I undertake in the
second part.

I have had to be selective, both in regard to the systems of which I
treat, and in regard to the philosophical topics. As to the former, I have
conf:m.ed my exposition to what I consider to be the most important
traditional schools. I have not ventured to describe what some modern
In.dian philosophers, such as Radhakrishnan and Aurobindo, have
said, nor in general do I survey contemporary developments in Indian
philosophy. The reasons for this are rather simple. First, people like
Aurobindo and Radhakrishnan write in English, and there is therefore
little call to expound them further. Second, some contemporary
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developments are genuinely international, and in the sense that they
consist in Indian philosophers engaging in discussion of current topics
with their counterparts in other countries (for instance in the pages of
the new /ndian Journal of Philosophy edited by Professor James
Swamidasan). It would be pointless to treat such discussions on
national lines. Third, in so far as the ‘big names’ in modern Indian
philosophy have had powerful religious interests, the treatment of
Indian metaphysical systems in the first part of this book may serve to
show clearly the background against which those religious interests
are to be understood.

It would, however, be dreary for the reader if I were to repeat in
great detail the whole history of Indian religious and philosophical
thought, in the first part. I aim rather to give the minimum amount of
historical detail as is compatible with the reasonable clarity of my
exposition of the various schools and with my aim of showing their
religious determinants. In this sense, the first part of the book, like the
second, is more analytical than historical in intent.

But since some readers may want to know a little more about the
schools and historical figures mentioned in the text, I have added
another appendix, to the Glossary referred to above. In this I include
brief biographies and histories. There is thus the least amount of dis-
traction from the main lines of exposition and analysis. It may also be
mentioned here that some of my notes (few in number) are more in
the nature of appendices dealing with certain important issues about
my exposition, etc. This is especially true of notes I.2, 1.3, IIL1,
VILx and X.1.

Finally, in regard to the plan I have outlined, it is worth warning
the reader that the first part of the book ought to be more controversial
than the second. In the latter I am concerned to expound, rather than
to evaluate, arguments. I leave it to the philosophical acumen of the
reader to determine whether they are cogent and important. But in the
first part, though I hope that my exposition of the various schools is
sound, the general thesis about their religious determinants is my own,
and not just history. I trust, therefore, that even if it turns out to be
false, it will prove at least to be interestingly false.

Naturally, my exposition owes a very great deal to other people—to
those who through their painstaking and original work have opened
up Indian philosophy to the West and have recovered for modern
India the details of her philosophical tradition: above all, to the great
Surendranath Dasgupta. If I can be a useful intermediary between
them and the reader, 1 shall be satisfied.
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CHAPTER 1

METAPHYSICAL SYSTEMS

An indication of the connection between philosophy and the religious
traditions of India is the fact that the various schools came to be
classified as *orthodox and *unorthodox. Literally, the Sanskrit words
used mean ‘asserting that there is’ and ‘asserting that there is not’
respectively, and by European analogies one might expect the impli-
cation to be this—that the *orthodox assert, and the *unorthodox deny,
the existence of God. However, one can be an *orthodox Hindu and an
atheist, and some of the traditional schools deny the existence of a
Creator God. No: *orthodoxy consists, not in subscribing to such a
particular doctrinal belief, but rather in accepting the validity of the
Hindu scriptures. It is one of the paradoxes of the tradition that
extraordinarily diverse doctrinal interpretations of the scriptures have
been formulated, so that both atheism and theism are given a scriptural
basis. However—and here we meet a linguistic difficulty—¢atheism in
the Indian context does not carry with it irreligiousness. Atheism
involves disbelief in a Creator, but is quite compatible with belief in
salvation—that is, with belief in the possibility of *release from the
round of rebirth. Nor is it incompatible with prayer to the gods, con-
ceived as beings who are inside, rather than transcendent to, the
empirical cosmos. Nor, more generally, is it incompatible with the
complex of socio-religious duties which encompasses the daily life of
the *orthodox Hindu. Consequently, atheism in this context is not
necessarily anti-religious or indifferent to religion. Thus in an impor-
rant way *orthodoxy goes together with, not so much correct belief] as
right practice.

For this reason, it is well to remember that the denial of the existence
of a supreme Ruler of the universe is, in the Indian context, not to be
equated with that set of beliefs about the world and religion which
goes under the name of ‘atheism’ in the West; and to signalize this
difference, and to represent the Sanskrit concept, I shall henceforth
use *atheism’ to stand for the Indian denial of a Creator.)
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Nevertheless, there are important religious divergences between the
Brahmanical religion which counts itself as *orthodox and those
beliefs which it categorizes as *unorthodox, namely Buddhism,
Jainism, certain other sects, and the Carvaka school (a form of material-
ism analogous in some respects to that of Lucretius). It is therefore
not inconvenient to adopt the distinction. It also draws attention to the
fact that Jainism and Buddhism not only reject the Hindu scriptures as
authoritative, but possess substantial bodies of scripture of their own.

By consequence, the period immediately before, and during the
sixth and fifth centuries Bc, was determinative for the Indian tradition.
On the one hand, this was roughly the period of the completion of the
classical Upanisads, that collection of writings which sought in various
ways to penetrate to the real religious meaning of the sacrificial religion
expressed in the much earlier Vedic hymns and in the elaborate ritualis-
tic literature appended thereto in the intervening centuries. It is
above all the teaching of the Upanisads which later religious thinkers
tried to systematize. This whole corpus of literature, regarded as
sacred, is the basic canon of Hinduism—though additions, notably the
Bhagavadgitd, are sometimes made. It is to this corpus that the
*orthodox appeal. It is regarded as expressing the eternal truth, and
this truth, because orally transmitted from indefinitely ancient times,
is called ‘what is heard’; or as might be said in the West, it is the Word;
but we can perhaps signify what is meant by thinking of it as *revela-
tion, though without the Western implication that revelation is
necessarily God’s revealing of himself or of the divine truth. The
period in question, then, marks the climax of the composition of this
*revelation. In the latter part of the sixth century, and the early part of
the fifth, there occur, moreover, the lives of the great Teachers of
Buddhism and of Jainism, the Buddha and Mahavira. The corpus of
scriptures built up within these faiths looks back to the teachings of
these men. Thus the period is critical in the formation of both *ortho-
dox *revelation and *unorthodox scriptures.

The centuries following this period not only saw the rise of different
schools within Buddhism, but the progressive formulation of various
strands of *orthodox thought. Thislatter processissued in the six branches’
of *.orthodox philosophy, sometimes referred to as the six *viewpoints.
This traditional classification, as we shall see, is not altogether a
rational one; but it is useful here, in a preliminary way, to outline thesé
systems. It will help us to delimit the scope of the present survey. —!

The six *viewpoints have come to be coupled together in three
pairs. The reasons for this will be explained shortly. The three pairs
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are: Samkhya and Yoga; VaiSesika and Nyaya; and Vedanta and
Mimamsa. The latter of each of these pairs is more a methodology
than a metaphysical system, and this is one reason for the oddness of
the traditional classification into six *viewpoints. Thus Yoga is pri-
marily a method of spiritual and physical training; Nyaya is primarily
logic and the rules of argument; Mimamsa is primarily a formalization
of methods of scriptural interpretation. However, in the history of the
evolution of the *viewpoints there has occurred a coalescence of
Samkhya with Yoga and Vaidesika with Nyiya. In each case the
methodological enquiry has felt, as it were, the need for a ‘theoretical’
background, so that the exponent of Yoga uses Samkhya metaphysics,
with some adaptations; and likewise the Nyiya has taken over the
world-picture presented by the Vaiesika school. Mimimsa, however,
has not taken over Vedinta conceptions, but has a somewhat rudimen-
tary metaphysics of its own. On the other hand, the Vedinta, literally
the ‘end of the scriptures’—that is, the complete point of the scriptures,
—aims to formulate the essential *orthodox religious metaphysics. But
within the Vedinta there are importantly different schools. Con-
sequently, this *viewpoint alone should be broken into several alter-
native metaphysical systems.

Briefly, the viewpoints in their fully elaborated forms assert the
following. Samkhya holds that *nature, i.e. everything except *souls,
is a unitary entity which *evolves into varying forms, including minds
(here regarded as distinct from the underlying *souls). *Release comes
for a *soul, which is normally implicated in *nature and thereby in the
round of rebirth, through *discrimination of its essential distinctness
from *nature. The word Samkhya literally means ‘enumeration’, and
there is some obscurity as to the reason for this name for the *view-
point. But it doubtless refers to the enumeration of types of entity, or
categories, employed by Samkhya in its description of the forms of
*nature’s *evolution, etc. Because of its use of such distinctions, and to
suggest also its central doctrine of the distinctness of the *soul from
*nature, it will be convenient to refer to this system as *Distinctionism.

Yoga (literally ‘harnessing’, i.e. of a person’s mental and physical
powers) has essentially the same metaphysics, but grafts on to *distinc-
tionism belief in a *Lord, i.e. a divine Being who, though not in a full
sense creator of the world,' assists *souls in their quest for spiritual
perfection and insight. ‘Yoga’ is sufficiently familiar in English to
require no translation. But it should be noted that the methods asso-
ciated with Yoga are also used both inside and outside the Hindu
tradition in connection with a religious quest often conceived very
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differently from the way Yoga as a system conceives it. When it is
necessary to refer to this family of methods analogous to those of
*orthodox Yoga, I shall use the lower-case ‘yoga’. In this sense, it is
right and proper to speak of Buddhist yoga, for example. Flabby
Westerners sometimes feel the need for the physical aspect of yoga,
thgugh doubtless they do not subscribe to Yoga.

K';aiéesika holds that everything except the eternal *selves is built up
out of infinitesimally small *atoms. In its later form, the *viewpoint is
*theistic: it is God who ultimately imparts motion and order to the
*atoms. The school gets its name from visesa, or difference, a concept
which plays an important part in its formulations, But for our purposes
it can conveniently be referred to as *Atomism. /The metaphysical
differences of Nyidya from *Atomism, being rather slight, need not
concern us here: suffice it to remark that Nydya means ‘method of
correct reasoning’, and can therefore be suitably translated as *Logic (of
course in a broad sense of ‘logic’).

Mimams3i literally means ‘investigation’, i.e. into the text of *revela-
tion, and concentrates upon rules for interpreting the scriptures as a
system of injunctions, rather than statements, concerned with the per-
formance of religious duties. Its ritualistic emphasis led to curious
results. The scriptures were regarded as everlasting and having intrinsic
authority. For this reason, the *viewpoint, alone among *orthodox
schools, denies the successive dissolution and recreation of the cosmos.
Such a ‘pulsating’ universe might seem to require the intervention of a
*Lord to recreate the scriptures; and the Mimamsi is *atheistic. Though
gods within the cosmos are recognized, as they are referred to in the
Vedic hymns, etc., the sacrificial ritual is considered efficacious in itself.
Moreover, other *viewpoints describe ultimate *release as involving
the disappearance of the eternal *self from the sphere of empirical
existence, this school, until a late period in its development, described
emancipation as life in *heaven. It is to be noted that in Indian religious
thought *heavens and *purgatories are generally considered as vir-
tually being compartments of the cosmos, so that *releage normally
means going beyond *heaven. This is in line with th@)ggin‘e‘ of
rebirth, which took such a firm grip on the Indian imagination.
However, it is only in the Upanisads that belief in rebirth is introduced
into the *orthodox tradition. The Vedic hymns and the sacrificial
works appended to them conceive of *heaven, rather than *release, as
the supreme goal. Thus the Mimamsa represents a conservative
exposition of early Brahmanical religion. Its philosophical interest
mainly consists in its attempt to analyse scripture as a set of imperatives
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—an analysis which stimulated linguistic speculation in India—and in
its anti-*theistic arguments. In view of the scriptural interests of this
*viewpoint, we can conveniently refer to it as *Exegesis. !

Vedanta (a word sufficiently well known in English-speaking circles
to justify its retention here) has proliferated, as we remarked above,
into a number of different metaphysical systems. Of these, that of the
great Sankara (prob. Ap 788~820) is best known. It involves a rigor-
ous interpretation of certain texts in the Upanisads which imply the
oneness between the *self and holy *Power sustaining the cosmos. On
Sankara’s interpretation this ‘oneness’ is numerical identity: there is
not therefore a plurality of *selves. Further, the world, conceived as a
distinct reality, is *illusory. There is only one Being, and *felease con-
sists in realizing one’s identity with that Being in inner, contemplative
experience. Because of his identification of the *self with the one holy
Being, Sankara’s doctrine is known as *Non-Dualism.

At the other extreme of the Vedinta lies Madhva, four centuries
later, who argued for a sharp distinction between the *selves and the
holy Being, and also between both and the material world. Among
various intermediate positions, that of Ramanuja (twelth century) is
justly the most influential. He held that the *self shares the divine nature
and ultimately, in *release, is united with God. These two systems are
referred to as *Dualism and *Qualified Non-Dualism respectively.

There are, in addition, some Hindu schools which lie outside the six
*viewpoints, notably the Saiva Siddhanta, or “*Saivite Doctrine’. It has
resemblances to the Vedanta, especially in the forms propounded by
Rimanuja and Madhva.; The evolution of Hinduism brought to the
fore two great gods each regarded by their adherents as the supreme
object of worship, namely Visnu and Siva. Around these figures there
grew up a body of sacred literature distinct from *revelation. One
social reason for this was the exclusion of the lowest classes from
participation in *orthodox religion, and these semi-orthodox writings
enshrined a type of religion which was open to the underprivileged.
Naturally, the Saivite writings gave rise to their own particular
theology, and this was formalized principally, among others, by
Meykanda, in the thirteenth century AD

I have mentioned abové three important *unorthodox movements,
Buddhism, Jainism and Materialism.; The first of these derives, of
course, from the teachings of the Biddha (?563—2483 BC), though
there is little doubt that he made use of elements of religious thought
and tradition prior to his time. But the remarkable transformation of
ideas and practices effected by him is testimony to his great originality
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and insight. Although he accepted the doctrine of rebirth, which
indeed is central to orthodox formulations of Buddhism, he alone
among religious teachers in India (excepting the *Non-Dualistic
Vedanta) denied the existence of a plurality of eternal *selves. In this
respect, the Buddha was close to the contemporary materialists. More-
over, the Buddha was agnostic about the existence of a *Lord. His
rejection of both the concept of a holy Power underlying or sustaining
the cosmos and of the concept of an eternal *self has sometimes proved
puzzling to Western commentators, who have been tempted therefore
to reinterpret Buddhist texts in a way which would reintroduce either
individual *selves or a supreme *Self.? However, there is no doubt at
all that the *non-self doctrine is deeply entrenched in the Pili canon,
and that there is to be found there no doctrine of an absolute under-
lying or embracing phenomena: and it is one of the remarkable features
of Buddhist history that no one has explicitly attempted to propound
a *self doctrine (though there have been movements in this direction,
but no one has dared use the word “*self”).  There is therefore over-
whelming reason against attributing the *non-self doctrine to the
egeltest tradition, and doubtless to the Buddha himself, )

The rejection of a permanent entity underlying psychological and
physical states meant that persons were assimilated in one important
respect to the rest of nature, For the Buddha also insisted on the doc-
trine of *impermanence. All entities are analysed into a succession of
*impermanent states. Permanent substances having been banished
from his metaphysics, the Buddha reinterpreted the transcendent goal,
nirvana, not as a substance, with which_the *saint becomes identified,
b?krather as a state—a permanent stai@

| As regards rebirth, it was not open to the Buddhists to conceive of
it as involving the migration_of a *permanent *self from one psycho-
physical organism to another.)Instead, the whole sequence of lives
(which we can conveniently Tall the ‘macro-individual’) is regarded
in much the way thagt-Hume conceived the life of a single person (the
‘micro-individual’){ At death, unless the person is beyond the grip of
*craving, and has thereby attained-nirvana in this life, a fresh sequence
of psychophysical events is set u?

These doctrines, considerably overlaid by scholastic distinctions,
are preserved in the Pili canon and in the teachings of Theravida
Buddhism today. This, the surviving school of the so-called Lesser
Vehicle, claims to preserve original Buddhism in its purity. Hence the
name ‘Theravada’, the Doctrine of the Elders (hereafter referred to as
the *Elder Doctrine, School, etc.). Two other Lesser Vehicle schools
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we shall have occasion to mention; once important, they have now
disappeared. These are the *Personalists, who came nearer than any
other Buddhists to rejecting the *non-self doctrine, and the *Realists,
who came nearer than others to rejecting the doctrine of universal
*impermanence.

But beyond the *Realist movement (the Sarvastivada), there de-
veloped the Mahiyana, or ‘Greater Vehicle’. This doctrinal tendency
derived basically from two sources—changes in popular religion and
metaphysical speculation.

Theoretically, the Buddha, though above ordinary humans, was in
no sense divine. Thus—even today—in Ceylon and other countries
belonging to the *Elder school, though there are temples, in which one
can find the image of the Buddha, the action of ordinary folk in laying
flowers before such statues is no more than the paying of respects to
the deceased Teacher——vanished from human ken in his attainment of
final nirvana. However, with the growth of Mahayana practices, there
started a twin tendency to deify the Buddha and to concentrate upon
the ideal of the Buddha-to-be (or Bodhisattva). This ideal derives
mainly from the story of the Buddha himself—before his Enlighten-
ment, he was tempted by Mara (the Buddhist equivalent of Satan) to
vanish into final nirvana without communicating his spiritual dis-
coveries to mankind. Rejecting this, the Buddha went on, for some
forty-five years, to preach and to teach in North India. Thus there
arose the notion that the Buddha sacrifices himself on behalf of man-
kind. In conjunction with this, there were elaborated stories about the
previous lives of the Buddha, when he was Buddha-to-be, in which he
displayed heroic self-sacrifice. Consequently, it came to be believed
that the heroic activities of the Bodhisattva attracted an inexhaustible
store of merit which could be transferred to otherwise unworthy
persons, provided that they called on the name of the Buddha in
faith.

In this way there came into existence the cult, not only of celestial
Buddhas apart from the historical Buddha (who in any event was not
considered as unique, but as a member of a sequence of great Teachers),
but also of heavenly Bodhisattvas or Buddhas-to-be. In this way the
so-called Greater Vehicle stressed the importance of sacrifice on behalf
of others, the essence of Buddhist compassion, in contrast to the sup-
posedly narrow goal of the Lesser Vehicle, whereby the *saint con-
centrates on achieving his own individual nirvana. This indeed is why
the ‘Greater Vehicle’ adopted that name, and ‘Lesser Vehicle’ was used
as a term of opprobrium. In any case, by the Christian era there was a
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powerful development of religious tendencies whereby Buddhism was
in some degree assimilated to Hinduism: the celestial Buddhas and
Bodhisattvas corresponded to the gods.

At the same time, Buddhist metaphysicians went in an idealistic
direction. Phenomena were regarded either as products of the mind,
as in the Fjjfianavada School or *Idealism, or as contradictory. In the
latter case, it was thought necessary to postulate an Absolute,® des-
cribed as the *Void: not only were phenomena thought of as *void,
being contradictory and *insubstantial, but ultimate reality likewise
was considered void, as being indescribable. Such was (crudely) the
doctrine of the so-called ‘Middle School’ (the Madhyamika), often
known as the Sinyavada or *Void Doctrine. These movements
resulted in belief in an Absolute or ultimate reality, sustaining or
constituting the essence of the world of phenomena. In religious
terms, this was identified with nirvana and with the essential nature of
the Buddhas. The combination of religious and philosophical develop-
ments became formalized in the so-called *Three-Body doctrine (or
“three-aspect doctrine’) about the Buddha. In his earthly form, he
adopts the *Transformation-Body, i.e. his mundane form. As the
celestial object of worship, the Buddha has an *Enjoyment-Body.
Finally, the inner nature of all Buddhas is identical with nirvana and
with the Absolute, and as such is called the *Truth-Body. This elabora-
tion of Mahiyana doctrine represented, not merely a metaphysical
change in comparison with early Buddhist beliefs, but a formalization
of religious intuitions and strivings. From a faith in which worship in
the proper sense was insignificant, Buddhism developed into one
which had its analogies to theism.

Jainism, on the other hand, has over the centuries proved highly
conservative, Like *Distinctionism, it believes in innumerable eternal
souls or *life-monads, normally implicated in the round of rebirth.
Also, like *Distinctionism it is *atheistic. It also tends to be both
legalistic and literalistic, Injury to *life-monads is a damaging offence,
in terms of the doctrine of karma, and it does not matter whether the
offence is intentional or not. When a *life-monad attains the equivalent
of *release, it ascends to the top of the cosmos and remains there
immobile. Jainism, as well as its cosmological doctrines (which are of
some interest), has grown a kind of philosophical relativism, of some
attraction though apparently not fitting very closely the main tenets of
the faith. Though it has split into two sects, the differences between
them are of no great importance. Jainism has strong analogies both to
Buddhism and to *Distinctionism, and it is probable that all three
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represent in reasonably soplisticated form the religion of India before
the Aryans, or at least one of the main forms thereof.

The third *unorthodox school is that of Carvika, an anti-religious
metaphysics, which can conveniently be called *Materialism. It has
had a fairly bad press over the centuries in India, but has obviously
had some influence—to judge from the counter-arguments adduced
against it. Certainly until the mediaeval period, it remained in some
degree active. Denying God, rebirth, the efficacy of ritual, it challenged
*orthodoxy as well as Buddhism and Jainism; but it was swamped
eventually by religious metaphysics.

There were other *unorthodox movements, but Buddhism, Jainism
and *Materialism are the chief ones. Thus, of the traditional lines of
thought in India, i.e. the traditional *viewpoints, together with variants
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(under the heading of Vedinta), there are basically the following:
*Distinctionism and Yoga; *Logic-*Atomism; *Exegesis; *Non-
Dualism; *Qualified Non-Dualism; *Dualism; *Saivite Doctrine;
*Elder Doctrine; *Personalism; *Realism; *Idealism; *Voidism;
Jainism; and *Materialism. It may be suitable at this point to exhibit
their relationship diagrammatically (see p. 31).

This chart exhibits, somewhat crudely by necessity, the three main
background influences which have helped to form the religious and
metaphysical beliefs of the main Indian tradition. It is interesting to
note one or two features of the influences and continuities which the
downward-pointing arrows signify. It is generally recognized—and
certainly since the work of Heinrich Zimmer—that the complex of
belief in eternal *selves, rebirth and *release or nirvana is non-Aryan.
This complex, coupled with *atheism or agnosticism about the exis-
tence of a *Lord, is typical of *unorthodox religion, except that
Buddhism subtracted the *selves. In this respect Buddhism displayed
its relationship to *Materialism—the only school really to deny the
whole complex.

‘ I hav.e indicated on the chart that *Materialism is an offshoot of
protoscience’. The latter is a useful, though loose, expression for
sceptical attitudes and speculations about nature. It would, however,
be wrong to suppose that such attitudes and such speculations are
ibsen.t from the Vedic writings and from *orthodox systems other than
LOg‘?‘*AtOmism. But the main emphasis of this *viewpoint, even in
later times when its *theism became well elaborated, was not religious,
and S0, more than other schools, it has its origin in protoscience.

. .It 1s n.ow time to move towards a fuller description of the principal
Viewpoints, before considering the nature of the religious factors
which have determined their structure.



CHAPTER II

BUDDHIST METAPHYSICS

In view of the long and variegated development of Buddhism, and
therefore also of its scriptures, it is not always easy to detect the origi-
nal teachings of the Buddha himself. But there can be little doubt that
the summary of the Buddhist outlook known as the Four *Noble
Truths represents something very early and probably traceable to the
*Enlightened One himself. According to this formula, life is permeated
with *suffering, the cause of which lies ultimately in *craving, and so
the cessation of *craving will bring about a cessation of *suffering;: the
way to bring about this cessation of *craving is by treading the *Noble
Eightfold Path. A successful negotiation of this Path results in
*release from rebirth, or nirvana.

It is interesting that the way the Four *Noble Truths are expressed
corresponds to traditional Indian medical practice. The disease is
diagnosed (it is *suffering); its cause is outlined (it is *craving);
and it is asked whether the cause can be removed and a cure
effected. The answer being in the affirmative, a course of treatment
is prescribed. The medical flavour of the Buddha’s teaching seems
to indicate an attempt to apply protoscience to religious problems. It
also is a sign of the pragmatism enshrined in much Buddhist thinking.

Nevertheless, the cure for human evils can only be properly under-
stood against the background of a certain view of the cosmos. Not only
is life seen to be permeated by *suffering; but also, more metaphysi-
cally, the Buddha affirmed the twin doctrines of *impermanence and
t*non-self, i.e. he analysed substances into a succession of impermanent
-events or states, and likewise denied the existence of eternal *selves
underlying psychological states.

The latter doctrine, however, must be viewed in relation to rebirth.
Thus the ‘macro-individual’ (see above, p. 28) is virtually everlasting,
and only ceases if he attains final nirvana. I say ‘virtually everlasting’,
because the Buddha held that certain questions, including the question
of whether or not the cosmos is finite in space and time, are *undeter-

c
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mined, i.e. are wrongly put, and incapable of a meaningful answer.
This, as we shall see, is highly relevant to a problem created by the
*non-self doctrine taken in conjunction with that of nirvana.

The concept of nirvana has proved puzzling to many commentators
(especially Western ones) for a number of reasons. First, it is not
always kept clearly in mind that there is a distinction to be drawn
between nirvana as achieved by a *saint in this life and final nirvana,
when that particular macro-individual ceases. These two phases of
nirvana are called ‘nirvana with and without substrate’. It will perhaps
be clearer for our purposes to dub them ‘empirical’ and ‘transcendent’
nirvana respectively. The achievement of the former (which leads on
death to the attainment of transcendent nirvana) involves gaining
*peace and *insight, in which not only is *craving destroyed, but the
truth of the Buddha’s teaching is seen existentially to be true.

A second reason for confusion about nirvana is that it is quite in
accord with the Indian belief in rebirth not merely that one can be
reborn in different states in this world (e.g. as an animal or in a
different caste), but also in ‘another’ world—in a *heaven or *pur-
gatory. Such places are thought of generally as other compartments of
this cosmos. Hence, since nirvana means *release from rebirth, it
transcends even heavenly existence, and those, in the West, who have
seen in nirvana a counterpart to the Christian conception of heavenly
immortality have not taken into account the need for a clear way of
distinguishing between the Christian heaven and the heavens of
popular Indian religion. Moreover, the Christian concept involves
individual survival, whereas nirvana, as we shall see, does not.

A third source of confusion is difficulty about the *non-self doctrine. If
there is no eternal *self, then transcendent nirvana amounts to annihila-
tion—and yet on the other hand the Buddha explicitly condemned
belief in annihilation. However, there were, according to our evidence
in the Pali canon, two different forms of this belief. On the one hand,
in line with *Materialist views, some held that after death a person is
finished, i.e. annihilationism here amounts to a rejection of the doctrine
of rebirth. There are no difficulties about the Buddha’s repudiation
of this form of annihilationism—or rather, no difficulties that directly
bear on the notion of nirvana. The second form of annihilationism in-
volved the denial that after his decease, the Buddha or a Buddhist *saint
continued to exist. Here the situation is more complicated, since the
question ‘Does the Buddha or *saint continue to exist after death?’
was put by the Buddha in the category of *undetermined questions.
His reason for doing so is interesting, and very up to date in style.
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He compared the question to “Which direction does a flame go when
it goes out?’ In regard to the latter, it is neither right to say ‘It goes
North’ nor ‘It does not go North’. Actually, the Buddha’s negations
were more elaborate: he used the so-called *four-cornered negation—
he denied ‘It goes North’; ‘It does not go North’, ‘It both goes North
and does not go North’ and ‘It neither goes North nor does not go
North’. We shall have to discuss the full significance of this elaboration
of negations later. But meanwhile, it is clear that the Buddha was
meaning to bring out the point that the question ‘Does a Buddha or
*saint survive his decease?” was unanswerable, because an improper
or defective question.

The reason for this seems to be two-fold. First, as we have seen, the
Buddha analysed the individual as a sequence of psycho-physical
states. Rebirth consists in the setting up of a continuation of the
sequence. It follows that when this sequence finishes, upon the death
of an individual who has uprooted *craving, it is no longer possible
to refer to the individual—whether as surviving or not surviving. Thus
the question ‘Does the *saint survive?’ is analogous to ‘Is the King of
France bald?’ But it is only analogous in type and not exactly similar.
For it is only a contingent fact that a King of France does not exist,
and the question about his baldness could, in other periods of history,
be perfectly sensible. But the deceased *saint is not just contingently
not there to be referred to. The metaphysical scheme propounded by
the Buddha rules out any such reference.

A second, but subsidiary reason, why the question is improper is
practical. Probably, the Buddha objected to the doctrine of an eternal
*self not merely upon metaphysical grounds, but also because it
encouraged a selfish attitude to salvation. The idea of an individual
eternal *self, such as is found in Jainism, Yoga and *Distinctionism,
conduces to desiring a sort of individual immortality, whereas the true
*saint desires neither to live nor not to live. But it would be wrong, as
some commentators have done, to think that the Buddha’s silence
about nirvana is simply due to his pragmatism. It is quite clear from
the way in which he treats the *undetermined questions that they are
improper in a deeper sense than that they are tactically unwise (if you

want salvation). This is brought out by the fact that, at any rate
according to the scriptural tradition, the topic of whether the self and
the body are identical or not is ruled out as improperly expressed—
and yet the Buddha says that for the ordinary, uninstructed man it is
better to think of the self as being constituted by the body. Thus he
clearly distinguishes the absolutely correct way of looking at the matter
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(seeing why it is that certain questions do not arise) from such views
as are a crude approximation useful for the business of becoming a
better man. That is, he distinguishes the theoretical issue from the
merely pragmatic one. In this connection it is worth stressing that there
is a tendency in Indian spirituality to consider that *ignorance rather
than sin is what causes the trouble. By consequence, what brings a
conversion to the right path is knowledge. Admittedly such knowledge
involves, or usually involves, some immediate religious experience,
and thus is not like scientific knowledge as it would be understood
today. Nevertheless, a right view of the world is centrally important,
and this should not be regarded as a mere engineering device for
getting people to do the right thing. It is not therefore surprising that
the beginning of the Eightfold Path is right *view. This concept rules
out a merely pragmatic interpretation of the Buddha’s teaching. The
medical analogy is important here: though the main aim is cure of the
disease, it is absolutely necessary for this that the diagnosis rests upon
a true appraisal of the situation.

In the *Elder tradition, and this probably in substance enshrines the
original teaching of the Buddha, nirvana is not to be thought of as an
Absolute underlying or constituting the essence of empirical reality—
a divine Ground, as it were, sustaining the world. It is necessary to be
reasonably clear about this, for two reasons. First, some Western
commentators and some Hindu commentators have tried to assimilate
the concept of nirvana to God and the divine Absolute respectively—
that is, to assimilate Buddhism to their own forms of faith. Second,
Buddhism itself, in its evolution into the Greater Vehicle, reformulated
the doctrine of nirvana in an absolutistic direction. One need not deny
that there are the seeds of this development in early Buddhism. Never-
the.less, it would certainly be wrong to ascribe such a view to the Pali
scriptures.

Now admittedly there is some murkiness about the terms we have
used above to express what nirvana is not, in the Pali tradition:
‘Absolute’, ‘Ground’ and even ‘God’ are imprecise, ambiguous and
abstract, partly because of the odd nature of talk about the transcen-
den.t. However, nirvana is not cause of the world, and is not a personal
entity: thus it is, so far, most unlike God. It is not that which underlies,
and so serves to explain the occurrence of, phenomena: it is not there-
fore like a divine Ground or Absolute. Nor does it represent the ‘inner
nature’ of empirical reality. But we can put all this in another way, by
pointing out that the conceptions of God or Ground are, generally
speaking, formed against a certain view of the world, namely that the
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world is constituted by a complex of things or substances. The trans-
cendent therefore is conceived as a transcendent substance. But since
the Buddha’s analysis of the world was rather that it is constituted by
a complex of *impermanent *states, governed by causal laws, nirvana
is conceived rather as a transcendent state, rather than a transcendent
substance.

I have referred to attempts to interpret nirvana against a Christian
or Hindu framework. This points to an important methodological
principle, about which it is as well to be clear, since confusion about it
in the realm of religious studies is common. It is vital to distinguish
between the doctrinal interpretation put upon an event, religious
experience, or complex of such, etc., by a religious tradition and
the interpretation which might be put upon it by some other tradition.
Naturally, the Christian, if he respects the insights of Buddhism, will
want to see how far a Christian construction can be put upon certain
Buddhist concepts. But it is essential to be clear about what is going on:
otherwise alien thoughts are liable to be foisted upon another tradition

- and passed off as the ‘real meaning’ of that tradition. In brief, we must

distinguish between auto-interpretation (how, e.g., the Buddhist
interprets the data of the Buddhist tradition) and hetero-interpretation

" (how, e.g., a Hindu interprets the data of the Buddhist tradition).

Thus our present remarks about nirvana are not meant to be remarks
about the proper or improper modes of the hetero-interpretation of
nirvana, but about the ways we must describe the concept of nirvana
from the standpoint of Buddhist (and here, for the moment, the
*Elder) auto-interpretation of it. This is not to deny that thereafter
a philosophical interpretation of the data can be fruitful.

There is another reason, perhaps, why it is necessary to resist
equating transcendent nirvana, except in some places in the Mahayana,
with a unitary substance or Absolute. As has been remarked earlier,
there are strong resemblances between the mythological and other
traditions of Jainism, Buddhism and *Distinctionism. If this group
represents, as we averred earlier, an important strand of non-Aryan
religion, it would be wise to see the originality of the Buddha’s teaching
against this background (rather than, say, the Brahmanic background).
This background is distinguished by its emphasis upon the existence
of a plurality of *souls, caught up in the round of rebirth and karma.

' The denial of the *soul or *self in Buddhism represents, then, an

important departure from the non-Aryan background. But yet there

. remains in the Buddha’s teachings a strong flavour of the pluralistic

and individualistic views of the *self and salvation.
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Both from the motive of economy of thought and from that of prag-
{matisrn, the Buddha removed from his teachings the concept of an
»eternal *self. With his emphasis on the causality involved in rebirth,
he no doubt perceived that the concept of an underlying *self, persist-
ing from one birth to another, only helps to make rebirth intelligible
at the metaphysical level (that is, if one feels that there must be a
*permanent substrate beneath the shifting phenomena of the macro-
individual’s life): but it still leaves the mechanism of rebirth—the
causal laws involved—unexplained. Against a different view of the
world, as a complex of events rather than of substances, it readily
becomes apparent that the *self can be dispensed with. All that is
required for the doctrine of *release is the individual’s capacity for
*release. Thus in the Buddha’s scheme of thought the possibility of
nirvana takes the place of the *self. Thus there is substituted for the
doctrine of a plurality of *selves or *souls the doctrine of a plurality of
individuals capable of attaining nirvana. Thus the concept of nirvana,
in the Buddhist scheme, arises out of, though it transcends, a tradi-
tional *soul-pluralism: and in this sense it has the flavour of pluralism,
rather than that of Upanisadic monism.

There is a final important point to be made about nirvana. The
Eightfold Path is the way to it: and to understand the goal it is neces-
sary to understand the manner of gaining it. Now the Path is divided
into three main sections. The first two stages, namely right *view and
right resolve concern the correct attitudes for embarking on, and
conducting, the quest. The next three, namely right speech, right
action and right mode of livelihood, concern the moral and social
aspects of the Buddhist way of life. The last three stages, namely right
effort, right *awareness and right *concentration, concern the correct
methods of interior self-training. In brief, the Path divides into com-
mitment, morals and meditation. Now although the stages are not
intended as a temporal sequence, the final group has place of honour.
The contemplative life is the ultimate practical aim of Buddhism.

To overlook this, as some early Western commentators did, leads
to viewing Buddhism simply as an ethical system. Part of the trouble
arises from Occidental concepts of religion. It is usual to think of
religion, in the West, as necessarily involving belief in God or gods.
Since *Elder Buddhism does not involve belief in God, and regards the
gods as quite peripheral to its main spiritual interests, it is tempting to
say that it is not a religion. Indeed, some Buddhists say this, to bring
out clearly its agnosticism about a Creator. Yet it is equally necessary
to bring out the difference between Buddhism and systems of belief

[
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which are non-religious (in the god-oriented sense of the term), such
as Marxism, atheistic Existentialism, and the like. For Buddhism, even
in its doctrinally austere *Elder form, centrally involves a certain kind
of spiritual practice, namely the contemplative life—which also
figures in other religions. Thus we have two terminological choices:
r either consciously to use the word ‘religion’ so that it covers Buddhism,
-and thus cannot be defined by reference to belief in God or gods; or to
invent some term to cover both ‘religion’ in the god-oriented sense and
Buddhism. The former seems the rational choice, not merely because
Buddhism in its later developments shows strong affinities to god-
oriented religions, but also because, as we have noted, mysticism,
i.e. the contemplative life, appears both at the heart of agnostic
Buddhism and in some phases of god-oriented religion. Thus, in
terms of the central concerns of religions, we can say that a religion
displays either devotion to a personal God (or gods) or the contem-
plative life (whether interpreted as involving a relation to God, or the
gods, or not), or both. This disjunctive definition will no doubt com-
mend itself the more easily today, in view of Wittgenstein’s doctrine
of ‘family-resemblance’. Then, taking up a usage proposed by Paul
I Tillich, we can refer to Marxism, humanism, etc., as ‘quasi-religions’.!
Thus, in our sense of the word, Buddhism in all its phases, is defi-
nitely a religious system. But unlike the Semitic faiths (Judaism,
Christianity and Islam) it starts from an interior mystical quest, rather
than from the prophetic experience of a dynamic personal God. It is
mysticism without God. It is contemplation-centred, and neglects
prophecy: just as early Judaism and Islam were prophecy-centred and
neglected mystical contemplation.
Unfortunately it is necessary here to make a further terminological
point, since the manifold uses of the words ‘mysticism’, ‘mystical’,
‘mystic’ and so on have been a potent source of confusion in this area.
Since a proper definition of mysticism is vitally necessary for my aim,
later to be elaborated, of diagnosing the religious determinants of
different systems of Indian metaphysics, this is a suitable juncture to
clarify the matter. I shall use the words ‘mysticism’, etc., to refer to a
certain form of spiritual life and to those involved in it. The form in
question can be summed up as the contemplative life; and its rep-
resentatives can be sampled as follows—by saying that Eckhart, St
John of the Cross, Boehme, Plotinus, the Siifis, the Buddha, yogis,
‘Sankara, Lao-Tze and Bodhidharma are mystics. Negatively, mysti-
cism, in my sense, can be distinguished from prophecy, devotionalism
and in general the vivid apprehension of the numinous; and mystics
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can be contrasted to Isaiah, Muhammad, St Paul (as on the Damascus
Road), Luther and Wesley. The mystical experience generally accrues,
where it accrues, upon a certain form of interior training, and differs
usually from the spontaneous awareness of a dynamic and personal
Other characteristic of prophetic and devotional experience. We can
therefore make a (necessarily crude and rough) distinction between
two types of religious experience—between the numinous and the
mystical, or between the devotional and the contemplative. The former
calls forth worship, adoration, self-abasement, a sense of sin or of
religious inadequacy: the latter often, and especially in the Indian
tradition, is unconnected with the religion of worship, and no need is
there felt to identify the ‘object’ of contemplative experience with
the Object of worship.

Thus it appears reprehensibly loose to use ‘mystical’ as meaning only
any kind of direct experience of God. Moreover, it is unilluminating:
for if there really is such a strong analogy between the experiences of
Muhammad and of the Buddha, how is it that their respective teachings
were so radically different? If there is a single form of religious ex-
perience, how is it that such different theologies are constructed upon
it? Of course, the presupposition here that religious experiences are
important determinants of theological systems may be questioned.
Undoubtedly social and cultural factors are important. But these
themselves include certain kinds of religious practice, such as
sacrificial cults and yoga, with which certain forms of experience and
modes of religious expression are characteristically associated. Thus
it is wise to see religious experience in its practical setting. But this
complex of experience and cult or path of training is certainly centrally

| relevant to explaining a theology. Hence the claim that there is some
one form of religious experience still fails to illuminate the divergences
of doctrine in the world, and in particular in India.

Still worse is it to use ‘mystical’ as an obscure contrast to ‘rational’.
It is true that metaphysical systems, such as that of Leibniz, may well
be the consequence of reflection, rather than of some kind of religious
experience: and it is true (indeed a central thesis of this book) that the
shape of other systems can only be understood in relation to religious
factors. But to say that some system is rational, as an evaluative judg-
ment, does not at all entail that it is a consequence of metaphysical
reflection about the world, as distinguished from starting from
religious experience and the like, For it is a matter of debate, and it is
not a priori obvious, that appeals to religious experience, revelation
and so on are necessarily philosophical errors. Moreover, the loose
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contrast between ‘rational’ and ‘mystical’ tends to group together with
mysticism proper the vapourings of seers and tyrants, such as Father
Divine and Adolf Hitler. In brief, it is desirable to limit the use of
‘mystical’ and its cognates, and to refrain from giving it any evaluative
overtones.

This clears the path for making a final general comment on the
concept of nirvana. As we have seen, it normally could be said to in-
volve a distinctively mystical experience (or experiences), accruing
upon the practice of *concentration. In view of this, some of the
epithets ascribed to nirvana can be understood not merely in a meta-
physical sense, but also as expressing something given to the *saint or
the Buddha in interior experience. Thus it is supreme tranquillity,
which corresponds to the bliss reported by mystics in other traditions.
It is the immortal or deathless; and the sense of transcending the tem-
poral flow of events which constitutes the world-process, or *cycle of
existence, is not unrelated to the techniques used in Buddhist *con-
centration, where the mind is successively withdrawn from percep-

" tions and mental images, and thus from a perception of time. Similarly,

——

nirvana is without empirical qualities or datumless, and this is an
epithet used of a form of *concentration. There seems little doubt then
that we should interpret these terms against the background of
*meditation and mystical states. This also helps to explain the fact that
nirvana is often said to be ineffable and inconceivable. In one sense, of
course, it would be false to call it inconceivable, since there is definitely
a doctrine of nirvana in Buddhism, and consequently concepts are
applied to it: for instance, it involves the cessation of rebirth. On the
other hand, it is characteristic of mysticism to speak of the ineffability
of the contemplative state. This occurs for at least three reasons. First,
the knowledge that it brings is not arrived at by ratiocination. The
pursuit of nirvana is not a merely intellectual or theoretical one.
Second, ‘ineffable’, ‘unspeakable’ and related expressions are not
always to be taken quite at their face value, but serve to intensify the
expressive aspect of utterances concerning inner states, etc. For
instance, unutterable pain is no more or less utterable than other pains,
but it is worse. Third, the lack of mental images, or visions in the more
obvious sense, and the lack of discursive thought involved in the
pacification of the inner self mean that the mystical state cannot be
described in the way more ordinary contents of the mind can be des-
cribed. Thus I can say that the ship I imagine is blue, long, on a
stormy sea; but such a description, in terms of perceptible qualities,
etc., is impossible in regard to the contemplative state: nor can it be
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expressed in terms of the thoughts passing through the mind of the
contemplative. For these reasons, then, we might expect a certain
difficulty in giving clear expression to what nirvana amounts to. In so
far as a certain sort of inner experience is relevant when ascribing the
attainment of nirvana, the latter has some likeness to knowing what
happiness is like—for a necessary condition of this is the experience of
being happy.

So much then for the concept of nirvana in the *Elder system and in
early Buddhism. We shall see later that an identification of nirvana with
the Absolute, together with certain other developments, charac-
terized some of the Greater Vehicle teachings. //

In view of the Buddhist emphasis on *awareness and mental control,
and in view also of the repudiation of the concept of a permanent *self,
it is not surprising that Buddhism attempts a detailed analysis of the
psycho-physical make-up of the individual. It was not only necessary
to insist upon a description of the person as constituted by a succession
of *impermanent *states, but also to discriminate the different elements
which, grouped together, form the individual. Characteristic, there-
fore, of Buddhism is the doctrine of *groups, that is to say categories of
states or events which go to make up the individual. This breakdown of
what constitutes the person has two functions—to exhibit the structure
of the person (seeing that the easy way out, in terms of an essential
*self, is barred), and to serve as a model which will be the object of
meditation for the adept, thereby enabling him to see that the unitary
person does not exist, but is constituted by a complex of impersonal
factors. In this way, it is hoped, the adept will learn to see himself not
as ‘I doing this’ but as a complex of different elements operating in a
certain way. That is—as with the concept of nirvana—the doctrine of
*groups has in Buddhism not only a theoretical interest, but also a
practical aim. Here again we see the importance of the medical analogy,
forin medicine the facts are investigated with certain objectives in mind.

According to the somewhat stylized doctrine of *groups to be dis-
covered in the Pali canon, there are five categories of states which in
combination constitute a person. These are: *corporeal phenomenay;
*feelings; *cognitions; *active tendencies; and *consciousness. These
categories, because (inter alia) they to some extent fail to coincide with
lines of division which Western philosophers are inclined to make,
require some explanation. But first, a general and fundamental point.
The *groups are classes of states, and are not intended to refer to
*permanent entities the combination of which constitutes a person.
Thus *consciousness is a class of events or states of a certain sort, and
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not a unitary principle animating an individual. Thus the doctrine of
*groups indicates the double way in which Buddhism breaks down the
common-sense belief in a persistent self: for not only is the individual
analysed as a mere combination of states of different categories; but
also the individual is fragmented in time into a succession of evanescent
events. He is chopped up (as it were) both vertically and horizontally.
The doctrine of *groups performs the first operation: the doctrine of
*impermanence performs the second.

The first *group mentioned above (namely *corporeal phenomena)
could more literally be translated ‘form’, or ‘forms’. In ordinary
language, the word signified things which have shape, or the shapes
themselves. But in the special usage here in view it means (roughly)
anything manifested in ordinary perceptual experience. This somewhat
ambiguous account of its meaning is not without reason. Three types
of entity count as *corporeal phenomena: things which are perceived
in the ordinary way (together with their properties, etc.), the under-
lying conditions which determine what is given in sense-experience,
and what the Western philosopher would call ‘sensations’ (provided
also that mental images are here included). To choose a modern
example: tables, electrons and sensations would all count as belonging
to the category of *corporeal phenomena. Of course, it should be
remembered that the doctrine of *groups was enunciated with special
reference to the individual living being, and in particular to the human
person. Consequently, the electrons belonging to the table in front of
me would not be part of me as an individual: but the electrons in my
little finger would. It is of some interest that (and here Buddhism is
characteristic of the Indian tradition) my sensations are counted as
*corporeal entities.

It may also be noted that the sense-organs are counted as six in
number—the five senses usually recognized, plus the *mind-organ,
which functions in a triple way—it combines impressions derived
from the five sense-organs (and thus is the sensus communis), while also
more generally it abstracts from phenomena to form general ideas, etc.
Further, it introspects *feelings, *active tendencies, etc. The expression
“*mind-organ’ will serve to bring out the difference in conception
between this and the complex concept of ‘mind’ in English. It will be
seen from the above, and also more generally from similar ideas to be
found in other Indian systems, that the *mind-organ is part of the
*corporeal phenomena which constitute the bodily aspect of the
individual. Thus the so-called ‘mind-body’ problem needs to be stated
in a very different way in the Indian context.
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The category of *feelings presents no great difficulty. Pleasant, un-
pleasant and neutral *feelings are distinguished. It is (in view of what
is said below about *active tendencies) useful to emphasize that
*feelings are, like ‘passions’ in its etymological sense, conceived as
happening to the individual—he is so far passive.

The distinction between *corporeal phenomena, which include
sensations, and *cognitions is not altogether an easy one to make.
Sensations are events occurring ‘in’ the sense-organs, while *cogni-
tions are occurrences whereby external or internal objects are dis-
criminated on the basis of sensations. ‘I have a blue sensation’ would
describe what occurs in me, while ‘“That is the sky’ expresses my
*cognition. Since the *mind-organ is one of the senses, *cognitions
include abstract judgments.

The category of *active tendencies is in some respects puzzling,
since the word used in Pili and Sanskrit also means ‘compound things’
(as when it is said that ‘All compound things are *impermanent’). This
latter sense arises because the expression literally means ‘putting
together’, ‘preparation’ and hence ‘what is put together’. But in the
sense used in the doctrine of *groups the composite aspect is relatively
unimportant: rather it refers to impulses, volitions, dispositions, etc.
—that is, the immediate determinants of a person’s actions. Some
translators have tried to bring in the composite and combining aspect
of the term’s meaning by speaking of ‘mental coefficients’. But un-
fortunately this expression is meaningless in English. ‘“*Active ten-
der.lcies’ shows that the factors falling under this *group are manifes-
'tatlon's of preformed dispositions, as well as decisions and immediate
Intentions, etc. But although the compound aspect is relatively unim-
portant, it has had its influence upon Buddhist thinking on this score

—so that th.e *active tendencies have been regarded as the *group
which organizes the individual into a whole.
The final *group,

*consciousness or *conscious events, is in some
passages looked on as the most important, in that it is said to be the
support .of t.he other *groups. In ordinary language, the word meant
dlscrlmlnat.lon” ‘skill’, “intelligence’; but in the context of the doctrine
f)f*groups 1t comes to mean pure *consciousness as the factor which as
it were plays upon the data supplied by the external and internal world
and thereby makes it Proper to speak of individual experience. For this
reason, the series of *conscious events can be highly misleading, from
the Buddhist point of view. For it is the existence of *consciousness
which above all leads the individual to think of himself as a personal

being, having a certain identity in virtue of the unity of his experience.



BUDDHIST METAPHYSICS 45

But according to Buddhist doctrine, *consciousness is a series of dis-
crete events or states, and belongs to no one. It belongs to no one,
because the concept of a unitary self is ruled out. The individual is
merely a combination of *groups.

A very early simile no doubt represents the Buddha’s ‘original gos-
pel’ in regard to the individual. Just as a chariot is so-called because a
number of different parts have been assembled in a certain manner, so
that there is no underlying something, distinct from the parts, which is
the ‘essential’ chariot, so likewise the individual is just a combination
of the *groups. And just as ‘chariot’ is just a conventional expression
we apply to the combination of chariot-parts, so ‘I’ is just a conven-
tional expression for the complex of *groups. The illusion of a self is
partly a bewitchment produced by language.

It will thus be seen that the Buddhist doctrine cuts against not only
the notion of a permanent *soul as propounded by *Distinctionism,
Jainism, etc., but also against the common-sense view of individuality.
It attempts to destroy not only a metaphysical and religious doctrine,
but the ordinary man’s feeling of states and things as belonging to
himself. Thus in practice the prospective *saint must try to abandon
all talk of ‘me’ and ‘mine’, or if that prove to be impossible, to regard
‘me’ and ‘mine’ as mere conventional labels.

If the doctrines of nirvana and *non-self are at the heart of the
Buddha’s teaching, so likewise is the doctrine of *origination. It was
part of the Buddha’s attitude that all states have causes, so that in
particular the existence of *suffering requires explanation. The formula
of *origination attempts to give such an explanation. The fully-
elaborated formula found in some passages in the scriptures shows
signs of having been the result of additions over a longish period, and
it does not hang together very well. It can be stated either in forward or
reverse order: the latter beginning with the condition, namely decay
and death which requires explanation. In its full form, it runs as
follows.

Decay and death would not happen if there were no birth, so the
latter is the condition of the former. But what is the cause of birth?
The process of *existence, i.e. in particular the process of rebirth. The
cause of this in turn is *attachment. *Attachment arises from *craving
(which we discussed earlier in relation to the Four *Noble Truths).
But a precondition of *craving is *feelings (one of the *aroups, it will
be recalled). But *feelings arise from *sense-contacts. (This is in line
with the belief that the birthplace of mental events lies in the sensations
and sense-organs; and with the Buddhist emphasis on the need, if one
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wishes to attain *peace, which involves a stilling of *feelings, to turn
away from the phenomenal world.) *Sense-contacts in turn originate
from the *sense-fields (which include the sense-objects, sensations and
sense-organs, among which it will be remembered is counted the
*mind-organ). But a condition of the functioning of the *sense-fields is
the existence of the *psycho-physical complex. The *psycho-physical
complex could not be said to exist without *consciousness. But the
determining cause of the arising of *consciousness (e.g. in the foetus)
is karma, and more particularly the *active tendencies which express
the operation of karma in the sequence of lives. The *active tendencies
in turn only are operative because of the individual’s lack of spiritual
*insight (for otherwise he would have vanished at nirvana) and this
lack of *insight is called *ignorance. In brief the sequence goes as
follows: death and decay, *existence-process, *attachment, *craving;
*feelings, *sense-contacts, *sense-fields, *psycho-physical complex,
*consciousness; *active tendencies, *ignorance.

It will be noted that I have punctuated the series in three groups.
The initial four members of the sequence probably correspond to the
primitive doctrine of *origination, and represent an elucidation of the
first two *Noble Truths. The next five members probably are tacked
on as an analysis of the conditions which underlie the existence of
*craving in the individual. This part of the sequence would no doubt
hold, or be thought to hold, independently of belief in rebirth. The last
two members of the sequence return to the problem of how rebirth
operates, and in particular how *consciousness arises, since it is the
stream of *conscious events which provides the immediate link between
one life and the next. Since it is the *active tendencies which bring
about actions, and actions generate karma (karma literally means
‘action’ or ‘law of action’), they bring about the continuation of the
life-series. Finally *ignorance is added as the necessary condition of
*active tendencies ag generative of karma. It will be observed, then,
that some of the links in the chain refer to the process of rebirth, and
so can be given a temporal relationship, while others either are analytic
or state necessary conditions which cannot be temporally ordered. It is
not as if in the beginning there was *ignorance, then disembodied
*active tendencies, then disembodied *consciousness, etc. The puzzle-
ment occasioned by the doctrine of *origination partly arises because
some links in the chain are related horizontally, in time, and others
vertically. Partly, too, the trouble is that the doctrine is an amalgam
which has been put together over a longish period (as we saw).

In any event, the series is not (as some others in the Indian tradition
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are) to be taken as tracing causes back to a first principle underlying
the evolution of the cosmos. This fact connects with Buddha’s multiple
negations, mentioned earlier, about certain questions—the *undeter-
mined questions, those which are to be ‘set aside’ as unanswerable.
Not only is the question of the persistence of the Buddha or *saint
after attaining transcendent nirvana unanswerable, but also the ques-
tions as to whether the world is finite or not in space and time. Thus
the question of whether there is a First Cause is to be set aside. Neither
is it correct to affirm an eternal principle underlying the empirical
world nor to deny it, nor both nor neither. It is somewhat hard to
discover the targets the Buddha had in mind in employing such an
elaborate form of negation, the so-called *four-cornered negation.
The scriptures and commentators themselves give different interpre-
tations. But the possibilities seem to be as follows.

First (as we saw regarding his negations about the survival of a
Buddha after nirvana), the question is meaningless or inapplicable in
terms of the Buddha’s metaphysical system. Second, there is scriptural
evidence that some recluses at the time of the Buddha affirmed such
peculiar conjunctions of propositions as the following: ‘There is
another world; there is not; there both is and is not; there neither is
nor is not’. These were castigated as ‘eel-wrigglers’, who shied away
from committing any error in their replies to questions by giving all
possible answers. (Contradictions seem a rather inadequate way of
doing this! But it ties in with later theories that in matters of faith
everyone is somehow right.) The Buddha’s fourfold negation could
then be interpreted as a repudiation of ‘eel-wriggling’. Third, the
Buddha may have meant that questions about the world are simply not
conducive to salvation, and it is better to refrain from speculations.
Fourth, the Buddha may have wished to indicate that silence about
ultimate reality is the only possible course.

As we have seen, there is good ground, regarding the *non-self
doctrine, for affirming the first of these interpretations. Likewise,
regarding the eternity and infinity of the cosmos, there may be good
ground for supposing that the Buddha, or at least early Buddhism, in
propounding a doctrine of universal causation, saw that the series of
causes could be traced back indefinitely in time, but any supposed
First Cause would itself require explanation. This indeed is the treat-
ment according to Brahma the Creator God in the scriptures. At the
beginning of a world-cycle, he is the first being to become manifest,
and wrongly supposes that he is Creator, because he perceives other
beings coming into existence after him: post me, propter me, he thinks.
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But he himself only arises because of prior karmic conditions—and so
on. Any God must have phenomenal properties of some kind to be
active and creative; but all phenomenal properties arise from some
prior cause. It may well be, then, that the Buddha regarded it as
impossible either to set a limited to the spatio-temporal complex of
events which constitutes the cosmos or to affirm (beyond all possible
experience) that the complex is actually infinite.

The second interpretation, the ‘anti-eel-wriggler’ one, is not incom-
patible with the above: and may also reflect the Buddha’s repudiation
of radical scepticism, such as was current in his day. The *Materialists
rejected inference, partly in order to combat religious inferences to the
transcendent, to invisible karma, and so on. Now while the Buddha’s
teachings are in a sense empiricist and anti-speculative, for he claimed
that his knowledge of causation and of nirvana itself was based upon
experience, sO that in some respects he is on the side of scepticism
(especially in its anti-*orthodox form), he nevertheless did wish to
assert that there is a transcendent state and thus a mode of *release. In
brief, he adopted a middle position between materialistic scepticism
and dogmatic religion.

The third interpretation, the pragmatic one, ascribes to the Buddha
a rather poor sense of psychology, as though people would refrain
from investigating questions which were meaningful and apparently
of great importance for the formation of a Welranschauung merel
because they were told that it was bad for them. Again, the Buddha
seems to have steered a middle course. The speculative questions were
not conducive to salvation mainly because they were unanswerable or
involved going beyond what could be founded upon experience.
Speculative views are a ‘jungle’ and a ‘snare’, not because time taken
off doing cosmology would be better spent meditating, but because
while they pretended to be a framework for the religious life, they were
not founded upon the central data of the contemplative life.

The fourth interpretation has, as we saw earlier in discussing the
ineffability of nirvana, some force; and it 1s not inconsistent with the
first. In short, the Buddha seems to have perceived that it is necessary
to give a minimal doctrinal interpretation to the experience of nirvana.

However, as we shall see, the *Void School of the Mahayana, gave
a somewhat different interpretation to the fourfold negations, namely
a dialectical one. That is, the negations indicate that all views about
reality are contradictory, while the positive teachings of the Buddha,

e.g. about the.*groups (as part of his *non-self doctrine), are intended
as a thesis Which has to be transcended.
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But although the Buddha preserved a sort of silence about what
transcends the empirical world, and thus gives a minimal doctrinal
interpretation of nirvana, Buddhism traditionally involves a rich and
striking cosmology. The *cycle of existence, i.e. the world-process, is
depicted as immense in space and time. It includes an indefinite number
of world-systems, like that of the earth with its sun, moon, etc.
(Modern Buddhists interpret this in line with modern astronomy as a
virtual infinity of galaxies, though early Indian mythological cos-
mology regarded the earth as flat: the Buddhists conceived it as floating
in *space, which was not just a system of locations, but a kind of
ethereal substance.) These world-systems evolve over immense
stretches of time, and eventually collapse—individually, they ‘pulsate’,
somewhat analogously to the modern theory of a ‘pulsating’ universe.
As an instance of the way Buddhist writings pile on the figures, we
may note that 1,000 world-systems constitute one ‘small chiliocosm’,
1,000 ‘small chiliocosms’ make up a ‘middle chiliocosm’, and 1,000
‘middle chiliocosms’ constitute a ‘great chiliocosm’. But in addition
Buddhist mythological cosmology conceives different *planes of
existence.

Not only does a *world-system contain its *heavens and hells, but
the universe is regarded as theoretically divisible into three *planes:
first, the *sensual *plane, which includes beings, such as humans and
animals, which are fully *corporeal, i.e. constituted by elements per-
ceptible by the five senses; second, there is the *corporeal *plane,
which includes those gods who are conceived as being visible and
audible, but not tangible, etc.; and finally, there is a more refined
sphere, the *incorporeal plane, which includes beings who have a
mental, but not a physical, life. The system of *heavens cuts across the
last two *planes: the lower *heavens belong to the *corporeal *plane,
the four highest *heavens to the *incorporeal. Two features of this
picture of the world are of special interest. First, nirvana lies ‘beyond’
even the *incorporeal sphere: even in the latter there is *impermanence,
Thus even a refined picture of *heaven is to be distinguished from the
transcendent state of nirvana.

Second, the theory of the *planes of existence ties up with Buddhist
contemplative practices, and in particular with the *meditations, a
series of stages of contemplation centrally important in Buddhist self-
training.

The first four *meditations involve concentrating upon some object,
such as a blue flower, seeing it in isolation from its environment,
treating it as a mere sense-datum and thereby attaining a kind of ‘pure’,

D



50 DOCTRINE AND ARGUMENT IN INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

unconceptualized awareness. But though this procedure brings about
tranquillity, there remains a tenous link, via the sense-datum, with the
*corporeal *plane. The higher stages of *meditation are called *incor-
poreal, and involve using formulae for guiding the adept. The repe-
tition of these formulae both helps to induce, and to express, the states
of mind that are reached. Thus first the *meditator thinks ‘It is all
infinite space’, thereby emptying his mind of all images or *corporeal
entities. Then ‘It is all infinite *consciousness’ in which even the
tenuous concept of locomotion through empty space is banished. Then
“There is nothing’, in which even the concept of subjective experience
is removed. Previous stages are hereby replaced, as it were, by a blank.
But even here effort is required, together with some kind of tenuous
awareness that the imaginative content of the mind is a blank. There is,
then, some kind of judgment or perception. In the final stage the
adept needs to pass into the state of ‘neither-*cognition-nor-non-
*cognition’.

In the course of all this the adept is supposed to attain considerable
lucidity of consciousness and a stilling of feelings. The practice of such
*meditations was not confined to Buddhists, but was found among
other yogis—though there is evidence that they did not include the
last stage, which was held to be peculiar to Buddhist yoga. It should
not be thought that nirvana consists in attaining the series of *medita-
tions (indeed this was condemned as a heresy). But they, and some
other meditations, are central to Buddhist yoga. That nirvana does not
consist in the attainment of the *meditations appears to follow from
certain considerations. First, the *meditations must be co-ordinated
to the proper following of the Buddhist Path. Second, and connectedly,
the *meditations must lead to a proper awareness of the Buddhist
truth—and in particular to an experiential knowledge of the nature of
the world and of nirvana. Thus, *insight must be gained, and this is
intentionally defined by reference to specifically Buddhist concepts
(and not just any old yoga theory). Third, transcendent nirvana
involves the cutting off of rebirth, and so cannot be simply defined by
reference to *meditative experience.

We may note how the *meditations are co-ordinated to the three
*planes of existence. By considering, in the early stages, a sense-datum,
the adept rises (as it were) beyond the *sensual plane to the pure
*corporeal plane. In the next three stages, he acquires (as it were) the
properties of the datumless *incorporeal *plane. Finally, in being
beyond *cognition and non-*cognition, he rehearses within himself
the nature of transcendent nirvana, which lies even beyond the
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*incorporeal *plane. Thus there is some integration between mystical
experience and the mythological cosmology of Buddhism.

So much, then, for certain central features of early Buddhism. It is
now necessary to survey the ways in which Buddhist metaphysics
developed.

The main feature of Buddhist history was, as we have seen, the
gradual divide between the two great wings of Buddhism, the so-called
Lesser and Greater Vehicles. The former is today represented by one
surviving school, that of the *Elders; but there is a fair amount of
literary evidence about earlier schools, though the relation between
them and the developing Mahiyana remains somewhat obscure. It is
sufficient for our purposes to mention only the *Realist and *Persona-
list schools, since they indicate some of the difficulties presented by the
Buddhist metaphysical scheme and thereby help to show the kind of
philosophical development culminating in the full-blown Mahayéna.

The doctrines of *impermanence and *non-self created problems
partly because they cut at common-sense ideas, and partly because,
interpreted in a certain way, they could seriously affect basic religious
teachings. Thus speculation about the doctrine of *impermanence led
to a theory that all *states (or rather all conditioned *states) are
*momentary. In brief, the doctrine that what common sense would
regard as at least relatively permanent things are complexes of short-
lived *states was taken to the extreme of considering reality as broken
up into a swarm of atomic instants. This created difficulties about
perception, since sensations do not appear to be broken up into
instants. What then was the relation between the event-states which
give rise to sensations and the sensations themselves? Further, the
doctrine of *momentariness presented problems about causation.
There was no general metaphysical problem here, in so far as Buddhism
had no great difliculty in conceiving of causation as a correlation of
events, rather than as involving an ‘inner’ or necessary relation
between cause and effect. But Buddhist psychology, as co-ordinated
to the doctrine of karma, appeared to imply that present acts have
psychological effects in the rather distant future: moreover the concept
of *active tendencies implied that prior dispositions become manifested
on particular occasions. All this meant that Buddhist psychology made
use of (or at least seemed to make use of) the concept of ‘action at a
distance in time’. The idea of *momentariness made this hard to
understand.

Whether or not the fully-fledged version of this idea can be traced
as far back as the early period during which the *Realist school had
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its rise, some such problems as those outlined above were likely to be
presented by the doctrine of *impermanence. The *Realists provided a
sort of solution. This was made especially urgent because of the danger
that the doctrines of karma and nirvana might be undermined. The
status of the Buddha likewise might have been affected. All this was
liable to happen in the following ways. As seen above, karma appears
to require action at a temporal distance, and without karma the
religious problem of how to attain *release would disappear. Moreover,
in so far as moral good and evil were conceived as bearing good and
evil fruits for the individual, a disregard of the ethical side of Buddhism
might have been held to accrue upon the destruction of the karma-
concept. Then again, if the *saint upon attaining empirical nirvana can
no longer fall from grace and would therefore inevitably decease into
transcendent nirvana, an explanation is wanted of how a *momentary
event (the attainment of empirical nirvana) can have this effect stretch-
ing over quite a period of time, till his decease. Finally, the problem of
perception could easily create a tendency to philosophical idealism—
as indeed happened in the Mahayana. Such a view of the illusory
nature of the world as conceived by common sense could bring with
it a belief in the Buddha as a mere manifestation of the Absolute within
the illusory world. This tendency was already appearing among early
Buddhist schools, notably among the so-called *Transcendentalists,
who held that the Buddha is essentially a transcendent being, who
merely assumed a human guise as a device to teach men. Thus the
trend towards a divinization of the Buddha was accompanied by a
docetic view of the historical Buddha. Apart from the fact that such an
attitude was liable to issue in unorthodoxy, for the actual teachings of
the Buddha could be to some degree neglected as themselves part of the
illusion, there were ethical dangers involved—so thought the *Realists.
For if the Buddha were not truly human, there could be no assurance
that ordinary mortals could imitate his ideal conduct.

It will be perceived, then, that there were religious motives, as well
as any strictly philosophical ones, for the *Realist suspicion of an
extreme application of the doctrine of *impermanence. The name of
the school, here translated as *Realist, signifies ‘the doctrine that every-
thing exists’, and this title is to be interpreted in two ways, so far as
we can gather from our sources. On the one hand, the *Realists
affirmed the real existence of the various elementary *states, complexes
of which go to make up things and persons. Second, they also held
that both past and future *states genuinely exist. On the first point, it
should be understood that in one way the *Realists were orthodox in
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denying the real existence of certain sorts of entity, such as the *self.
Indeed, all complex substances are only real in so far as they are
congeries of real *states, but the treatment of them as things and
persons is due to convention, i.e. to the way we use words. On the
second point, the *Realists argued that there could be no causal
efficacy if the past was held to be non-existent. Their principal diffi-
culty was in formulating a way of asserting that past *states exist
without implying that in some sense they are everlasting: this would
fall foul of the doctrine of *impermanence as usually interpreted. As
we shall see later, the concept of *momentary events raised certain
problems for the analysis of causation which provided the *Voidists
with an opportunity to argue that the notion of causation itself is
contradictory.

If the *Realists attempted to resist certain inferences which might
be drawn from the doctrine of *impermanence, the *Personalists tried
to formulate a solution to certain difficulties in the *non-self doctrine.
For example, it was argued that moral responsibility presupposes an
agent who performs deeds (and without such a concept the notion of
karma as operating justly would break down). Similarly, cognitive
experiences imply an active subject. Likewise, compassion and
benevolence would be pointless unless there were subjects at whom
such attitudes could be directed. It is therefore necessary to hold that
there is a *person or agent who ‘supports’ the *groups. This, so far, has
a strong analogy to the *Logic-Atomists’ belief in a *self: but in accor-
dance with Buddhist doctrine, the *Personalists held that the *person
not eternal, but is manifested through a succession of short-lived
*states. Even so, the underlying *person in a sense persists, in distinc-
tion from the *groups: and therefore was combated by the other
Buddhist schools. Yet it is interesting to observe that, despite analogies
to the *self doctrine, the Personalists studiously avoided the word
“*self”. This is an indication of the centrality of the *non-self teaching
in the early Buddhist tradition.

'The metaphysical speculations of these schools paved the way, in a
sense, for the emergence of Greater Vehicle absolutism. The most
impressive version of this was the *Void School. As we have seen,
philosophical developments in the Mahdyana accompanied religious
changes—the cult of Buddhas-to-be and of *Buddhas and the belief
that Buddhahood was a universal destiny. Thus the *Void doctrine
cannot be considered apart from these new directions of Buddhist
practice. But the difficulties which *Realism and *Personalism attempted
to meet presented Greater Vehicle metaphysicians with an opportunity
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to bring a dialectical critique to bear on all common-sense beliefs and
thus to evolve out of agnosticism an ineffable Absolute, the *Void.

For example, the *Voidists criticized different theories about
causality. The *Distinctionists held that in essence the effect is identical
with its cause, so that causal changes are just a transformation of a
single underlying substance. This was criticized as involving a con-
tradiction, for change implies that the effect has different characteristics
from the cause, and in this case it is not identical with it. On the other
hand, Buddhists held that cause and effect have no inner or essential
connection. But the *Voidists argued that then there is no reason why
a cause should produce a particular effect rather than anything else. In
the third place, the schools could attempt to combine the two views of
causality, but this would only shift the point of contradiction. Finally,
one could hold that all events are random. But this would either be a
mere dogma, or it would require evidential support. But the latter
suggestion itself involves contradicting the thesis. Thus the different
views of causation all, according to the *Voidists, collapse. Similar
kinds of criticism were directed at other concepts.

The essence of the *Voidist dialectic could be boiled down to this:
the concept of relation is self-contractory. Since the empirical world,
both as described in Buddhism, through the doctrine of *origination,
and as seen in ordinary experience, is comprised of things or states in
relation to one another, any view about the world will involve a con-
tradiction. Relation is a contradictory concept since a real relation
between entities implies that they have an inner connection and so are
in a sense identical: but it also implies that there are two terms, and
thus the entities have to be different.

This critique of all *views could be given some scriptural backing,.
The Buddha claimed to be free from *views, i.e. from theories. More-
over the *four-cornered negations could be generalized, so that the
Buddha could be represented as denying all theses about ultimate
reality, together with their contradictories, as well as combinations of
theses and the dogmatic rejection of all theses. Consequently, the
Buddha’s teaching could be seen as a critical process, culminating in a
transcendence of all doctrines about the world. This critical process
results in a perception that all things are *insubstantial or *void.

Nevertheless, *Voidism does, paradoxically, have what is in effect a
view about ultimate reality. All empirical phenomena are *insubstan-
tial, because relative; but yet their inner nature can be said to be con-
stituted by *Voidness. Thus the world seen from the standpoint of
discursive reason and perception is unreal, and in its place one must
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substitute an apprehension of the *Void. This, admittedly very thinly
described, functions in the system as a sort of Absolute. Thus the
*Void or Suchness (as it is sometimes referred to) is, in effect, ultimate
reality.

In relation to the traditional concepts of Buddhism, the *Void plays
a number of roles. First, it correlates with the *voidness of inner states
which is one of the marks of Buddhist contemplation. Second, the
apprehension of the *Void becomes equivalent to the attainment of
nirvana. Since the experience of mystical apprehension is *non-dual,
there is no distinction now between the contemplative and the *Void;
and since also, in the Greater Vehicle, the quest for nirvana is seen as
the quest for Buddhahood, the apprehension of the *Void is equivalent
to Buddhahood. The Buddha’s essential nature is the *Void. In brief,
the Buddha becomes a manifestation of the Absolute: Absolute equals
nirvana equals Buddhahood. This links up with the *Three-Body
formulation described in the previous chapter. The Absolute (equated
with the *Truth-Body of the Buddha) phenomenalizes itself as the
celestial *Lord and on earth as the historical Buddha.

It will be observed that the destruction of reason is here (as in some
Christian views) a preparation for the acceptance of revelation. Noth-
ing can be asserted about the Absolute or about ultimate reality,
beyond the claim that there is somehow an unknown X. But happily
this unknown X phenomenalizes itself in the shape of the Buddha-
*Lord. This enables the Buddha mysteriously to guide the faithful
onwards along the Path until the adept can at last realize in direct
experience the *voidness of things and indeed the *Void itself.

There is a further equation in the *Void doctrine (and sometimes
elsewhere in the Greater Vehicle)—an equation which at first sight
causes extreme puzzlement. It is this: that nirvana equals the *cycle of
existence. Nirvana and the empirical world are identical. This should
indeed cause puzzlement, since (in the *Elder doctrine and elsewhere)
nirvana is a transcendent state, and this means that it is distinct from
the empirical world. And does not nirvana consist in *release from the
*cycle of existence and from the process of rebirth? It therefore must
seem an extraordinary paradox to affirm that after all nirvana and the
empirical world are identical. But the paradox follows from the main
position of *Voidism. For the distinction between the Absolute and
empirical phenomena is not an ontological one, but epistemological.
That is, the common-sense viewpoint takes the world to be real and
substantial, whereas in its ‘inner nature’ it is *void. In other words, the
Absolute is phenomena seen from a higher point of view. It follows
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that nirvana, identified with the Absolute, and the *cycle of existence
are one. This leads to the further paradox that there is no real *release:
merely a change in the *saint’s experience and attitudes.

The mention of a ‘higher point of view’ reveals a feature of *Voidist
absolutism which indeed is clearly necessary—namely a doctrine of
two levels of truth. Thus *ordinary truth, covering the facts which are
yielded by perception, etc., is distinguished from *higher truth, which
is discovered in spiritual experience as accruing upon going through
the *Voidist dialectic. Consequently, though phenomena are in their
inner essence regarded (from the standpoint of *higher truth) as con-
tradictory, it is legitimate to assert ordinary facts about the world
(from the standpoint of *ordinary truth). Thus from one standpoint
states of affairs are illusory: but from the other they are not. Indeed,
and to avoid the kind of vacuity which statements like ‘All percep-
tions are illusory’ risk, since ‘illusory’ needs its contrast with ‘veridi-
cal’, the *Voidist system distinguishes between *ordinary facts and
perceptual (and other) illusions—all within the realm of *ordinary
truth and falsity. Thus the notion that all phenomena are illusory does
not entail a confusion between true and false propositions at the level
of the *ordinary, and must be understood by reference to the stand-
point of *higher, truth.

It may be noted that the *Voidist dialectic sets great emphasis,
paradoxically, on intellectual processes as a means of spiritual en-
lightenment. For the process of the dialectic, whereby through intellec-
tual operations we come to see the bankruptcy of reason, prepares the
way for the *non-dual experience of the *Void. Thus *Voidism rep-
resents a kind of intellectual yoga. In many phases of Indian religion,
there is some contrast drawn between intellectual and experiential
self-training, between spiritual enlightenment through knowledge and
that which comes through yoga and direct experience. But further
investigation of the contrast shows that it is an expression merely of
different emphases. That is, there are two sides to mystical experience
—the theoretical or doctrinal structure built round the contemplative
path and the inner experience accruing upon the treading of the path
which verifies the doctrinal scheme. For example, in the case of
Buddhist nirvana, *insight involves not only seeing that the Buddhist
view of reality is true, but also seeing this in inner experience. It
follows that there are, from the standpoint of the contemplative life,
twin dangers to be avoided——that of detaching the intellectual structure
from religious experience and thus having a merely formal view of the
truth; and that of detaching experience from the intellectual structure,
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and thus destroying the notion of truth in religion and substituting
for it the bare acquisition of a certain mental state. Given that the
mystical experience is regarded (as indeed it is in most of the Indian
tradition) as cognitive, the two sides of religion must be held together.
Thus in the Indian tradition, ‘knowledge’, understood as having to do
with ultimate reality, must always be interpreted as presupposing that
there can be a contemplative intuition of the truth; while intuitive
experience in turn presupposes some background of doctrine which is
the setting for the yogic quest. Hence the *Voidist dialectic, though it
is intellectualist in appearance and method, must not be misunderstood
as being just a philosophical exercise, but is supposed to have experien-
tial fruition. There is some analogy with the Platonic dialectic, in so
far as the latter culminates in an ineffable acquaintance with the Good.

All this is relevant to the genesis of the last Buddhist school which
we shall here discuss, viz. the *Idealist school. This adhered to the
doctrine of *consciousness-only, i.e. the Absolute is constituted by
pure *consciousness. The school was also referred to as the *Yoga-
Practitioners: for whereas the emphasis in the *Void school was on
*insight or wisdom, the emphasis among the *Idealists was upon the
practice of yoga. But as we have seen this was only a difference of
emphasis, and the two schools rarely clashed with one another. How-
ever, it turned out that though both are similar in referring to an
Absolute and in treating phenomena as illusory, their doctrines of the
Absolute diverged. For the *Voidists, the Absolute is at best tenuously
describable, namely as the *Void, and otherwise is an unknown X; but
the psychological interests of the *Yoga-Practitioners led them to
describe the Absolute in terms of *consciousness.

The school held, in line with something which goes back far in
Buddhism, possibly to its origin, that objects are linguistic constructs.
That is, our treatment of an individual as a separate whole or substance
depends upon the bewitchment of language, which in giving names to
objects leads us to project on to the world the conventions of human
speech. But whereas in the *Elder doctrine, this conventionality applies
to *substances, while the *states or events which *substances have to
be broken up into are real enough, in the *Idealist school all concepts
of the world of phenomena set over against the percipient have to be
destroyed. Thus the subject-object distinction is itself merely a pro-
jection of conventional language. Consequently, it is seen that the
world is at most a flow of experiences. The relation between this
denial of the subject-object relation and the contemplative treatment
of sense-data in the stages of *meditation described earlier is close.
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Further reflection, according to the *Idealists, leads us to perceive
that the ‘inner nature’ of the world must be *consciousness or thought
alone. Consequently, *release from the *cycle of existence—from the
empirical world—comes from attaining to the non-dual experience of
pure *consciousness in which all the false constructs of thought are
banished.

There is, of course, some problem as to how these false constructs
got there in the first place; how is it that the experiences of the indi-
vidual arise? The *Idealists held that underlying the ordinary ex-
periences of the individual is the so-called *store-consciousness (some-
times compared to the unconscious in modern psychological theory).
This *store-consciousness is the source and repository of traces. These
persist to form the conscious states of the individual: and thus the
school gives a more generalized interpretation to the operation of
karma. Thus the emergence of the *groups is referred back to the
underlying *store-consciousness. It is worth noting that the *Idealists
substitute another expression for *consciousness in the doctrine of
*groups. This is to avoid the confusion which would arise from the
use of the same term for the Absolute and for one of the elements of
individuality. It is also worth noting that since (still in accordance with
Buddhist orthodoxy) the *Idealists analyse the conscious individual in
terms of the *groups, the *store-consciousness, which underlies the
individual, and is not part of what constitutes the individual, cannot be
considered as the name for an entity peculiar to any individual. Thus
it corresponds (very roughly) more to Jung’s collective unconscious
than to Freud’s concept. Or—to put the situation in another way—
the question of number does not enter when we are dealing with what
lies beyond the plurality of particular individuals. (There remains, of
course, a difficulty for any theory of the Absolute as to how this
‘single’ entity breaks up into, or somehow generates, the many
individuals of ordinary experience: and to hold that the plurality of
individuals rests upon an illusion removes the difficulty at the expense
of seeing it appear at another level.)

So much, most briefly, for the *Idealist school. It will be observed
that its emphasis upon the notion of *consciousness, in comparison
with the concept of the *Void in the *Voidist school, is related to the
difference of emphasis mentioned above. For the *Voidist the Absolute
transcends reason: for the *Idealist it transcends ordinary conscious
states. Thus for the former, the technique of attaining the transcendent
is the use of the dialectic: for the latter the technique is the use of the
methods of yoga, i.e. the control of consciousness.



BUDDHIST METAPHYSICS 59

It will be necessary later to attempt a more detailed analysis of the
determinants of Buddhist metaphysics. But as a preliminary outline,
we can say this: the correlation between the growth of Greater Vehicle
absolutism and the development of the cult of Buddhas-to-be and of
*devotionalism may not be entirely fortuitous. For whereas in the
*Elder doctrine, the transcendent is conceived as a state, the Greater
Vehicle schools we have discussed treat the transcendent, in effect, as a
kind of substance. This enables them to conceive the more easily of
the Buddha as a manifestation of a ‘hidden’ ultimate reality. Hence,
absolutist metaphysics dovetails with the *Three-Body doctrine, which
is a formal expression of different elements in the developed religion
of the Mahdyina. It remains true that in *Voidism and *Idealism *devo-
tional religion still takes second place. That is, the cult of quasi-divine
Buddhas is subordinated to the ultimate mystical experience of non-
duality. Only in some later and more Eastern phases of the Greater
Vehicle does *devotional religion become paramount, so that faith in
the Buddha is the sufficient condition of salvation, and the concept of
nirvana as the goal fades into second place (a trend, in the Pure Land
school, which paradoxically brings Buddhism close to theism). Never-
theless, *devotionalism plays a powerful role in the phase of the
Mahiayana which we are principally considering. The *Three-Body
formulation both gives it a place and puts it in its place. Likewise, the
two-truth theory of *Voidist absolutism allows the florid expression
of *devotional religion at the lower level of truth while at the same
time subordinating it to the higher truth of mystical experience. As
we shall observe in later discussions, a greater deal of Indian meta-
physics and theology turns on the relative emphasis given in a system
to *devotional and mystical religion. We could put the situation
crudely, in the case of Buddhism, by means of the following equations:

2 X *meditative mysticism + o X *devotionalism = *Elder doc-
trine

2 X *m.m. + 1 X *d. = *Voidism [ *Idealism

1 X *m.m. 4 2 X *d. = Pure Land quasi-*theism.

It may be noted that the idealism of the Absolutist schools can be seen
partly as exhibiting some devaluation of *ordinary concepts, including
those that serve to express the *devotional religion which especially
appeals to those immersed in the affairs of the world. But at the same
time, idealism presents a picture which is in line with a way of imagining
the relation between the transcendent and the empirical typical of
theism and other forms of devotional religion. For in theism there is



G0 DOCTRINE AND ARGUMENT IN INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

the picture that the world, as it were, forms a screen behind which lives
divinity. He is concealed, until such time as (through his own initiative
—hence doctrines of grace) he chooses to manifest himself to men: he
is concealed unless self-revealed. This ‘screen-picture’ is also suggested
by idealism, for the illusions of *ordinary knowledge cover up ultimate
reality. This may serve to show why Absolutism (which already has
made concessions, so to speak, to *devotionalism) contrasts to *im-
permanent states a kind of *permanent substance (even if it be only
thinly describable). For there are two sorts of contrast that can be
made here: either to set over against the *impermanent states a *per-
manent state, as in *Elder metaphysics; or to see the *impermanent
states as contrasted to a *permanent underlying substance. This latter
contrast is imaginatively affiliated to the ‘screen-picture’.

There are certain other, and perhaps paradoxical, generalities to be
asserted about idealism. The Lesser Vehicle insists upon the reality of
the *impermanent states: and one inner reason for this may be the
importance placed by the Buddha upon the ethical side of the path.
There is an evident tendency among those forms of mysticism which
strongly express the illusoriness of the world to consider moral activity
as of quite secondary importance. Yet in the case of Buddhism this
represents a paradox. For the adherents of the Greater Vehicle criti-
cized the Lesser sharply for its self-centredness and lack of universal
compassion—the point being that the ideal of the *saint who gains his
own *release was thought, by the Greater Vehicle, to be selfish in
essence. The ideal of the self-sacrificing Buddha-to-be, on the other
hand, encouraged altruism and universal compassion. Thus the axiom
‘Doctrines of illusion and moral concern do not blend easily’ seems in
need of revision. But the situation in the Greater Vehicle can be
explained as follows. The introduction of *devotionalism tended
towards religious universalism. No longer is Buddhism primarily the
_faith of monks and nuns. Real participation in its higher fruits is
fncreasir.lgly open to the layman. Thus the path of the Buddha-to-be
is sub.stltuted for that of the in-turning *saint. But though *devo-
tlo.nahsm, and thereby the imitation of the object of *devotion, are
ultlrr.la_tely swallowed up in the *non-dual experience, where the
empirical world vanishes (so to speak), the latter experience provided,
as we saw earlier, the basis for the identification of the Buddha with
ultimate reality. Moreover, the quest for that experience is identical
with the quest for Buddhahood. It follows that the devotee, in wor-
shipping the Buddha, is worshipping his own future state. Thus, the
imitation of *Buddhas-to-be is not merely a matter of being Buddha-
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like (as the Christian might be Christ-like), but of the devotee’s
recognition of his own potential Buddhahood.

Briefly, then, the Lesser Vehicle represents an elaboration of a faith
centered on mysticism, but without God; in the Greater Vehicle, there
remains the mysticism, but its goal is interpreted in such a way that the
Absolute which can be realized in contemplative experience also
manifests to human imagination in the form of a divine Buddha (or
rather of countless such Buddhas, united however in their *Truth-

Body). It is mysticism with God; but God remains secondary, as does
*devotion.



CHAPTER III

JAIN METAPHYSICS

Buddhism, as was remarked earlier, has affinities with Jainism, *Dis-
tinctionism and *Materialism. The rather conservative and unspecula-
tive religion of the Jains has a mythological and legendary heritage
which has remarkable affinities to that of Buddhism: and consequently
there is good ground for supposing that they stem from a similar
tradition in archaic times. But Jainism retains many more archaic
properties. Though the last great teacher, Vardhamana (often entitled
Mahévira) was a contemporary of the Buddha’s and had a not dissimilar
career, there is reason to suppose that he was merely restoring and
amplifying an existing religion; while the Buddha, though drawing on
a like background of religious ideas and customs, was (it seems) much
more of an innovator, and therefore can justly be described as the
‘founder’ of Buddhism; this description would scarcely apply, as Jain
tradition indeed insists, to Vardhamana. At least one of his legendary
twenty-three predecessors, the ‘Ford-makers’ who enable the faithful
to cross the stream of rebirth to the other side, is most probably an
actual historical figure, preceding Vardhamiéna by about two centuries.

Though only now having about two million adherents, Jainism has
had an influence out of proportion to its present numbers, partly
because of the prosperity of the community, partly because of being
more numerous in mediaeval times and partly because of its special
contribution to the Indian heritage, namely the doctrine of *non-injury
or non-violence, which was in recent times given a social and political
application by Gandhi.

The central feature of J ainism, apart from the doctrines of karma,
rebirth and the possibility of *release, is its cosmology, which was
elaborated in some detail, is probably quite ancient and is given
practical significance by being a topic of meditation for the adherent.
The cosmos, according to the Jain view, is everlasting and uncreated.
The latter point follows from the *atheistic nature of the Jain system.
In the cosmos are to be discovered two kinds of entities—souls or
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*life-monads, and *non-living matter. The former are infinite in num-
ber, and possess the essential properties of omniscience and blissfulness.
(The property of omniscience, as we shall see, affected Jain theories of
perception: perceptions being rather the occasion of the manifestation of
knowledge than the sourceof knowledge.) These propertiesare obscured
through the entanglement of the *life-monads in *non-living matter,
and in particular through the functioning of karma. The latter was con-
ceived by the Jains as being asubtle material force. The *life-monadsim-
plicated in the round of rebirth are weighed down by this karmic force.
Upon *release, they rise to the top of the cosmos, where they exist, quies-
cent and motionless, enjoying their essential omniscience and bliss.

Why the top of the cosmos? In accordance with certain archaic
elements in the Jain system, it pictures the cosmos as roughly having
the shape of a gigantic man or woman. The world inhabited by men is
like a great disc, corresponding to the waist of the cosmic man. The
continents are thought to be arranged concentrically and divided from
each other by circular oceans. Below the world disc, there are seven
levels, each including a million *purgatories. Above the disc there is a
like series of *heavens, with the gods distributed hierarchically within
them. Right on top of these heavens, and corresponding to the top of
the cosmic man’s head, is the summit of the cosmos, whither the libera-
ted *life-monads ascend. Surrounding the whole ‘man’ there are three
layers of air, and then infinite space.

The dimensions of this cosmos are huge. Its height is calculated as
being 14 major units of length. Each of these is computed as being the
distance covered in six months by a being travelling at 2 million
million miles per micro-second or smallest unit of time. In time, the
cosmos is, as we have seen, infinite; but the passage of history is
cyclical—each aeon commences with a Golden Age, when men are of
enormous size and Methuselah-like in lifespan and miraculous trees
supply all their needs. Thus government and property are unnecessary.
But decline always sets in: the present time is one, for instance, when
the world is rapidly going down-hill (hence the small numbers of
Jains). Gradually the religion will die out, until it is restored in the
next aeon. Buddhism, it should be noted, has a not dissimilar view of
human history and the state of true religion.

The above cosmology created certain problems: though motion
characterizes the contents of the cosmos, the liberated *life-monads at
the summit of the cosmos are supposed to be motionless; and again,
the cosmos as a whole should disintegrate if it be supposed that things
might fly off into the surrounding infinite space. Both these problems
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are solved, according to the Jains, by the use of certain concepts of
space. Space may be conceived either as a medium of motion or as a
system of locations. The Jains hold therefore that there can be space in
the second sense which does not contain the medium of motion. Only
where the latter extends is motion possible. Indeed, to complicate
matters slightly they postulate also a medium of rest. Thus there is a
triple distinction: *local space; *motion-medium; and *rest-medium.
Thus infinite *local space surrounding the cosmos does not contain
the *motion-medium, and hence there is no chance of things flying off
into infinite space. Similarly, it is held that at the summit of the cosmos.
there is *rest-medium, but not *motion-medium, and consequently the
liberated *life-monads remain motionless.

It may be noted that the great teachers of Jainism, the *Ford-makers
to whom we referred earlier, figure, in the development of the religion,
increasingly as objects of a temple cult. Mutatis mutandis, a Jain temple
is not unlike a Hindu one. One might therefore be excused for con-
ceiving of the *Ford-makers as gods analogous to those in Hinduism.
But the doctrine of the motionlessness of the liberated implies that the
*Ford-makers are utterly beyond any kind of transaction with the rest
of the cosmos. Thus they are not beings who have creative capacities,
or ability to intervene in answer to prayer, and the like. Though con-
ceived differently from the Buddhas of the *Elder School, they likewise
have disappeared from human ken. Hence, the cult of Jainism still
leaves its essential character unaffected—namely an *atheistic system
which allows the Indian gods a place in the hierarchy of intra-cosmic
*heavens. Both Buddhism and Jainism transcend polytheism, by exalting
above the gods theidea of aliberation which has nothing to do with God
or gods. Both can therefore be dubbed ‘transpolytheistic *atheism’.!

Not only is the Jain cosmos infinite in time and surrounded by
infinite space, but it contains an infinity of *life-monads. These are
classified in accordance with the number of sense-organs they possess.
Men, gods and the inhabitants of the *purgatories have the usual five
senses plus the *mind-organ, conceived as a material entity. The higher
animals have the five senses, but no *mind-organ. Lower animals have
a decreasing number of sense-organs. Thus worms have only touch
and taste. Lower down still, plants and the *atomic elements (of fire,
earth, air and water) have primitive souls, with only the sense of touch.
Finally, there are even more microscopic *life-monads, which do not
individually possess organs, but clustering together share the capacities
for respiration and nutrition. They are infinitesimally small, and the
cosmos is jam-packed with them. Generally speaking, the law of
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karma applies only to the hierarchy of beings between these animal-
cules and the liberated *life-monads. The latter have left the realm of
karma, the former have not yet entered upon the karmic cycle. But
from time to time animalcules ‘rise’, as it were, and transmigrate
through the cycle of animal life. Thus they make up for the souls who
go out of ordinary existence into the state of perfection. They form an
inexhaustible source of fresh transmigrating *life-monads.

I have referred to *life-monads as being microscopic, etc. Despite
the sharp divide which is made in Jainism between *life-monads and
*non-living matter, the souls are conceived in a somewhat materialistic
manner. They expand and contract to fill the bodies with which they
are clothed. An image used in this connection is that of light which
pervades larger and smaller volumes in accordance with the position of
the obstructions surrounding a light-source. Further, *life-monads
have an intrinsic direction of motion, namely upwards. Karma is
therefore thought of as weighing them down. Once therefore a *life-
monad’s clinging karma has been annihilated, it will rise automatically
to the summit of the cosmos. Thus the religious problem of Jainism is:
how to annihilate karma.

In this matter, Jainism is both more legalistic and austere than
Buddhism. Legalistic: because the taking of life (for example) has evil
karmic effects irrespectively of the intentions of the agent. For this
reason, the way to liberation is one of most extreme austerity. Only by
refraining from ordinary pursuits and by mortifying the flesh can the
monk hope to gain perfect *release. Since taking life is the chief in-
fringement of the duty of *non-injury, the ultimate ideal for the monk
—when he has reached the stage of spiritual development which makes
it possible—is suicide by starvation. In this, the monk follows Vard-
hamana. But though there is greater emphasis in Jainism upon asceti-
cism than in Buddhism, the use of *meditations akin to those of
Buddhist yoga is also central to the quest.

Since *release from rebirth involves, according to Jainism, the
attainment of perfect knowledge—and thus the claim is made that the
*Ford-makers, for instance, are omniscient—a distinction is made
between empirical and higher perception. This higher and omniscient
knowledge is a property of the *life-monad in the liberated state; but
it is normally obscured by karmic matter. Thus when karma is annihi-
lated omniscience becomes actually manifested in the soul. It follows
that empirical knowledge is part due to the operation of karma. How-
ever, it is not supposed that empirical knowledge is basically illusory,
as some other *viewpoints hold. Rather, an ordinary perception is a

E
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glimpse of the truth: though only the *saint can hope to have complete
knowledge of the whole structure of the cosmos. Consequently, every
perception is a partial, but only a partial, manifestation of what in
principle is known by the *life-monad. Jainism is realistic; and never
developes, as did Buddhism, a form of philosophical idealism. Never-
theless, grafted on to the above beliefs, it possesses a doctrine of *per-
spectives and of *relativism which were to be given an interpretation
implying religious tolerance.

According to the theory of *perspectives, any object can be con-
sidered from a number of points of view. This is in line with the
notion that empirical perception is only partial. Thus, in considering
an object, it is possible to see it in a number of *perspectives. These are
categorized as seven. First, one can consider the object without dis-
tinguishing its specific or generic properties. Second, one can look at
the object as exhibiting its generic properties (e.g. one can consider a
car simply from the *perspective of being an instance of a car). Third,
one can note its individual properties, not bothering about its generic
ones (e.g. one adverts to, say, the registration number, etc.). Fourth,
one may consider its immediate contemporary character, without
thought of its past history or future (e.g. without thought of its pre-
vious owner, etc.). Fifth, one can consider the object in relation to the
conventional meaning of the word or words used to classify it (e.g. one
reflects, confronted by a car, on the ordinary usage of ‘car’ and
‘automobile’; etc.). In this way, one notes how the words correctly
refer to the object under consideration. Sixth, one may contemplate
the various nuances of the different words which correctly refer to the
object (e.g. as between ‘car’ and ‘automobile’)—and in this way one
adverts to the meanings of the expressions which in this case correctly
refer. Finally, one may consider the correspondence between these
meanings and aspects of the object under consideration.

This rather formal classification of *perspectives indicates that
Jainism holds a correspondence theory of truth, namely that judg-
ments are true when they correspond to features of the world. Hence
the preoccupation in the last three of the above *perspectives with the
relation between language and objects. Judgments are expressed in
language, and therefore it is important to see in detail the relationship
between expressions and the aspects of things to which they refer.

There is a further sevenfold classification which is of interest in this
connection: it is the doctrine which we have dubbed *relativism.
According to this, judgments about an entity fall under seven forms.
These are as follows. (1) ‘Could be it is’; (2) ‘Could be it is not’;
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(3) ‘Could be it is and it is not’; (4) ‘Could be it is inexpressible’;
(5) ‘Could be it is and is inexpressible’; (6) ‘Could be it is not and is
inexpressible’; (7) ‘Could be it is and is not and is inexpressible’. The
first thing to note in this peculiar scheme of judgments is that each
judgment is prefaced by the words ‘could be’. Indeed the doctrine’s
official title should literally be translated ‘could-be-ism’ or ‘perhaps-
ism’. This form of words is designed to indicate that dogmatic judg-
ments are out of place. The danger of simply asserting a proposition is
that the hearer will not see the assertion in its right context, one
namely where the assertion is qualified by reference to a particular
aspect of the object under consideration, and does not apply outside
this reference. Or in brief; only in limited contexts are assertions true.
It should also be noted about the scheme that the verb ‘to be’ can be
used both in its existential and copulative sense.

The scheme could be exemplified as follows. One may perceive an
orchid. Then the judgment ‘Could be this orchid exists’ applies; or
(provided one recalls the whole context) one can simply say “This
orchid exists’. But this judgment is not explicit enough, for it fails to
bring out the fact that only by a process of making distinctions can we
assert particular judgments. That is, in so far as we treat the individual
entity under consideration as an instance of an orchid, we are treating
it as a non-instance of something else, e.g. a rainbow. Thus we are also
bound to assert ‘In respect of being a rainbow, it is not’ (judgment (2)
above). Thirdly, we can combine the two previous assertions, and
affirm (3). Judgment (4) is more obscure, but is grounded on a number
of considerations. One is this: under (1) and (2) one can show in what
respect the positive assertion holds, and in what respect the negative.
One can then simply combine the propositions under form (3). But if
one asks: ‘In what respect is this both an orchid and not a number?’
there is no answer, so that there is a way in which the entity is in-
describable. According to Jain linguistic theory, there is a one-one
relation between linguistic expressions and meanings (a word having
more than one meaning counts as more than one word). It follows
that there is no intermediate expression between any two basic
expressions which can express the respect in which they both apply
to the same entity. Thus existence and non-existence cannot be
simultaneously predicted of the same entity. Finally, there remain (5), (6)
and (7), which result from combining a selection of judgments (1) to (4)-

It will be noted that there is a strong resemblance between this Jain
doctrine and the multiple negation and classification of *undetermined
questions in Buddhism. There is evidence that both the Jain and



68 DOCTRINE AND ARGUMENT IN INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

Buddhist teaching in this matter, together with that of early Indian
scepticism drew upon a common intellectual fund. But the aim of the
Jain doctrine is not that of sustaining a form of scepticism which leaves
room for an ineffable *higher truth, in the manner of the *Voidist
school. Rather its object is in part to accept one of the grounds of
scepticism while retaining a positive doctrine about the world. The
fact that apparently contradictory assertions can be made about an
entity, that it is and is not, is not made the basis of the view that
nothing can be said about the world; but is taken to show first that we
must consider in relation to what an assertion is being made (in short,
we must see its context), and second that ordinary knowledge is
partial. But its partiality, though it leaves room for saying that in some
unknown respects individual entities are indescribable, does not affect
its validity within the limits prescribed by the context. Further, both
the classification of judgments and the doctrine of *perspectives serve
to underline the Jain view that no entity is isolated, but that the cosmos
is an organic whole. Thus the archaic picture of the cosmos as being
like a gigantic man or woman has the metaphysical justification that
entities are not to be viewed in isolation from one another: every
apparently non-relative affirmation implicitly involves assertions about
'relations. Finally, the two ‘sevenfold’ doctrines were given a wider
Interpretation, in the direction of expressing doctrinal tolerance in
respect of other faiths. Thus *relativism was applied to the Jain system
itself. In some respects, Jainism is true; but there could be others in
which other religions are so. The Jains here made use of a simile, both
to exhibit what was meant by *relativism and to show what religious
truth is like. A number of blind men hold on to different parts of an
elephant; but each gives a different report of the object—while of
course all along it is the same object. Likewise, different faiths are but
partial expressions of the highest truth. It does not, of course, need
Tnuch Perspicuity to see both that it is natural to hold some such view
In @ society where different religions live together over long periods,
as in India, 'and that it must involve a doctrinal contradiction—unless
the respect in which non-Jain religions are true is indescribable.

The archaic ang conservative nature of Jainism did not, as it turned
out, al!ow of much development within the metaphysical views
expressing ﬂ:le religion. Indeed, the only major schism within the faith
had o dC? With certain ritual or ethical matters (principally the issue of
nudism, i.e. Whether monks should adopt this, the limit of simplicity
and independence of materia] goods); while the major teachings about
the world and indeed about the right way of life remained largely
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unchanged over more than 2,500 years. In comparison with Buddhism,
Jainism is tremendously austere; but like Buddhism it essentially
involves the quest for mystical release. This, however, is considerably
overlaid by a preoccupation with karma. As we saw, karma is a subtle
material force inevitably generated by entanglement in ordinary pur-
suits. Thus Jainism could be described as being a religion of genuine
mysticism, but one where an extreme emphasis upon a rather detailed
morality, seen in the light of karma, means that self-mortification
comes to be regarded as the primary means of *release.



CHAPTER IV

*MATERIALISM AND *EXEGESIS

In the sixth century Bc and onwards, there is no doubt that material-
istic doctrines flourished. The writings of other schools, such as the
Buddhist scriptures, amply testify to this trend, though it is not always
clear how far there were different schools comprised under the various
names used of the *Materialists: there is reference to the Carvika
school, called after its founder or supposed founder; to *unorthodoxy
which did not merely deny the validity of Brahmanic *revelation, but
also denied the existence of a future life, etc.; to *naturalism; and to
*materialism in the sense of denying the existence of a transcendent
realm beyond this world. It is probable that in a period of speculative
ferment, a number of tendencies combined into the system which bears
Carvaka’s name. The first of these was anti-Vedic and, more generally,
anti-religious; there was no dearth, it seems, of people and arguments
seeking to undermine the theological beliefs of the period. Second,
there was naturalistic speculation about the physical world, which
sought to explain all phenomena in terms of the four elements. Such
ph}fsical materialism assisted anti-religious arguments by forming the
basis for a denial of the eternal *self. Third, philosophical scepticism,
though it did not marry too easily with physical materialism, could be
used as a blanket support for common-sense anti-religious arguments.
Part of the difficulty in describing early Indian *Materialism is that we
have to rely almost entirely on accounts of the *Materialist position
SUPPI{ed by its opponents; and then again, though there is some textual
inaterlajl _from a much later period, the fact that by the middle ages

Materialism virtually disappeared from the Indian scene makes it hard
to reconstruct the ongoing anti-religious tradition.

- However, something can be said about the three tendencies men-
tioned above. First of all, there is ample evidence (and even within the
Upanisads) of anti-religious feelings and arguments in ancient India.
$ome of .these were directed against the validity of *revelation. For
instance, it was held that some of the rites prescribed by scripture were
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barbarous, and so contrary to ordinary moral beliefs. Again, *Material-
ism tended to disregard the value of verbal *testimony, since statements
about reality should be based upon observation. Consequently, the
acceptance of *testimony can only be justified on the ground that
*testimony itself is based on perception: but this makes *testimony
otiose. This attitude is undoubtedly affected by the consideration that
acceptance of *testimony would in practice imply willingness to accept
scriptural *revelation, a form of verbal *testimony. Further, particular
arguments were adduced against the contents of *revelation. For
example, belief in *heaven was criticized on the ground that if people
have such a future life, and if they love their families, why is it that
they never return from the heavenly realm to visit them? Likewise,
there were criticisms of the doctrine of rebirth, on the ground that we
have no memory of previous lives, etc. In brief, the *Materialists
levelled common-sense objections against the assumptions of both
*orthodox and *unorthodox faith.

The criticisms of *heaven and like concepts were connected with the
second tendency noted above, namely the attempt to frame a genuinely
materialistic picture of reality. Thus, things and events in the world
could be explained, according to *Materialism, in terms of the four
elements, of earth, water, fire and air. Naturally, this presented a
problem in regard to the nature of consciousness. Here the *Material-
ists used the analogy of the intoxicating properties of liquor. These
properties arise from a certain mixture of the ingredients; and likewise
consciousness arises given a certain combination of material elements,
such as is found in certain organic bodies. We shall have occasion later
to consider in further detail the *Materialist arguments against the
eternal *self. It can be seen, then, that part of the *Materialist move-
ment is constituted by a protoscientific attempt to account, in a rela-
tively simple manner, for the varied phenomena encountered in the
world.

The third tendency was epistemological. As we have noted, the
*Materialists rejected verbal *testimony as an independent source of
knowledge. Similarly, there were anti-religious motives for being
suspicion of *inference as a means of knowledge. For it was partly on
the basis of *inference that theological speculation attempted to show
the existence of a divine Being and of an eternal *self. Some of the
sceptical arguments against *inference were rather subtle, as we shall
see in the second part of this book, and reminiscent of some modern
discussions of verification and induction. It is probable that the
*Materialists, properly so-called, made use of considerations advanced
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by philosophical sceptics and agnostics who were not genuinely
*Materialists. For this reason, there was some inconsistency in the
Carvaka attack on *inferential knowledge, since the doctrine of four
elements itself is in some degree speculative and therefore scarcely
something yielded by pure observation. Thus later *Materialism
modified its scepticism about *inference, allowing that *inference from
perception to conclusions about what is in principle perceptible is
legitimate. However, it may be noted that *Materialists rejected the
*atomic theory of other schools, since *atoms as usually conceived lay
inevitably beyond the possibility of perception.

It also appears that the form of multiple negation used by the
Buddha in connection with the *undetermined questions (discussed in
Chapter IT) owes something to the philosophical sceptics from whom
*Materialism borrowed its rejection of *inference.

The paucity of evidence about the degree to which *Materialism was
a systematized doctrine makes the attempt to expound its tenets in-
evitably disappointing. It is fortunate therefore that a fair number of
*Materialist arguments have been preserved in the works of their
opponents, and we shall have occasion to examine some of these in the
second part of the book.

It is of some interest to contrast what we know of *Materialism with
the most curious and (in some ways) most archaic of the *orthodox
*viewpoints, namely *Exegesis. For it happened that a concentration
upon Vedic ritualism, in order to reduce the scriptural teachings to a
clear order, led to a virtual scepticism about some aspects of religion
and religious speculation. As has been pointed out in Chapter I,
*Exegesis, until a late period in its development, conceived of *heaven,
rather than a pure state of *release, as the spiritual goal. This indicates
its early fidelity to the position of the Vedic hymns, and to Aryan faith,
which did not originally incorporate the notions of rebirth and *release
which were so to dominate later Indian religion. Yet in another way,
’fEXegesis appears to move far from those Vedic writings. By focusing
1ts attention on ritual, the school tended to neglect the structure of
belief expressed in *revelation. In the course of its history *Exegesis
elaborated the thesis that the texts of *revelation must be interpreted
solely as injunctions. It is of course clear that in so far as scriptures are
binding as to ritual, they will be prescribing what ought to be done,
rather than describing what is the case. The *Exegetes showed con-
siderable ingenuity in treating all the sentences of the Veda as being
essentially imperative. This meant, among other things, that hymns
addressed to the gods were not interpreted as making statements about
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them, but rather as just expressing the context or nature of the par-
ticular sacrifices with which the hymns are associated. Since Vedic
remarks about sacrifices are injunctions, all Vedic remarks are thereby
interpreted as injunctions. Furthermore, the concentration on ritual
led to the belief that ritual is effective quite irrespectively of the opera-
tion of the gods. The power implicit in the sacrifice is sufficient to
bring about the beneficial results the sacrificer looks to. Thus the Veda
is now thought of neither as containing assertions about the gods nor
as ascribing religious potency to them. They become virtually otiose
in the *Exegete system.

The autonomy of the sacrifice and of *revelation itself led the *Exe-
getes to resist any concept of a divine Creator. The scriptures, if they
were created by a *Lord, would derive their authority from him (as
the *Logic-*Atomist school indeed held): but the *Exegetes considered
that *revelation is self-authenticating. Moreover, if the usual Indian
belief in a ‘pulsating’ cosmos were entertained, the scriptures would
have to be refashioned in each epoch by God. So *Exegesis denies the
‘pulsating’ character of the cosmos, but holds it to be everlasting in a
formed condition. The Veda is likewise everlasting.

Though the denial of God and of periodic cosmic chaos involves
*Exegesis in a Weltanschauung, the general tenour of *Exegete thought
is that factual knowledge is only necessary, in the context of religious
truth, in order that we may the better understand the scriptural injunc-
tions. Religious ‘truth’ is essentially a set of imperatives. Thus in
general *Exegesis sets itself against the varied forms of theological
speculation in the Indian tradition.

The doctrine of the eternity and self-authentication of *revelation is
the most extreme expression of the fundamentalist attitude to be found
in world religions. It had, however, a useful effect, in so far as it
stimulated debate about the nature of language. The position of
*Exegesis about language, and in particular about the Sanskrit language
as the sacred tongue of Brahmanism, is that words do not acquire their
meanings by convention (though an exception is made about the
reference of personal names). The meaning of a word is an intrinsic
power which it possesses—so that an account of meaning certainly
need not involve reference to the understanding of communications
by hearers. But even this thesis was not sufficient for the purposes of
*Exegesis, ever ready to defend the validity and eternity of *revelation.
Language exists as a separate entity, which becomes manifest when
actually used by people: thus it could be held that there is (so to say)
an invisible scriptural language, the formulae of which become
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manifested when used in ceremonial, etc. Thus language is, in a sense, a
transcendent system of expressions, which are made evident in an
empirical way by humans who use them. It therefore became, on this
basis, easy for *Exegesis to claim that *revelation exists in an essentially
everlasting manner, even though it is only manifested in the particular
circumstances of early Indian history. As we have seen, this view of
language created discussion; and indeed one of the more interesting
aspects of Indian traditional philosophy is linguistic speculation. It
happened both that language was a central religious issue, and that
grammatical analysis reached an extraordinarily advanced stage in
India early on.

Because of its interest in the methodology of scriptural interpreta-
tion, *Exegesis paid special attention to epistemology, and we shall in
the latter part of the book have occasion to examine some of its
doctrines on this matter in relation to the continuing debate in tra-
ditional Indian philosophy about the number, nature and validity of
the so-called sources or *bases of knowledge.

As *Exegesis developed, it tended to involve itself in discussions
with other schools, and so to evolve views about matter and the *self
akin to those held elsewhere. Thus the eternity of the *self is affirmed;
though the grounds for believing in such an entity have a characteristic
emphasis in the school. The necessity of a permanent entity underlying
the states of the psycho-physical organism (which are accounted for by
a general *atomic theory) is that volitions presuppose a continuing
agent. This is of course in line with the *Exegete stress on the impera-
tival nature of religious ‘truth’. The *self, furthermore, was held to be
omnipresent, as it is absurd to speak of it as localized, even though each
*self is conjoined to, and expresses itself through, a localizable or-
ga.nism. Since, however, this omnipresent *self needs to be associated
with a psycho-physical complex to perform any acts and to acquire
_kn(_’WIEdg% in the state of *release it is absolutely quiescent: it
15 in a condition of pure potentiality. It may be noted, though,
*tha.t .the .development of this view (somewhat similar to that of

Dls.tmctlonism), the *Exegetic school has substituted for the strictly

Vedic, or early Vedic, belief in salvation as *heavenly existence a
concept which is close to the characteristic ideas of the non-Aryan
tradition.

Briefly, one could characterize *Exegesis as the result of a split in
religious thinking—a split between the reference of religious activities
(e.g. the gods or God) and those activities themselves. *Exegesis
belongs essentially to those forms of religion which centre upon the
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numinous experience and sacramental activities: it has no interest in
contemplation and mysticism. And yet by a strange paradox, it loses
all concern for the ‘objects’ of worship and sacrifice. It abandons the
gods, virtually, and yet not by way of substituting one God or the
Absolute of Brahmanism. Instead it substitutes for the gods only ritual
power—it is solely through the right performance of religious duties
that salvation accrues. It is as though a Christian were to become an
atheist, and yet believe in the independent efficacy of the sacraments.



CHAPTER V

*DISTINCTIONISM AND YOGA

It is somewhat hard 1o determine the origins of the *Distinctionist
and Yoga systems, In their classical forms they were closely associated,
the former serving as the metaphysical basis for the mainly practical
1nter§5t§ Sf .the latter—even though the latter did add on to the
*athel_s'ﬂ? Distinctionism the doctrine of a personal *Lord as object of
meditation. There are elements of *Distinctionist thought present in
the Upanigads, and more notably in the Gita. In particular, these ele-
mf:rlts occur in two Upanigads which have a theistic tendency; and the
Gird too, of course, teaches a personal *Lord. Also, it is notable that
t.hat th e Vaisnavite schools of the mediaeval period make use of *Dis-
tinctionist ideas, especially those of a cosmological nature. For these
reasons, there has heep mooted the thesis that the original *Distinc-
222;8$;tn t(})1w 1 Ost to view, was *theistic. But there are stron*g i-nd.ica-
onism 1 JIS' 1s not so, In view of the general resemblar.lce‘of l?xstmc—
and & Viewamfand Buddhist ideas, pointed out by Hem.rlch*Zlfnr.ner,
tionism, 41 iSO the agre.efl *atheistic character of classical *Distine-
*Distinétionis not 5ur1‘3rls.1n.g: that Sankara' sho‘uld. have re':ferred to
at one tin, rm as semi-nihilistic, with the implication that it was not
strong presurzco'ngEd as an *orthodox schoc.)l. In'slflort, thc?re is a
rahmanica] tP(til?fl that the *viewpoint had its origins outside the
“theists and L rathmon. The .fact that it.s ideas were r.nad.e use of k.)y
*theistic Chara}::te e_UPaI:ll?adlc aut.hors is no more an mchcatxon. of its
same worke - Sir In origin tban is the use of yogic concepts in Ehe
manism, The regn that yogic methods were typlcal. of early Brah-
formulated i clver'se appears true:. that yogic practices, later to be
*Distinctionia, assical Yoga and given a metaphy51lc.al bz'tckcloth.by
hostile, like Juq r;i were developed in a general 'fradmon if anything
o M and early Buddhism, to *theism.
ur Conce.m’ hOWever, is primarily with the classical formulations
of the doctrines of the two *viewpoints. In effect the two can be
treated together: for the chief divergence between them, namely that
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Yoga includes belief in a *Lord, appears to be more a late recognition of
what had come to be Yogic practice, i.e. the meditation on the *Lord as
an aid towards *release, than a feature which lent a totally new dynamic
to the Yoga *viewpoint. It is in the nature of an extra tacked on.

As we have seen in an earlier chapter, the principal feature of
*Distinctionism is its view of reality as consisting on the one hand of a
unitary *nature which *evolves into the world as manifested through
our senses and on the other hand in an infinity of distinct *souls. As
in other *viewpoints, most of what the Western metaphysician would
tend to classify under the head of mind, as distinguished from matter,
is considered to be part of the *natural or material world. Indeed the
*soul as such is inactive, and it is only through its combination with
various mental elements, together with a body, that it acquires the
characteristics normally associated with consciousness. The inclusion
under the head of *nature of mental elements serves to explain some of
the peculiar features of the doctrine of *evolution of *nature propoun-
ded in this *viewpoint. It may be noted, incidentally, that the active
character of *nature and the passive character of *souls may well reflect
the feminine gender of the word for the former and the masculine
gender of the word for “*soul’ (for the Western idea of the relative
activeness of the male and female tend to be reversed in the Indian
tradition); this in turn may reflect an archaic anthropomorphization
of *nature, somewhat in line with the anthropomorphic way in which
the universe is sometimes depicted in Jain cosmology. In any event, the
active character of *nature helped to suggest, what we find in classical
*Distinctionism, the idea that *nature has an inherent teleology where-
by it subserves, in the last resort, the best interests of *souls.

The *evolution of *nature must be seen against the background of
the typical, and well-nigh universal, Indian concept of the ‘pulsating’
universe. After a period of quiescence, during which *nature is in a
virtually undifferentiated state, certain internal forces, hitherto in a
state of equilibrium, lose this balance, and gradually *nature is trans-
formed into its present state. These forces enter into a lot of traditional
Indian thought about cosmology, and are the three so-called qualities
or *strands—entities which have a partly psychological and partly
physical character. When the *strand-substances are in a state of
mutually balanced tension, so that there is no change in the situation,
*nature is, as we have seen, in equilibrium. The disturbance of the
equilibrium being responsible for the manifestation of determinate
things, it was not thought unreasonable to explain psychological and
other phenomena in terms of the relative proportions of the *strand-
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substances. Indeed, the doctrine of *strand-substances formed the
basis of the traditional Indian theory of temperaments.

These *strand-substances were categorized respectively as the
*brightness-strand, the *force-strand and the *mass-strand. The first
has the properties of lucidity and adaptability, and forms the basis,
among other things, of the higher mental functions. The second is
volatile and imparts energy. The third is dull and sluggish, and forms
the substance of heavy and dense material objects. It is easy to see that
analogies can be drawn between lucidity, energy and density as mani-
fested at the physical level and types of psychological disposition.
Moreover, of course, as we shall see more clearly in the description of the
process of *evolution, it is somewhat misleading in regard to *Distinc-
tionism to draw any sharp line between the mental and the physical.

However, the *evolution of *nature was not merely conceived as the
consequence of the disturbance of an original equilibrium, but was
described in terms of a series of principles successively manifested in
the process. This progressive manifestation of principles, however,
should be pictured as an increasing differentiation of *nature, and not
as a localized *evolution of new factors.

The general pattern’of the *evolutionary process is this. The *bright-
ness-strand in the initial stage of disequilibrium becomes predominant.
But when the *strand-substances are not held in balanced tension with
one another, they havea tendency to become increasingly differentiated.
This leaves room where one of the other *strand-substances becomes
predominant, and so in turn i+ becomes more differentiated. Thus
{ndeterminate *nature polarizes into different sorts of entities: and the
interplay between these in turn produces further types of entity.
*bggh}ft:;:: stage of the process is that wht?reby the pre.ponclerance of

: -substance causes a differentiation of the *intellects asso-
cxat'ed Previously (i.e. before the period of world *dissolution out of
w%nch the cosmos is supposed, according to the theory, to be moving)
7vxth the various *souls which are still in a state of bondage. Thus there
1s generated an infinite number of *intellects, conceived as being

co?ﬁosec! of the purest *natural substance.
e differentiation of

o.f the *force-strand, whic
differentiating tendencies i
one hand a further particu

*brightness-substance releases the energy
h has the effect of giving a boost to the
n the other *strands: this produces on the
larizing of the *intellects, and on the other
ill?lr‘lig’hta:lezl-iflj of the hithert‘o constrained (becau.se Wea.kt?r., sin.ce

gt Stance first achieved preponderance in the initial dis-
equilibrium) *mass-strand, *Nature henceforth pursues, as it were, two
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parallel lines of *evolution, corresponding roughly to the mental and
physical. The stage of differentiation of the *brightness-strand, after
the *evolution of *intellects, is now this: that there manifests itself the
*individuating factor, whereby there is self-consciousness on the part
of the *intellects. There is then a further development whereby the
self-conscious intellects acquire sense and other faculties: the five
senses, plus five active faculties (of speech, handling, locomotion,
waste-ejection and generation) and the *mind-organ, serving as a
sensus communis.

The other line of *evolution, resulting from the progressive distil-
lation of *mass-stuff, begins with the differentiation of an inert material
*substratum, corresponding to the *individuating factor of conscious-
ness in so far as it provides the ultimate basis for discriminating
individual material entities, since it is divisible, i.e. it possesses quan-
titative properties, but no others. The interplay of *force-substance
upon this brings into being certain types of subtle matter, corre-
sponding to the qualities perceived by the five senses. These *potentials
are not themselves perceptible, and can only give rise to sensations
when they have been combined in various ways into *atoms. This
latter indeed is the last and final stage of the *evolution of matter. The
*potentials (sound, touch, colour, taste and smell *potentials) are
accounted for in an ingenious way. The first to emerge from the
*substratum is the sound-*potential, also described as the *space-
potential (since *space is the medium of sound). The combination of
this with a quantum of *mass-stuff out of the *substratum gives rise to
the next *potential, and so on with the others.

It is likewise in terms of combination that the *atoms are accounted
for. They are the *space *atoms, air *atoms, fire *atoms, water *atoms
and earth *atoms. The first are formed by a combination of the *space-
potentials with the remaining *mass-substances in the *substratum.
The *space-atoms have the property of penetrability, so that now the
material world is pervaded by space in a form which makes motion
possible. The combination of touch- and sound-*potentials gives rise
to the air *atoms; of the colour-, touch- and sound-*potentials to the
fire *atoms; of the colour-, touch-, sound- and taste- *potentials to the
earth *atoms. It may be noted that this account gives a rough classi-
fication of the substances accessible to different numbers of the senses
(thus air can be felt as pressure and heard, water can be seen, touched,
heard and tasted, etc.).

As has been remarked, this marks the conclusion of the *evolu-
tionary process whereby different sorts of substance are distilled out of
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undifferentiated *nature. Macroscopic entities such as trees and moun-
tains are simply conglomerations of *atoms and do not possess any
further properties not found in the *atoms, *potentials, etc. The whole
account, it can easily be seen, involves a symmetry between the two
lines of *evolution, for the psychical organs that are evolved out of the
*intellect and *brightness line of development are matched in the
*mass-strand line of development by the production of the capacities
in matter to give rise to the relevant sense-data. Thus information
gathered by the *intellect is a reflection of the outside world.

The somewhat complex nature of the above theory of the *evolution
of the various elements in the world can be represented by a diagram,
as follows:

* Nature
*Brighlnesls-strand * Farce-strand * Moss-strand
1"In!elllec:is
*|ndividuating factors *Subsira!umv—l
l 3 Poresﬁals
*Sense -foculfies ] * Atoms t——————— ]

The genesis of the *potentials and *atoms can be represented in more
detail as follows:

*Mass-strand

*Substratum

Spoce-*atoms ¥Sound-*potentials

Air-*atoms ‘7////\\/ Toulh—*po?entiols
Fire-*atoms // / / Coimr—*po;lenlials

" * Y .
Water~* atoms l/',// Taste- potinhols

* P .
Earth-"atoms Smell-"potentials

It may be asked what such a complex, but archaic-looking cos-
mology adds up to. It expresses a number of different motifs which are
interwoven. First, but perhaps not most important, it has its proto-
scientific aspect—here is an attempt to give an explanation of the
phenomena of the visible world in terms of an underlying unitary
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substance (*nature) which *evolves according to its own laws, through
the disturbance of an original equilibrium. The concept of the three
*strands allows the *Distinctionist to explain the manifestation of
phenomena by reference to a rudimentary dynamics. At the same
time there is a clear attempt to show that apparent novelties in the
*evolutionary process are simply the working out of what was implicit
in the unitary *nature to start with. Thus although *atomism is made
use of in the final stages, the *atoms themselves are not basic substances,
but are distillations out of a single underlying something. Second, the
cosmological scheme as evinced in this *evolutionary account of the
transformation of entities out of *nature attempts to explain how it is
we can have knowledge of the external world, by supposing that
matter evolves (and matter, we must remember, here includes the
mental side) on parallel and mutually adapted lines out of the same
underlying something. This opens the way for a type of correspon-
dence theory of perception. Third, the whole scheme provides a way of
accounting for phenomena which does not need the intervention of a
*Lord and *creator. However, in more than one way it implies that
*nature contains an inherent teleology, despite the apparently dynami-
cal mode of description of the various phases of *natural development.
Not only is there an apparent teleology in the way the outer and inner
worlds are mutually adaptive, but more importantly, the whole of this
process is supposed to be subservient to the long-term interests of the
*souls. For the *souls, in becoming associated with matter (the
*intellects serving, so to say, as the junction-points), are gradually
taught by *natural processes that empirical existence is sorrowful and
eventually they acquire, without being forced, a distaste for life which
is the beginning of their road towards *release—in which the *souls
become entirely detached from *nature, and exist in a blankly satisfac-
tory state, impervious now to sorrow and pain, even if also devoid of
bliss and pleasure. Thus it was a common criticism of the *Distinctionist
system that it posited an inherent teleology in *nature, though *nature
was unconscious: would it not be more reasonable to believe in a
*Lord who guides the whole process? By externalizing the teleology in
this way, *theistic schools, notably the Vaisnavite ones, were enabled
to use *Distinctionist cosmology as a supplement to their doctrines
about the transcendent world.

The manner in which *souls become conjoined to *intellects and
thereby to the rest of their psycho-physical organisms—a conjunction
which is responsible for their tribulations, since in a *released state

there are none such—is obscure, if we are looking to the origins of this
F
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situation. Indeed, from the *Distinctionist *viewpoint, as in some other
systems, there is no question of talking of origins. The process of
rebirth is beginningless: all we can say is that *souls find themselves in
a condition of bondage, though they have the chance of escaping
therefrom. But the existence of the possibility of escape does not entail
a primordial state when *souls were free, only at some point to undergo
a ‘Fall’. True, they happily undergo a period of quiescence during the
*dissolution of the cosmos, when they have a rest (as it were) from the
bombardments of experience. But otherwise from time immemorial
and incalculable they exist in the state of bondage. The problem is one
of *release de novo, not of the restoration of a primeval well-being;.
Thus, from the *Distinctionist point of view, we cannot ask: ‘How did
the *souls come to be associated with *intellects and the rest?” We have
rather to ask: “What is the nazure of the association between *souls and
*intellects and the rest?

Although we have referred to *intellects, the *individuating factors,
etc., as representing the mental side of reality, the *Distinctionists
nevertheless hold that without the existence of transcendent *souls
there would be no consciousness. It is the *souls which, so to say,
illumine the *intellects and the rest. Hence, for experiences as we
ordinarily understand them two conditions are necessary—the *soul
and the psycho-physical organism. In all this, the *intellect has a
bridging role. Because of the great refinement of the matter of which
it is composed (it is of course an evolute of pure *brightness-substance)
it is well adapted to be the medium of consciousness. It is like some
translucent material through which the *soul shines. But this is what
creates the *soul's strange predicament. For the individual person,
being aware of his inner states, is deceived by the translucency of his
own *intellect, and confuses it with his essential *self. He sees through
a glass too brightly. In identifying the *soul with the (admittedly
rfzﬁned) matter of his *intellect he is in a state of *ignorance. It is this
*ignorant identification of one’s essential *self with the psycho-physical
organism which is the root of the sorrow and tribulation one undergoes
in the almost ceaseless round of reincarnation.

Consequently, the problem of *release is the problem as to how a
clear awareness of the distinctness of the*soul from the psycho-physical
organism can be achieved. More particularly, since the doctrine of
rebirth accustoms the ordinary man not to identify himself with the
present body, the problem is to see the distinction between the *soul
and the mind. Thus it is not just soma sema, as in Orphism, but more
perilously psycke sema. The seeing of the difference is called *dis-
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crimination in *Distinctionism. In principle it is a form of knowledge:
and some texts speak as if it is sufficient to have mastered the meta-
physics of *Distinctionism to be assured of *release. But this impres-
sion is misleading: for as elsewhere in the Indian tradition, knowledge
is not just theoretical in flavour, but must be endowed with existential
impact. This means in effect that metaphysics acquires its *meditative
side. Self-training and the pondering of the propositions enunciated
by the system in a special way are the means of acquiring this *dis-
crimination. It is not therefore surprising that *Distinctionism should
be so closely associated with the Yoga school, which has formulated
the methods of outer and inner control with the express intent of
acquiring that interior vision and equanimity which will free men
from the round of rebirth.

Before going on in more detail to consider the Yogic methods of
contemplation, it is worth while making a further point about the
*Distinctionist concept of the *soul. Unlike the Jains, who were con-
tent to make the *life-monad a spatial entity capable of contraction and
expansion, the *Distinctionists regard the *soul as all-pervasive. This
is a way of denying them finite location and dimensions. The reasons
for this thesis are not far to find—the *space-*atoms, which provide
places for the various objects manifested in *nature, are as we saw, part
of the material world, which is held to be, by the *Distinctionists, in
radical contrast with *souls. Nevertheless, *souls are individually in
conjunction with organisms which are spatio-temporal. This is because
individual *intellects mirror ‘their’ *souls. Now one might suppose,
from this account, that *Distinctionism might have posited just one
*soul, mirrored in different ways by the various *intellects (this would
bring it close to Sankara’s *Non-Dualism). For there is some difficulty
in individuating *souls who all have the same nature (consciousness)
and who all, as it were, occupy the same place, being all-pervasive.
However, it is argued that there are innumerable *souls, on the ground
that what happens to one does not happen to the others—which ought
to happen if they were all one. For instance, the *release of one *soul
does not entail the release of all. This is detectably so, since one can
discriminate those who have attained *release in the manner prescribed
by *Distinctionism, and one can observe that other beings retain
consciousness, which ex Aypothesi is due to the conjunction of the
*soul’s luminosity with the translucent medium of the various *intel-
lects. It may be noted, incidentally, that the nature of the *soul, as
constituted by consciousness, in a pure and non-discursive and non-
imaginative form, gives the state of *release a somewhat negative
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aspect. Bliss and sorrow being contingent upon association with the
*natural world, the liberated *soul has no further particular experiences:
for this reason its disappearance from the scene is scarcely distinguish-
able from annihilation. This state of *release is described as *isolation
in both the *Distinctionist and Yoga *viewpoints.

We have seen that the root of men’s troubles is the false identification
of the *intellect with the *soul. It is therefore the aim of the Yoga
technique to bring about a purification of the *intellect which will
prevent its further making this error. This can only be achieved
properly if the old habits of mind are destroyed. For a merely tem-
porary conviction of the distinction between *soul and *intellect is
insufficient, since a falling-away will leave the individual still in a state
of bondage. Herein, Yoga adheres to the ideal of *living *release which
is found elsewhere, though not universally by any means, in the
Indian tradition: i.e. the concept of one who has attained the assurance
of *release when he comes to die, and meanwhile lives on, exhausting
the karma that has already ripened and so must take its effect, but not
creating new karma to implicate him in a further life. As the potter’s
wheel, when the potter has finished his task, goes on spinning a while,
but will come to a halt—so the *living *released one carries on quietly
until death.

It is therefore necessary, according to Yoga, to still the dispositions
w}.lich exist in a person in order that he may be assured that his *dis-
crimination of the distinction between his *soul and his mind is
genuine and permanent. Thus Yoga does not merely involve the higher
stages of concentration, but various disciplines which help to tame
desire, remove impurities and bring self-sufficiency. The analogy
between the form of the Yogic path and that of Buddhism is quite
clo'se.. Thus the Yogin must practise virtue as an integral part of his
training: thus, he must practise *non-injury, truthfulness, honesty
OVer property, sexual continence and the repudiation of unnecessary
art_lcles and enjoyments. In addition, he must cultivate certain moral
a_ttlt‘fde% such as benevolence towards all beings, and modes of cul-
tlvatfng. these through meditation are laid down. In these ways, the
Yogi will gain indifference to worldly things.

.As a ﬁ.lrther part of his training (and here the emphasis is rather
d1ﬁ'erf3nt in Yoga than in Buddhism) he should indulge in breathing
exercises, together with the practising of certain rather complicated
physical postures. These help to give him complete mastery over his
body, so that normal physiological processes can be virtually stilled, if
necessary, as an aid to the quietude needed for contemplation.
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The higher stages of *meditation can supervene once the Yogin has
attained this detachment and mastery. In later Yoga it became common
to meditate upon the *Lord, conceived as the one *soul which, in its
splendour, had never been implicated in *ignorance and the round of
rebirth. This was considered to be a useful means of helping the Yogin
towards his *release. But the classical forms of *concentration are
designed to produce a state of consciousness which has no object
whatsoever (not even the *Lord or some such exalted being). Thus
successively the adept rises from concentrating upon selected objects,
such as the *potentials, which he can fix firmly before his mind, to the
exclusion of other objects, to the contemplation of more refined and
abstract objects, such as the blissful quality of one’s *intellect, and the
existence of substance in abstraction from all qualities. As in Buddhist
*meditation, even these rather tenuous contents of the mind are finally
to be superseded by a state of objectless *concentration. With the final
purification of the *intellect in this manner there dawns an existential
knowledge of the distinctness of it from the *soul, and the adept is ripe
for *release. This knowledge dawns thus, because there are no more
contents of the *intellect which can be falsely superimposed on, or
attributed to, the underlying *soul. In this way, the Yogi is beyond
sorrow, and his psycho-physical organism, and in particular his mind
or *intellect, will vanish away at his death.

An interesting feature of the *Distinctionist-Yoga doctrine of
*release—and a further indication of its original *unorthodoxy to
which we referred earlier—is this. Feeling-states are regarded as
produced by *nature, and are not intrinsic to *souls (indeed the theory
of *strands as a basis for temperaments is part of this thesis). Thus even
the Yogin must put away bliss. With it, there is, moreover, attendant
its dark opposite, suffering. Likewise, it is held, the performance of
ordinary religious duties, such as the Vedic sacrifices, will not bring
*release or emancipation. For their aim is either the favour of the gods
or, more importantly, happiness in the life to come. But the pursuit
of such an aim only binds one further to the round of sorrow, by
implicating oneself in worldly concerns. Hence even apparently
otherworldly interests are worldly. Like Buddhism and Jainism,
*Distinctionism-Yoga does not deny, but nevertheless firmly trans-
cends, the cultof the gods. Although in its later mediaeval developments
Yoga became increasingly *theistic, under the influence of surrounding
trends, the practice of *meditation upon the *Lord in classical Yoga is
not predicated on the principle that through prayer favours may be
showered on the individual, but rather, as we have seen, on the idea
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that contemplation of the *Lord brings before the adept the splendour
of a *soul never implicated in the round of rebirth, and this ideal will
serve to inspire the Yogin in his work of self-discipline. Moreover, in
*release the Yogin’s *soul is, as we have seen, totally isolated. There is
no question here of a transcendent enjoyment of relationship with the
supreme Being, as in the properly *theistic schools.

The main structure of *Distinctionist cosmology was designed,
among other things, to trace the various manifestations of the obser-
vable world back to a unitary source. This aim was reinforced by the
*Distinctionist doctrine of causation, which came to be the pattern
whereby causation was treated in some other systems. It is the *identity
theory, namely that the effect is identical with the cause, being a trans-
formation of the latter, or the realization of what was potential in the
former. This theory contrasts with that entertained by the Buddhists
and *Logic—*Atomists, namely the *non-identity theory, which implies
that there is no inner or necessary connection between cause and effect.
These two represent the principal theories in the tradition; though we
shall have occasion to examine a third view, viz. the *appearance-
theory, which is peculiar to Sankara’s school and goes with his doctrine
of the *illusoriness of empirical reality—it implies that apparent
changes in the world do not entail real change to the underlying sub-
stance, i.e. to the Absolute. The *Distinctionist theory not only in-
Yolved that effects are merely the manifestations of what was inherent
in the causes, but also was given the interpretation that the potentiali-
ties within objects had an inherent tendency towards self-actualization.
In this way natural laws came to be regarded as a limitation or canaliza-
tion of forces: the potentialities would otherwise be breaking out, so to
say, in all directions, Conversely, the production of artifacts, for
exar.nple, was thought as the removal of certain barriers inhibiting the
realization of the objects’ potentialities. But although the limitation of
one object, or set of objects, by others induces a relative stability in the
system o.f nature—the achievement of local equilibrium—, overall the
picture 1s one of continuous change, until at the end of an epoch
*-nature winds herself up again into a quiescent state of world-*dissolu-
tion. The continuous changes are, as it were, the incessant vibrations
f)f *nature in a phase of disequilibrium. Thus though *Distinctionism
is keerf to stress the ever-changing aspect of the world, as are the
Buddhists, the changes are (unlike the Buddhist view) changes in a
single dynamic, but permanent, substance.

We have noted one application of the *Distinctionist concept of
potentiality, namely the *evolution of the various sense-*potentials.
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These, combined with units of the *mass-substance, are transformed
into *atoms which mediate sense-data to the conscious individual. The
knowledge which is gained through perception is in part the result of
the synthesizing work of the *mind-organ (interestingly enough, and
by contrast with the *soul, regarded as *atomic). But more particularly
the operations of the *intellect on the materials supplied by the senses
is dependent upon the illuminative power of the *soul. Speaking here
of the ‘materials’ supplied by the senses is no metaphor: for the ex-
periences of a person are indeed subtle forms of material events (subtle,
because of the preponderance of the *brightness-substance). Thus
external happenings imprint themselves, via the senses, and the *mind-
organ, on the *intellect. These images are then illuminated by the
*soul. Consequently, the *Distinctionists picture perception, etc., as a
series of copies of external things. The mind is, as it were, a television
screen in which the *soul acts as scanner and thereby brings conscious-
ness of the picture. It itself, however, can never be scanned, but its
existence is known by *inference. Nevertheless, as we have seen, the
Yogin is supposed to be able to achieve a state in which in effect he
realizes in experience the nature of the *soul, for his mind, in its quies-
cent purity, conforms to the pattern of pure consciousness.

So much briefly for a description of the chief features of these
closely associated systems. Taken in its *atheistic form, it bears a con-
siderable resemblance to Buddhism and to Jainism, though the
differences too should not be ignored. But in these different schools
there is an insistence on the sorrows of a real world, a plurality of
beings seeking *release, and the virtual disappearance of liberated *souls
from the scene. Sacrificial works and worship are of little or no avail,
or indeed are a hindrance, in the path to salvation. All stress a form of
self-discipline for attaining *release, culminating in a contemplative
knowledge of reality and purity of consciousness. The development,
however, of belief in a *Loord does not essentially, except in some
manifestations of its later mediaeval history, affect the structure and
aims of the Yoga system. It no doubt, as we have remarked, represents
a theoretical concession to what had become existing practice, namely
meditation on God as part of the yogic exercises. The other main
difference between Yoga and *Distinctionism—the stress on physical
and mental methods of self-control and *meditation in the latter school
—also is in a way marginal, for, as we saw, the *discrimination of the
*intellect from the *soul, which brings *release according to *Distinc-
tionism, has to have the right existential character and is not mere
‘book’ knowledge. In so far as metaphysics here has become detached



88 DOCTRINE AND ARGUMENT IN INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

from *meditative practice, this merely represents an exaggeration of
one side of a polarity. It must be repeatedly insisted that the conceptual
content of a path of *release and its practical aspect are two sides,
nearly always in India, of a single quest. The metaphysics of *Distinc-
tonism provides the conceptual ambience in which the Yogin trains
himself, and full *discrimination needs training, just as *meditation
needs a rationale and truth-content.

Naturally enough, *Distinctionism is not solely a system of *soul-
pluralism adapted to the tenour of early Indian mysticism. Its cos-
mology has its independent interest: and of course the *viewpoint in
defending itself and criticizing others, provided its share of arguments
on metaphysical themes to the Indian stock. But these are relegated to
the second part of this book.



CHAPTER VI

*LOGIC-*ATOMISM

The coalescence of the schools of *Logic and *Atomism has a certain
oddity: for the former is in essence a methodology of argument, and
the latter is a fairly elaborate systematization of protoscientific and
philosophical ideas. There is no intrinsic reason why dialectical exper-
tise or the theory of *inference should go together with a certain view
of the world; and it perhaps seems strange that *orthodox logicians
should find themselves committed to a Weltanschauung. Admittedly
we discovered a similar metaphysics-methodology coalition in the case
of *Distinctionism and Yoga; but since the former expresses the sort
of *soul-pluralism which typified Indian mysticism of the earliest
period, the coalition is easily intelligible. However, certain features of
*Logic, especially its theory of *inference, which was oriented towards
inductive inference, fit in with the protoscientific concerns of *Atomism.

It is my intention here to outline the principal doctrines of the two
schools once they had become conjoined. I shall leave a consideration
of the logical theories of the *Logic school until the second part of the
book, as part of a more general view of disputes and theses about
*inference, etc.

The basis of *Atomism, as our name for it implies, is a theory of
*atoms as constituting the fundamental structure of material reality,
though *selves in addition are held to exist, and these are non-*atomic,
but all-pervading. Indeed the main ideas of *Logic-*Atomist cos-
mology are remarkably close to the concepts in the *Distinctionist
system, if we cut out of the latter the notion of *nature and its *evolutes
down as far as the *potentials. For *Logic-*Atomism likewise held that
there are five elements, i.e. earth, water, air and fire, together with
*space. However, the last was conceived as all-pervasive, and was not
given an *atomic constitution, as in *Distinctionism. The elements of
earth, etc., were, of course, *atoms of these different types. Like *space
and *selves, they were eternal: perishable things being combinations of
the *atoms,
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The way in which *atoms combined presented a certain problem for
the *Atomists, since they were considered to be of infinitesimal mag-
nitude. A question therefore arose as to how by the addition of
infinitesimals a macroscopic entity could be produced. Difficulties over
this were used, as we shall see in Chapter XI, as the basis for an argu-
ment to God’s existence. But briefly, the attempted solution of the
problem at the physical level was this. It was argued that when two
infinitesimal *atoms combine into a dyad there is a quantum jump, and
the new sub-molecule has a *minute magnitude (the *minute was con-
ceived as a tiny quantum which was, curiously as we shall see, held to
be sui generis). Dyads then combine into molecules: three dyads con-
stitute such a molecule, and there is another jump in magnitude to a
*gross quantum. The addition of *gross quanta accounts for the mag-
nitudes of macroscopic objects: unlike infinitesimals and *minute
quanta, they can be simply added to one another to form the mag-
nitudes of larger bodies. Now the first of these quantum jumps is
intelligible enough—in the sense that the transition from infinitesimal
to finite magnitudes however tiny represents a puzzle. But why the
second, seemingly unnecessary quantum jump to the triads? The
explanation appears to be that the *Atomists argued that a multiplica-
tion of *minute quanta ought to yield, not larger, but smaller units.
But ex Aypothesi the *minute is the smallest finite magnitude. There-
fore a simple combination of *minute entities was insufficient; what
was needed was a further quantum jump to the *gross. This line of
reasoning is based on the idea that the *minute should be represented
by a fraction less than a whole number, so that multiplication yields
the result indicated above.

More generally, there was difficulty with the concept of number in
this connection. It was held that only unity is an intrinsic property of
*substances. It follows that the number of a plurality of objects is not
inherent in them, but is, as it were, imposed upon them by the mind—
in particular by the process of *connective understanding. Now every
phenomenon has a cause, and therefore it is necessary to ask what
causes the emergence of the finite quanta of the dyads and triads.
Different thinkers in the *Logic-*Atomism school at different periods
gave diverse answers. On the one hand, it was simply held that
*atoms have a natural tendency to combine, and an invariable result of
this is the phenomenon of the quantum jump—it is sufficient that there
should be this invariable concomitance. On the other hand, it was
argued that the additional factor (apart from combination) which
helped to account for the novelty of the *minute and *gross quanta
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was number. Or rather it was their number—e.g. the duality of the
dyadically combined *atoms, etc. But as we have seen, number above
one was regarded as mind-dependent. Hence (and we shall come back
to this in Chapter XI) there was a reason for postulating an extra-
cosmic Mind to account for the initial combinations of *atoms.

Admittedly there is something rather untidy about simply intro-
ducing a quantum jump to account for the transition from the in-
finitesimals to finite magnitudes, but there is no theoretical objection
to the procedure from the standpoint of the *Logic-*Atomism theory
of causation. In contrast with the *identity theory espoused by *Dis-
tinctionism, the *Atomists held the *non-identity theory, i.e. that the
effect is not pre-existent in the cause. Causation occurs when a certain
combination of conditions is followed (in accordance with a law of
invariable concomitance) by a determinate effect. Thus in principle a
set of conditions could be followed by an effect whatsoever: so there
is no bar on genuine novelty arising from a set of conditions. Thus
there is no theoretical bar, in *Logic-*Atomism on simply postulating
the quantum jump. What, however, is tricky in the situation is that
whereas other causal phenomena are explained on the basis of a con-
comitance which is observable, experience being the test of what in
fact is caused by what, the states of molecular and sub-molecular
combinations rest on inference. This type of inference to the unseen
can be called *transphenomenal inference (an example of its use in
*Logic-*Atomism is the inference to the existence of other *selves).

A further general feature of the *atomic theory was an apparent
disinclination on the part of the *Atomists to hold that the idiosyn-
crasies of macroscopic things and events could be accounted for simply
by reference to differences in the number, arrangement and type
(i.e. earth, fire, etc.) of the *atoms. For this reason, they introduced a
category of ‘kinkiness’, as one might call it, to explain the idiosyncratic:
*atoms themselves, as well as possessing universal characteristics, such
as fieriness, have their own indescribable *particularities (there is some
similarity here, but only some, to Madhva’s doctrine of *relative par-
ticulars as described below, Chapter IX). The Sanskrit name of the
*Atomist school is indeed derived from the term here translated
“*particularity’.

This feature of the system illustrates the manner in which *Atomism,
though going beyond common-sense ideas in postulating an *atomic
theory, also wished to synthesize this theory with an attempt to cate-
gorize the phenomena, etc., of ordinary experience from a common-
sense point of view. That is, *Atomism held, in conjunction with its
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*atomism, a theory of *categories, such as *substance, quality, etc., which
were supposedly derived from, or presupposed in, ordinary knowledge
and language. *Particularity was held to be one of these *categories.
The most basic of these is *substance, i.e. that in which the proper-
ties, etc., belonging to the other *categories inhere. (A minor qualifi-
cation is needed here in that *inherence itself is regarded as a *category
and is the relation whereby *substance and properties, etc., are held
together. But the *category of *inherence itself presupposes *substance,
even if properly speaking it does not *inhere in it.) The second *cate-
gory after *substance is that of quality or *property—but as we shall
see it includes what would more naturally be called relations. First of
all, there are five kinds of sense-*properties. Second, there is the
*property of number. As we observed earlier, oneness is inherent in
*substances: and duality and plurality are due to the percipient’s
*connective understanding. Thus number, apart from oneness, is
constituted by a very complex relation between a set of objects of a
similar type and the observer or observers. By ‘number” here is meant,
of course, the number belonging to a set of concrete objects. Third, but
distinguished from number, there is the ‘*property’ of measure or
magnitude (as appertaining to *atoms, for example: as we have seen,
there are three types, each sui generis, of magnitudes). Fourth, there
is the *property of *separateness, whereby one *substance is dis-
tinguished as *separate from another. Fifth, there is *conjunction,
whereby two *separate *substances are in close relation to one another:
but being *separate, the two *substances are not in necessary relation
to one another. This has its opposite in the relation of *disjunction,
through which *substances do not belong to the same set or area.
Further, there are the properties of long and short distance in time
and space, giving rise to the perceptions of long and short duration,
etc. Finally, as regards physical objects, there are the *properties of
heaviness, velocity, etc., regarded as potentialities of the *substances
in question (*motion is counted as a separate *category from *proper-
ty)- The *Logic-*Atomists go on to list a further set of *properties
which pertain only to *selves (such as sorrow, volitional activity,
knowledge, etc.). In addition, governing both *selves and the cosmic
order is *unseen force, which arranges the destiny of living beings, etc.
This last item is perhaps an archaic one which does not ride easily with
the attempted rationalism of *atomic theory. Principally it has the
function of explaining (if so dark a concept is at all explanatory) the
working of karma. (It should be noted that the actual term karma in
the Sanskrit is employed by the *Atomists to refer to *motion, our
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next *category. Thus the *unseen is in effect the equivalent of karma in
other systems, even though the movement of magnets, for example, is
ascribed to this force—again a case where *atomism has not been fully
integrated with pre-existing concepts).

The next *category is, as we have said, *motion, divided into kinds
according to its directions. The reason for this latter is that the *Logic-
*Atomists distinguish two sorts of *space. One is the medium of
sound, and is the type to which we referred earlier. Space as having to
do with the location of objects, is *directional space, a concept which
allows us to refer to one object as to the right of another, etc. Since the
*directions are regarded as absolute (upward, downward, etc.) rather
than relative and reversible, likewise *motion came to be classified as
upward, downward, etc. This corresponds to the way in which
heaviness is made an absolute *property of bodies, and means the
potentiality towards going downwards towards the earth.

The fourth *category is *universality. *Universals inhere in different
*substances, so that we perceive the same colour, etc., in one thing as
another. Up to now, the *categories have fitted well enough with the
requirements of *atomic theory. Given that *atoms have specific pro-
perties, and that they are in motion, it seems that the first three *cate-
gories apply in a fairly straightforward way. The introduction, how-
ever, of the *category of *universal implies that macroscopic entities
exhibit *universals such as tree-ness which are not shared by *atoms.
This inhibits a full account of macroscopic properties in terms of the
combination of *atoms, etc.

Nevertheless, as we have seen, the doctrine of the *non-identity of
cause and effect allows the emergence of such new properties out of the
interplay and combinations of microscopic entities. But the introduc-
tion of the *category, together with that of *particularity to which
reference was made earlier, exhibits the way in which *Atomism tries
to synthesize *atomism with abstractions out of common sense.

The sixth and last *category is that of *inherence, to which also we
have previously referred. Its main point is to show recognition of the
special relation which a *property has to the *substance in which it
resides. However, *Logic-*Atomism, by recognizing macroscopic
entities as genuine *substances was faced with the problem of how this
notion was to be co-ordinated to the doctrine of *atoms as underlying
or constituting these *substances. Hence, the notion of *inherence was
extended to apply to the cause-effect relation. Thus the *atoms as
causes, by their combination, of macroscopic effects could be con-
sidered to be *inseparably united and so, as it were, the theoretically
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independent *atom-*substances were bound together in the unities
constituting macroscopic *substances.

The *inseparability of cause and effect does not, however, modify
the empiricist view of causation in *Logic-*Atomism. In principle, as
we have seen, anything can give rise to anything else. It is therefore a
matter of experience to discover the actual laws of nature. This means
that certain techniques of induction have to be formulated. The aim is
to discover, about a particular class of effect, what its invariable ante-
cedents are. This is done by the method of argreement and difference.
But it is not sufficient that a class of effects must have unvarying ante-
cedents: it has too to be shown that they are immediate. This obviates
difficulties about a sunrise being the cause of next day’s sunrise, and
expresses the principle that there is no causal action-at-a-distance. In
addition, certain entities are regarded as general and non-specific con-
ditions of causal operation—*directional space, time and the *unseen
force which determines the destiny of living beings, etc. In the *theistic
version of *Logic-*Atomism, the activity of the *Lord is also regarded
as such a general condition of causality. *Directional space and time
are clear; important conditions from the *Logic-*Atomist *viewpoint,
since essentially all changes are due to the motion of *atoms and mole-
cules. A special part here (though *Logic and *Atomism differ some-
what as to the details of this process) is played by heat *atoms, which
break up combinations of *atoms and change their *properties. They
propagate themselves rectilinearly and move at the highest possible
speed (the speed of light is, so to say, the theoretical limit of velocity).
No doubt the key part played by the heat- or fire- *atoms was sugges-~
ted to the *Atomist speculators partly by the way in which light
emanates from a source, and partly by the way in which heat trans-
forms substances, e.g. in cooking. By consequence, some *Atomists
held that the sun, as the source of heat, is ultimately responsible for all
terrestrial changes.

So far we have mainly been treating of the *Logic-*Atomist doctrines
about physical objects. But as we have seen, in addition to the *atomic
*substances which go to make up the physical world, *Atomism argued,
in common with most other Indian systems, to the existence of an
eternal *self presupposed by the operations of a conscious psycho-
physical organism. Again, as in most other systems, the body, the
sense-organs and the *mind-organ (as the sensus communis and having
certain other functions) are all material entities, built up out of *atoms
or (in the case of the *mind, itself *atomic). The *self is regarded as
essentially qualityless, but *knowledge can *inhere in it, together with
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the various kinds of consciousness and activity. All this occurs when a
combination of conditions of the right sort is present. But in a state of
*release from all such conditions, the *self is inert and unconscious,
and it is only by a sort of charity that such a state is described as one of
bliss: it is bliss because of the absence of sorrow that empirical ex-
perience invariably brings, but in no positive sense is it joyful. It is
virtually equivalent to the annihilation of what is ordinarily meant by
the self. However, the *Logic-*Atomists do not hold, as do the
*Distinctionists, that intellectual and conscious states are wrongly
confused with the *self. They really do *inhere in the *self. But even-
tually, in *release, the *self will no longer have these properties.

The all-pervasiveness of the *self makes some breach in the principle
of no causality-at-a-distance. As we have seen, causal links are strictly
between immediately preceding and immediately succeeding events,
states, etc. Normally also spatial contiguity is a necessary condition of
applying the notion of cause and eftect. However, with the doctrine of
rebirth, it is possible for a new life to start spatially distant from where
the old one ends (though still contiguous in time). Thus the all-per-
vasiveness of the *self, as well as expressing the transcendent character
(and so non-spatiality) of the *self, assists in making reincarnation
intelligible.

Since the sense-organs, etc., are material, perception, according to
the *Logic-*Atomists, involves direct contact between the object
perceived and the perceiving organism. The object sets in train a
causal sequence ending in the mind of the percipient, and this sequence
is continuous, so that the mind is in contact with the object. Except,
therefore, in so far as mental functions, including perception, are held
to presuppose the existence of an immaterial *self, the general account
of perception is, as sometimes elsewhere in the Indian tradition,
materialistic.

There is one other respect, apart from the doctrine of *selves, in
which the metaphysical scheme of *Logic-*Atomism deviates from
materialism and strict *atomism—namely in its belief in a *Lord
accessible to the processes of inference from the physical world, who
governs and controls the cosmos and the destiny of the *selves. There
is reason to suppose that this was not an original feature of *Atomism,
though the growth of *Logic out of the dialectical needs of those called
upon to defend *orthodoxy may serve in some degree to explain how
the synthetic system came to possess such a belief. But it is interesting
that the reliance upon *inference, i.e. upon natural theology, to estab-
lish the existence of the *Lord meant that *revelation was invoked only
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indirectly. For the validity of *revelation was held to depend, not upon
its intrinsic veracity, but upon its being the utterance of an omniscient
Being whose existence could be independently argued. Thus *Logic-
*Atomism preserved something of a rationalist air.

Some of the interest of the school lies in its particular doctrines
about *inference and epistemology, which will be discussed in the
second part of this book. As a system, the *viewpoint represents an
elaboration of a certain kind of protoscience: and it is somewhat hard
to take at face value its conformist claim to represent a path of salva-
tion. Though such a claim became almost de rigueur in the Indian
tradition, it is not easy to detect, in *Logic-*Atomism, the more direct
interests of religious experience and practice which help to determine
so strongly the shapes of many other of the Indian schools. That is to
say, it does not have an inner religious logic, so to say, which deter-
mines its main structure; and the religious elements are almost certainly
by way of an extraneous addition to an otherwise rationalistic system
(I am not here, of course, meaning to pass truth- or value-judgments
on religious or other metaphysical schemes). Nevertheless, the *Logic-
*Atomists show a certain kinship with *Distinctionism and *unortho-
dox schools in their view that empirical existence is essentially sorrow-
ful and that the chief end of man should be to attain *release from this
painful round. It is possible therefore that like *Distinctionism and
*Materialism it had its ultimate origins in the ferment of *atheistic
religion and speculation that characterized part at least of the *unortho-
dox aspect of early Indian culture. It is perhaps, then, still another
testimony to the capacity for *orthodox Hinduism to absorb all kinds
of diverse movements. By the mediaeval period, certainly it was not
merely *orthodox, but *theistic, and the treatise by Udayana which
sets forth the principal arguments for the existence of God is looked
upon as the main classic of Indian natural theology.

In regard to the *Logic-*Atomist doctrines about the physical
world, we can sum up by saying that it is a blend of physical theory of
(within the limits of protoscience) an ingenious kind with an analysis
of the metaphysical ideas which seem to be implicit in a common-sense
view of the world. In appealing to the ordinary man’s view, the *view-
point was led to incorporate the beliefs in rebirth and (via the notion
of the *unseen force controling the destiny of living beings) karma.
It was only the *Materialist and allied thinkers who challenged this
otherwise all-pervasive doctrine. It was one of the items in the system
which limited the full application of *atomist theory.



CHAPTER VII

*NON-DUALISM

The character of the *viewpoints we have so far considered might well
surprise anyone who was convinced that the heart of Hinduism is some
kind of monism or pantheism. Belief in God is undoubtedly weakly
represented in these systems; and one reason may well be (as we have
argued) the generally *unorthodox provenance of these schools
(though paradoxically the arch-conservative *Exegesis conspires also
to be *atheistic). With Sankara we enter a very different atmosphere,
though it is one which reflects the metaphysical and religious ideas of
the Upanisads, and those too of the Mahayana Absolutists. Sankara’s
metaphysics is par excellence the theology of modern Hinduism as
presented to the West; and is the most vigorous and dominant doctrine
among Hindu intellectuals.

The system proceeds from a very simple assumption—and one
which has some scriptural backing. This is the thesis that there is
complete identity between the *self and the one *Power sustaining the
cosmos. It follows that the apparent multiplicity of *selves is an illu-
sion; and by extension, the whole variegation of empirical existence is
likewise *illusory. There is, then, only one Reality, and everything
else, in so far as it gives the impression of being a substantial and in-
dependent reality, is productive of a kind of bewitchment of the mind.
The *Power alone exists: or in different terms the *Self alone exists—
and empirical existence is an insubstantial appearance. Once this has
been realized existentially, there is *release.

Sankara does not proceed, as Nigarjuna did, by trying to show the
contradictoriness of common-sense notions about the world and thus
to establish the doctrine of an Absolute in a dialectical manner. Rather,
he is content to argue two things—that his interpretation of *revelation
is the correct one and that this solution is not contradicted by ex-
perience. Thus his method is apologetic in essence, and his standpoint
is theological. Nevertheless, the system he enunciated has a certain bold
simplicity which partly accounts for its grip on the Indian imagination.

G



98 DOCTRINE AND ARGUMENT IN INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

Dialectical methods, moreover, were developed in later *Non-
Dualism.

In accordance with the traditional characterization of the *Power,
Sankara describes the Absolute as consisting in being, consciousness
and bliss. The first two of these elements are specially important (the
blissfulness of the *Self is mainly an expression of the joy and painless-
ness of *release). First, then, the Absolute consists in being. Sankara
argues that in perception one is aware of an object which, so to say, gives
off an appearance. But if there is but one reality the particular appear-
ances of things at the empirical level are in the nature of an *illusion.
Consequently, on the one hand experience indicates an underlying
something, but on the other hand is shot through with *illusion. The
reality underlying appearances can so far only be signified by the most
abstract concept, that of pure being. The qualities which, in ordinary
experience, we attribute to the Absolute, are therefore a *projection.

To illustrate this, Sankara uses the example of perceptual error. If
we see a rope, but mistake it for a snake, two propositions are true.
First, there is something of which we are aware; and second, the
property which we ascribe to it does not in fact belong to it. Likewise,
in experience we are genuinely aware of something, namely the under-
lying pure being; but we ascribe properties to it which it does not
possess. But it should be noted that Sankara distinguishes between
genuine and illusory perceptions at the level of empirical experience.
It is by analogy with ordinary illusion that we can say that the whole
world as ordinarily understood is an *illusion. This itself depends upon
an analogy of experience. The experience of *release, when one
realizes one’s essential identity with the one Reality, stands to veridical
perception as the latter does to being hallucinated, etc. Thus Sankara
is able to argue that there is a basis in experience for the contrast
between the Absolute and the grand *illusion. But this also implies that
the full understanding of his system, and its conclusive ‘verification’
comes through the *non-dualistic realization of identity between *Self
and holy *Power. Thus *knowledge, at the higher level of metaphysical
truth, is not theoretical; but it is essentially contemplative or mystical.

The analogy of *illusion carries the clear implication that it is

“necessary to distinguish between two levels or spheres of truth: on the

one hand the *higher truth, which refers to the world as *illusion, from
the standpoint of the Absolute, and on the other *ordinary truth, com-
prising the true assertions that can be made from the standpoint of
common sense. All appearances are *illusory, but some are more
illusory than others (at the *ordinary level). This is one of the features
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that Sankara’s system shares with *Voidism. The two-level concept |
allows Sankara to interpret different passages in the scriptures at
different levels, thus bringing a very considerable consistency into his &% ¢
exegesis. It also enables him to affirm cosmological and other doctrines
about empirical reality without abandoning the *higher claim that
empirical existence is *illusory. To this we shall return.

Meanwhile, having looked at the Absolute as consisting of pure
being, let us consider it as consciousness. The two sides of the *Power-
*Self equation correspond to the two approaches, via being and via
consciousness. In identifying ultimate reality with the *Self, Sankara
is committed to characterizing it as in some sense having conscious-
ness. If you look in an ‘outward’ direction, you can conceive the
*Power as pure being underlying appearances; if you look ‘inwards’,
you can conceive it as the *Self underlying ordinary psychological
states. Now of course the concept of a transcendent ego is common
enough in the Indian tradition. What distinguishes Sankara from all
others who hold that the concept applies (or rather from all those who
hold this and are not *Non-Dualists) is that he affirms that there is
only one *Self, not a plurality of *selves. This *Self is manifested as the
inner *witness which, so to say, illuminates the myriad psycho-
physical organisms with consciousness. But by this very fact it is
wrongly taken by individuals to be broken up into a multiplicity of
*selves. Persons wrongly identify the one *Self with their own egos;
and this is a second aspect of the grand *illusion.

The effective denial, by Sankara, of a plurality of *selves brings him
closer than anyone else to the Buddhist *viewpoint. All other Hindu
schools mean by the *self doctrine the thesis that individuals possess v
eternal *souls which are individual. But Sankara’s position entails that
individuality only properly pertains to the transmigrating self. This
was one of the reasons why he was described as a crypto-Buddhist.

If we look at the *illusion from the standpoint of the *Self, it is the -
product of *ignorance, as contrasted with the true *knowledge gained
in contemplative experience of the identity of the underlying *Self with
the underlying *Power. The *Self is, through association with the
myriad psycho-physical organisms, veiled by *ignorance: just as the
association of pure being with innumerable appearances produces the
*illusion. However, Sankara does not—from the standpoint of *higher
knowledge—claim that the *illusion was brought into being by the
Absolute, or that the *Self brings *ignorance into being. The situation
is beginningless, and Sankara’s doctrines, at this level, are simply meant
as a correct analysis of the state of affairs, rather than an explanation



N

<

I00 DOCTRINE AND ARGUMENT IN INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

of how things came to be thus. Consequently, questions about the
origin of the *illusion are unanswerable, and the nature of *illusion
(floating as it were between existence and non-existence) is *indefin-
able. Thus from the higher standpoint, the empirical world is a surd.
But this should occasion no surprise, since notions like explanation,
which enter into the attempt to understand phenomena, are necessarily
limited to the empirical and *illusory world.

However, it follows from this that some sort of explanation can be
given at the common-sense level. It is true that as such the *illusion
cannot be explained, since *illusion is a concept of the *higher level;
but the empirical existence of the cosmos can be explained, as due to

» the creative activity of a *Lord. Thus natural theology, inappropriate

at the *higher level, reappears at the lower. The *Lord is the holy
*Power as seen from the standpoint of the ordinary worshipper,
immersed in ordinary experience. By consequence, Sankara formulates
a double-decker theory of the holy *Power: the supreme *Power is
*qualityless and *featureless (it is pure being, pure consciousness, pure
bliss), but there is alower manifestation of it, possessing personal charac-
teristics, etc., and this being is the *Lord and *creator of the world.
This synthesis between Absolutism and *theism, with *theism of
course very much in second place, is made easier for Sankara by the
history of the term here translated as *illusion. In the period preceding
Sankara, among the Buddhist metaphysicians, the term definitely
meant ‘illusion’, as though men, in being deceived by appearances,
were subject to a conjuring trick. But in its earlier and more *orthodox
applications, the term meant “*creative power’ or ‘creative substance’
—the capacity of God to produce magical transformations of matter
and thereby bring the visible cosmos into being, or the material he
used in this process of transformation. The hint of magic in this idea
of course accounts for the development of the sense of ‘illusion’: God
is the great illusionist, we might say. But the association of the word
with the creative energy of God made it easier for Sankara to present a
picture of the *Power underlying the *illusion as also being (from the
standpoint of this world) the *Lord of the cosmos. In any event,
Sa.nkara succeeded in expressing a view about religion, as well as about
existence as a whole, which had different levels. This is one reason for
his remarkable contemporary influence, since this key idea (elaborated
into many levels if necessary) is well adapted to modern Hinduism’s
claims to be in the forefront of the development of a synthesis between
the various faiths of the world. For clearly, if we can arrange otherwise
conflicting doctrines in a hierarchy of levels of truth, two ends are
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achieved: first to remove contradictions in the idea of a synthesis
between faiths and second to indicate what manifestations of religion .
are higher (thus giving a clear procedure to Hindu apologetics).

The nearness of Sankara to Buddhist doctrines about the *self and
his undoubted indebtedness to the Mahidyana Absolutists made him
appear *unorthodox to some. This appearance was reinforced by his
treatment of *revelation. As we have seen, his exegesis made use of the
two-level principle. This was applied by consigning the so-called
*works-portion of scriptures (i.e. those passages dealing with the re-
quirements of Vedic religion, moral duties, etc.) to the level of *ordi-
nary truth. The references to the *Power as a personal *Lord, etc.,
were also so consigned. Only those texts affirming the identity of the
*Power and the *Self, and cognate ideas, belonged to the *higher level.
All this looked like saying that Brahmanical *orthodoxy was only a
means to a higher end. Sankara was, it seemed, transcending Hinduism
as it had been understood. However, the impression of Sankara’s
neglect of lower-level religion is misleading. Not only was he much
concerned to reform religion, and spent a considerable amount of
energy doing this, partly through the establishment of monasteries;
but also he was a devotional hymn writer of some power. For him, the
*Lord appeared as Siva or as other gods: and the *devotionalism of the
mediaeval period found ready expression in his writings. Nevertheless,
it remains clear that though not neglecting the religion of ritual and
worship to which he was heir, he insisted that ultimately one must go
beyond it. That is, transcendence rather than mere negation or neglect
of *devotionalism and traditional ritual was his aim. *Devotionalism
and piety were the way through, and by treading this path one could
ascend to the *higher reaches of intuitive realization, in contemplative
experience, of the Absolute. To this point we shall return later.

The position of the *Lord can be further brought out by a brief
account of Sankara’s cosmology. In its general outline, it has some

analogy with the *Distinctionist *viewpoint. Of course, for Sankara,
there could be no self-subsistent *nature which *evolves itself out into
the varied phenomena with which we are directly acquainted. But the
*illusion-substance, through and on which, from the empirical stand-
point, the *Lord acts, takes the place of *nature. The notion of the
three *strands or qualities (see above, p. 78) is made use of, and varying
combinations of these account for the various entities manifested in the
*jllusion-substance. The term used for *strand also signifies *qualities:
and when the *Lord is described as *qualified, in distinction from the
*Power conceived at the *higher level, which is *qualityless, partial
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reference is being made to the doctrine of the *strands. For the *Lord
is (as in *Qualified Non-Dualism) both efficient and material cause—
producing the world, so to say, out of his own substance. This makes
it clearer that by being *Creator the *Lord is much implicated in the

»world. Or to put the matter another way, by *creating the *illusion,
the *Lord himself is infected with *illusion.

However, the crucial problem for *Non-Dualism is how the one
*Self appears to be associated with a multiplicity of empirical egos. The
*Non-Dualist attempt to explain this involves two phases. First, it has
to be shown that the *Self exists in some sense ‘in” empirical individuals.
Second, some analogy has to be produced to indicate that no contradic-
tion is implied by the doctrine of one *Self in many *life-monads.
Having thus given a coherent account of the actual situation, the prob-
lem is how the *Self comes to be associated with the *life-monads can be
allowed to evaporate. For, as we have seen, the existence of *ignorance
and *illusion is a beginningless fact of life: the problem is not how they
came to be associated, but only the problem of how they can be

» dissociated.

In regard to the first phase, Sankara (harking back to an argument
in the Upanisads) claims that we are introspectively, through an
immediate intuition, aware of an ‘I’ which is prior to all particular
contents of consciousness: a subject which is never itself the object of
discriminated experience and which is therefore of the nature of pure
consciousness. Only in the *non-dualistic contemplative state is one
able to attain to such pure consciousness without any overlay of dis-
criminative experience. Moreover, we can be assured that our aware-
ness of a pure subject underlying psychological phenomena is not
mistaken, since the statement ‘I doubt the existence of the *self” itself
presupposes the doubting I. But further, if the *self has no *features,
being pure consciousness, one cannot individuate one *self from
another, i.e. there is one *Self only.

The second phase consists in the search of suitable analogies. The
*Self somehow manifests itself as the underlying *witness in a myriad
of empirical *life-monads: it appears refracted by the *limiting con-
ditions which constitute each empirical ego. But is this possible with-
out its being broken up, so to speak, into fragments and thereby be-
coming many? One analogy used here is that of space. We can speak
of the space contained in a jug, for example; but this does not entail
. that there are many spaces—space remains a single whole, and it is

only from a certain point of view that we can regard the space as
limited by the jug. Thus Sankara held that it was possible to operate

-
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with the concept of the egos as limiting conditions *projected upon the
*Self, without running into the contradiction that the *Self is really a
lot of *selves. Another analogy, less satisfactory, used by some *Non-
Dualists was that of *reflection. Just as the sun, for example, is reflected
in thousands of puddles, and yet remains the same sun, so the *Self can
be reflected in a host of *life-monads while remaining single. However,
the analogy of *reflection did not serve the *Non-Dualist purpose too
well, and indeed was made use of by the *Dualists and others—for
one can distinguish between the *reflections and the source of those
*reflections, whereas the whole logic of the Sankarite position was to -
affirm the identity of the *Self in all individuals.

We have seen that, provided he can make sense of the relation
between the *Self and the empirical *life-monads, Sankara scarcely
feels called upon to answer the question of the origin of the association.
But it is of course vitally necessary for him to say something about the
possibility of dissociation. That is, the whole aim of his doctrines is to
point the way to *release. This is partly a matter, to be sure, of recom-
mending the right form of spiritual exercises. But these in turn are
co-ordinated to matters of doctrine. In common with many other
Indian systems, *knowledge is held to be the key to *release. By
*knowing one’s true nature one is saved (conversely, the source of our
_ troubles is not original sin, but original *ignorance, veiling us from
reality). Now clearly, the *knowledge required is that one’s *Self is
identical with the Absolute—is the sole Being. As we have seen, the
nature of the *Self is pure consciousness. Thus the practical problem is
the attainment of an existential awareness of that pure consciousness,
in the context of faith in *Non-Dualist doctrine. Consequently, the
path must involve not only the prior conformity to Vedic duties,
*devotionalism and ordinary religion,! but must culminate in reflection
upon the true purport of *revelation (i.e. upon the identity of the *Self
with the one *Power), accompanied by *meditation and *concentration,
in the manner of yoga. The attainment of higher consciousness in the
right conceptual ambience, will bring intuitive knowledge of the
*higher truth, and thereby *release.

But there is something of a paradox here. For *release does not here
mean that one becomes the holy *Power, that one is thereby united with
ultimate reality: for the whole doctrine of Sankara entails that one is
already identical with ultimate reality—beginninglessly so, or more v
correctly, timelessly so. There is no question of a change in one’s
status (from the *higher-level point of view). Nevertheless, there is
*release considered in relation to the empirical ego. For upon the
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supervening of the intuitive insight which is the goal of the saint, there
is removed the possibility of further rebirth. These particular limiting
conditions which contained the *Self will vanish away. In the mean-
time the saint goes on living, in the state of *living-release. He will have
seen through empirical existence, to its essential *illusoriness, and he
will remain unmoved by the temptations and sorrows of this world—
the bliss of the *Self glowing brightly in him. Thus to say that the
existence of the limiting conditions which obscure the true nature of
the *Self is due to primordial *ignorance is in effect just the converse of
the claim that through spiritual *knowledge those conditions will
disappear.

We have already noted some of the similarities between the Maha-
yana schools and *Non-Dualism. Both are designed to point the
enquirer towards a certain kind of experience—the contemplative
intuition of identity with ultimate reality. But both also incorporate the
religion of *devotion into the scheme of salvation, via the concept of a
personal *Lord who is a lower manifestation of the Absolute. The
differences between Sankara and these Mahayana doctrines are largely
a matter of emphasis and of background. For, of course, *Non-
Dualism is *orthodox and thus appeal to Vedic *revelation, while the
Mahayana does not. But even this is less of a gap than at first sight
appears, since the ultimate import of *revelation is the *non-dual ex-
perience. As for emphasis: Sankara’s description of the *Power as pure
being, and the ground of the *illusion, implies in a strong way that the
*Power is an eternal substance. On the other hand, the *Voidist doc-
trine avoids speaking of the *Void as a *substance, since it starts from
a critique of, among other things, the concept of a permanent *sub-
stance. Nevertheless, by the use of a substantival expression (the
Absolute being described as *Suchness, *Voidness, etc.) and by its
identification with the *Truth-Body of the Buddhas, the flavour of
*Voidism (and the same is still more obvious in the cases of Buddhist
*Idealism) is very similar to that of *Non-Dualism: admittedly tie
*Void is a much more shadowy concept than the *Self. But it is not
misleading to use the substantival-sounding ‘Absolute’ as a label for it.

However, because of the Vedic tradition, Sankara’s notion of the
*Lord is that of a transcendent *creator; while the Buddhist meta-
physicians were content to identify the *Lord with the Buddha as he
appears to the faithful. The Buddhist tradition excluded a genuine
*creator, even though celestial Buddhas could create their own
‘Buddha-fields’ or sub-universes. Moreover, of course, the particular
duties of the Hindu follower of Sankara would differ greatly from those



*NON-DUALISM 105

of the *unorthodox. But the correspondences in structure between the
two forms of Absolutism is nevertheless striking; and as we shall argue
later, are essentially due to the same underlying religious motivations.

As we shall observe, the success of *Non-Dualism determined in
some measure the type of philosophical dispute which engaged meta-
physicians during the mediaeval period. For example, it became
necessary for other *orthodox schools to argue for the validity of
common-sense knowledge against the doctrine of *illusionism. This
was one of the many respects in which *Non-Dualism exhibited its
- power over the later Indian imagination. It was also another instance
of the kind of issue which had its religious as well as its purely meta-
physical or epistemological side. For *theism, in expressing a distinc-
tion between the *soul and God and (by reflection) between the world
and God had some interest in maintaining the reality of the world of
ordinary experience. Yor a distinction between the *Lord and the
cosmos presupposes the reality of both parties. Moreover, despite the
antinomianism always liable to characterize any form of extreme devo-
tionalism, the attitudes of worship and devotion tend to be more closely
integrated with the ordinary moral duties of the layman than does the
path of inner contemplation: and this doubtless strengthens the sense
of the value of the cosmos. This in turn bears on its reality; since so
frequently in metaphysics and religion judgments about value are
intertwined with judgments about reality. It is perchance no accident
that the Sanskrit term for being is also used as a term of appraisal. In
any event, there seems little doubt that realism is cherished, in the
context of religious speculations, by *theism—certainly in the Indian
tradition. But it is true that the *atheistic (as opposed to Absolutistic)
systems are realistic also. It is Absolutistic mysticism, for reasons which
we shall analyse later, that characteristically runs to idealism.



CHAPTER VIII

*QUALIFIED NON-DUALISM

Although the general sort of position which came to be elaborated in
detail by Ridmianuja and others after him was probably in existence
before Sankara, and certainly of course reflects religious tendencies
present in Vaisnavism, Ramanuja’s *Qualified Non-Dualism repre-
sents a reaction to Sankara’s metaphysics. As we shall see, this reac-
tion is at least in part a consequence of genuine religious differences
between Raminuja and Sankara. It is partly also due to the philoso-
phical difficulties implicit in a theory of the *illusoriness of the world.
Since, however, the religious divergence was crucial, it is important to
note that Ramanuja wished to show that there was some kind of
distinction between the *self and ultimate reality—between the *self
and the holy *Power. Such a distinction makes sense of *devotionalism
in a way in which the *Non-Dualism of Sankara does not. On the other
hand, Ramanuja was not insensible to the monistic import of certain
passage in *revelation. Moreover, the famous text ‘That art thou” and
its analogues suggested some sort of identity or close similarity
between the *self and the holy *Power. Thus his system was conceived
as one in which distinctions between the material world, *selves and the
*Lord were maintained in one way; and yet at the same time the three
categories were seen as some kind of unity. This task was achieved in
an ingenious manner, in which Riamianuja replaced Sankara’s idealism
witha form of realism, and qualified his *Non-Dualism. The system thus
excogitated was further developed and clarified by Riminuja’s succes-
sors (notably Venkatanatha): and the following account draws not only
on Ramanuja’s own explicit teachings, but also on these elaborations.
Given that Ramanuja and his successors were committed to a(formally
at least) absolutist position, i.e. the view that the holy *Power embraces
everything, including both God qua transcendent being and the cosmos
inhabited by persons possessing *selves; and given too that they rejected
the *Non-Dualist theory of *illusion, and so were landed with saying that
the world of change is real;—given these conditions, they required to
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find some analogy which could explain how there can be an identity in
difference. Some metaphysicians simply affirmed that such identity-in-
difference exists, a ‘solution’ not acceptable to Ramanuja, as it appeared
to involve saying (and theologians both East and West are sometimes
inclined to do this) that there is something contradictory in the concept
of God or the *Power—but never mind, the truths of *revelation are
beyond human comprehension. Such an espousal of contradiction is,
to put no finer point on it, scarcely philosophical. Thus the Ramanujists
hoped to show that a sensible account could be given of how the
Absolute embraces both the changeless and the changeable.
Ramanuja approached this problem through an analysis of the rela-
tion between the *self and the body, and there is a considerable dis-
cussion in the literature designed to arrive at a definition of ‘body’
which will not only accord with observed facts and usage, but also
provide a correct account of the relation between the *Lord and the
world (including individual *selves). The definition arrived at has two
elements—one referring to the causal relation between *self and body,
the other referring to the conceptual relation. Under the first head,
when a person is said to possess a body, what is implied is that the
body is subservient to the *self, i.e. its movements are controlled by it.
This definition needs some modifications: e.g. a servant should not be
regarded as the body of his master, since not all his acts are controlled
by the latter. Furthermore, in so far as the material world and *selves
are interpreted, in Ramanuja’s system, as constituting the body of the
holy *Power, a teleological account of changes in the world is
needed. Thus the subservience of body to *self here is taken to imply
that the movements of the body are instrumental to the realization of
perfections or excellences. Thus Ramanuja conceives of matter as
possessing two forms, its fine or potential form and its gross or
actualized form. The *Lord, in his *creative activity makes potential
matter manifest. Again, since *selves are in some sense the body of
God, the *Lord brings about, through successive rebirths, etc., their
ultimate perfection—the state of *release in which they bask in his
glory. It may also be noted that apart from the purpose of bringing
about such salvation, the *Lord’s creative activity is thought of as a
kind of sport or play, so that the manifestation of potential matter is
something which he likes doing for its own sake (but not out of a
sense of boredom or frustration, but because of the positive enjoyment
he gains from thus exercising his body). Thus, from the causal point of
view, a body is defined as that which is instrumental to a *self: it is
what the *self uses to bring about the realization of certain ends.
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From the conceptual point of view, Ramanuja held that the relation
between body and *self is one of *inseparability. That is, not merely is
there a continuous association between body and *self| so that they are
never in fact separated: but also the two are mutually defined. Thus
every body is by definition a body of some *self, and conversely a *self
is by definition something having a body. This correlation of a one-
many one, in so far as *selves or *life-monads transmigrate, i.e. a single
*self is associated with many bodies. But because of the doctrine of
*inseparability it is held that even in the state of *release the liberated
*self is embodied (only the body is a peculiarly refined and resplendent
sort). This complication is by-passed if we say that at any given time
there is a one-one correlation between any given *self and its body.
However, both the definition in terms of causal subservience and that
in terms of *inseparability fail to show the difference in nature between
*self and body. For it is in principle possible for two material objects
to stand in a relation of *inseparability; and for one material object to
be causally controlled by another. Of course, the idea that the body is
instrumental to the purposes of the *self implies that the latter has
conscious ends: thus the difference between *self and body is that the
latter does not itself possess experiences, but conditions the experiences
of the former. Thus one might say, on the Ramanujist account, that a
*self always has experiences from a certain point of view, and it is the
body which provides this point of view.

It is clear from the foregoing that so far the concept of body is in a
sense a limited one, and from this stage on it is useful to signalize this
fact by using the asterisk and referring to the *body in this context.
That is, the English ‘body” is used of all kinds of inanimate and never-
animated things (e.g. we talk of a body, such as a stone, having iner-
tia). The limitation of the Ramanujist notion of a body, which is quite
in accord with the usage of the Sanskrit term, is brought out if we
exhibit the above notion of *inseparability as involving that there is a
contradiction both in the idea of a disembodied *self and in the idea of
a *selfless *body. That is, body here means ‘organic body’ or the kind
of body which exhibits life and self-movement. We shall have occasion
in a later chapter to discuss Ramanuja’s comprehensive critique of the
Indian ‘proofs’ for the existence of God. But clearly he would not be
so easily in a position to deny the validity of natural as opposed to
*revealed theology if he thought that all material bodies are of necessity
animated, since the cosmos as a whole could then be argued, without
further recourse to *revelation, to possess a *self, and this would be
God. Of course, in fact Rimanuja believed this, but only on the basis
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of scripture. The point is that he did not consider that it was self-
evident that the cosmos is a *body of the sort under discussion.
However, given that the *Lord exists, and given that the cosmos is his
*body, it follows that the two are *inseparably united, and that there
is no possibility of God’s having one existed and the cosmos not. The
notions of the cyclical *creation and *dissolution of the cosmos are
explained in the transformations of subtle into gross matter, etc.

It will be seen that Ramanuja is trying to make a sense of the notion
that the world is in some sense part of the one holy *Power which
sustains everything by an analogia corporis—or perhaps more properly
an analogia personae. As a person is indivisible, but yet has two aspects,
his consciousness and his bodily states, so the Absolute has its two
sides, the *Lord as supreme *Self and the cosmos as his *body. But still
something needs to be said to reconcile the supposed changelessness of
God with the obvious changes going on in the world. If the world is
part of God, then God is changeable. Once again the analogy with
finite *selves is brought into play. It is argued that the existence of a
*self is presupposed by such expressions as ‘I know P’, ‘I remember E’,
etc. Further, it is not possible to rest the notion of personal identity
upon memory-states, since these themselves presuppose a *self which
remembers and which remains identical through the flow of events
remembered, etc. Thus there must be an identical *self underlying the
various cognitive states. It follows that something changeless underlies
psychical changes. Likewise, it is possible to see God as a pure *self,
in which aspect he is unchanging. On the other hand, changes are
ascribed to the person who comprises both *self and body; and like-
wise changes occur in the Lord’s *body. Thus God can be both
changeless and changing without contradiction.

As well as using the particular analogy between *self and *body on
the one hand and *Lord and cosmos on the other, the *Qualified Non-
Dualists also made use in this context of the concept of a *substance
and its *features or attributes. We can for the sake of analysis dis-
tinguish between the thing or substance which we recognize through
its *features and these latter qualities or relations. But though the
distinction can be made, the two aspects are of necessity inseparable.
It makes no sense to speak of a *featureless substance, nor is it possible
to have a set of qualities inhering in no substance. Indeed, the im-
possibility of a *featureless substance is one reason for Raminuja’s
objection to Sankara’s doctrines, which implied that the Absolute—
the higher *Power, as distinguished from the *Lord conceived as
having personal and other qualities—is *featureless. Given then the
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possibility of distinguishing between substance and quality, and given
too the inseparability of the two, there is an analogy with the relation
between God and the world—or more precisely, this relation is an
instance of the substance-features relation.

So far we have discussed Ramanuja’s attempt to give a proper
explanation of the identity-in-difference between the *Lord and his
*creation in terms of his having the cosmos as his *body. But Ramanuja
of course wished to maintain—in opposition to Sankara—that there
are many finite *selves distinguished in some manner from God, and
also—in opposition to the *Materialists and Buddhists—that such
*selves are not simply comprised by a series of bodily or bodily-cum-
mental states. This insistence on the existence of *selves created some
complication in applying the analogia personae. For Ramanuja had to
affirm not only that the material world is the *body of God, but that in
some manner *life-monads too were part of the one holy *Power.
Consequently he evolved a (so to say) ‘two-decker’ *self-body
relationship. Just as human *selves, for example, animate human
*bodies, so God is the *self underlying these *selves. In brief, *selves
are God’s body too. They can thus be considered on two levels—as
spirits in relation to *bodies, as *body in relation to the *Lord.
This notion, clearly, involves stretching analogy far. But it had
an important application in Ramanuja’s doctrine of dependence upon
God.

The *Lord in so far as he underlies the working of *selves is the
*inner controller. Not only this, but he controls the material world, in
that it is his *body. But he allows *selves a sort of freedom, to realize
their desires through the operation of their *bodies: but only because
God so wills it. That is, Ramanuja holds to a permissive occasionalism.
Further, as *inner controller, the divine Being tends to influence certain
sorts of people—those who rely upon him and call on him with faith
are given his *grace; those who reject him strongly are led farther
astray by the implanting of wrong desires. This doctrine of *grace and
its opposite was not fully worked out by Ramanuja, but its elaboration
much exercised the Ramanuja school. By consequence, there was a
division into two sects—those who held (taking Raminuja’s occa-
sionalism to its logical conclusion) that salvation or *release comes
solely through the grace of God: and those who held that human
effort or works is also a necessary condition. The two sects were
known respectively as the cat and monkey schools: the cat carries its
kitten from A to B by the scruff of its neck, so that the kitten makes no
effort (thus is expressed the theological determinism which can be
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educed from Ramianuja’s hints); on the other hand, the monkey leads
its young along from A to B, and so the co-operation of the *self with
God is necessary.

Raminuja’s system, so far, is a way of introducing a distinction
between the *self and the *Lord, while retaining a sort of non-dualism
or monism. Since Sankara had argued that the world of change is
*illusory, he resolved the problem of the relation between the un-
changing Absolute and the world of change in a different way. It was
necessary for Ramanuja and his followers to show that the notion of a
universal *illusion (or almost universal—the experience of identity
with the holy *Power was, according to Sankara, no illusion) was
scarcely satisfying. It is not necessary for us here to describe the
various arguments employed, since some of the more important are
relegated to a later chapter. Suffice it to say that two principal points
were adduced as against the *Non-Dualists. First, the notion of
illusion gains its application by contrast with what is not illusory; by
relegating all perceptual knowledge to the sphere of *illusion, Sankara
makes nonsense of the idea of perception. Second, all illusion in any
event is simply the wrong perception of what exists—for example,
mistaking a stretch of rope for a snake involves perceiving the rope
and ascribing to it the wrong qualities. Ramanuja and his school there-
fore argued that knowledge is in general self-authenticated, and that it
is absurd to argue from the occurrence of particular mistakes to the
possibility of the universal unreliability of perception, etc.

Ramanuja’s cosmology follows that of *Distinctionism, with one or
two modifications. *Nature is identified with the *body of the holy
*Power in its subtle or fine form, and the rest of the *evolution of the
various states of the cosmos corresponds to the *Distinctionist account.
Thus the cosmology is *Distinctionism given a *theistic background
and interpretation—so that ultimately God, not *nature, is the material
cause as well as being the efficient cause of the manifested *creation. It
needs to be repeated here that there is no question here of creation out
of nothing: or of a prior state in which the *Lord exists and the cosmos
not. It is a necessary fact that the *Power qua supreme *Self and qua
*body should externally coexist; nevertheless, the visible world is the
consequence of a transformation of the *Lord’s subtle *body. Thus
Ramanuja holds to a form of the *identity theory of causation, i.e. that
the effect (in this case the manifested cosmos) pre-exists in the cause(the
subtle *body). It may be noted too that the Ramanujists rejected *atom-
ism as implying the existence of minute and unobservable material
entities. In these various respects *Qualified Non-Dualism has close
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affinities to *Distinctionism in regard to its doctrines about the
material world.

The Ramanujists did, however, have a kind of atomism, but about
the *selves or *life-monads. These are conceived as *atomic and
localized in a particular place in the *body. One reason for the vacilla-
tion in Indian thought between treating *selves as (so to speak) spiritual
points and treating them as all-pervasive is that spatial attributes do
not seem to apply in any ordinary manner to *souls. But treating *life-
monads as points or atoms created a problem of how it is that one has
sensations and perceptions which in some sense belong to the *self and
yet which are associated with various parts and organs of the *body.
The Ramanujists introduced an entity to bridge the gap between
atomic *selves and extended *bodies, namely a substance known as
*attributive intelligence. This was conceived by analogy with light,
which serves as a medium for illuminating objects in relation to a
percipient. Similarly, *attributive intelligence pervades the *body and
makes the *self aware of various sensations, etc. This substance is in
principle capable of infinite extension, and indeed in the case of the
*Lord s all-pervasive, since his *body is constituted by the whole of the
spatial world. In so far as it is finite, in the case of *life-monads impli-
cated in the round of rebirth, this is explained as due to karma and
*ignorance. However, in the state of *release, the *self puts off this
limitation. It may be noted here that the *Qualified Non-Dualist con-
cept of *attributive intelligence corresponds in some measure to the
Jain idea of the *life-monad, which (as we saw) is regarded as filling the
space of its body, and liable to expansion and contraction.

In the state of *release the *life-monad, according to the Raminu-
jists, realizes its essential God-like properties. It more clearly reflects
the nature of the *Lord (and this allows Ramanuja to interpret “That
art thou’ and similar sayings in the Upanisads as meaning that the *self
has divine attributes, rather than that it is literally identical with the
supreme *Power). The *self in this state is, for instance, infinitely bliss-
ful and omnipotent in the sense that no desire is frustrated. However,
the capacities for *creation and *dissolution and for bringing about
salvation remain the *Lord’s alone. Thus the liberated *life-monad
leads an eternal life of bliss in which it is aware of its dependence, for
that joy, upon the *Lord. Opponents of Raminuja complained that one
could not gain complete happiness unless one were totally self-
sufficient, and the notion of happiness through dependence was
defective. But Ramanuja replied that happiness has to be seen in rela-
tion to man’s true nature: and if the latter is in fact determined by his
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situation as a creature, the highest happiness will involve, and arise out
of, a sense of dependence upon God. Interestingly enough, however,
the Ramanujists did not deny the possibility of another, but lower,
form of *release in accordance with the underlying assumption of such
critics. Both for the *Non-Dualist and for the adherent of Yoga,
*release involves the realization, in contemplative experience, of one’s
*self. From the point of view of the Ramanujists, the *Non-Dualists
were of course in error in supposing that there is but one *self, identi-
fied with the supreme *Power, and consequently their attainment of a
*non-dual experience was interpreted as similar to, or the same as, the
Yogin’s achievement of the *release of the *self in a state of isolation.
Hence, with a certain magnanimity, the Ramanujists recognized this
*release in isolation as a real possibility. But it is a lower kind of sal-
vation, for the isolated *self does not share in the joy of basking in the
glory of the *Lord.

This is especially relevant for understanding the inner motivation
and religious concerns lying behind the whole Rimianujist scheme. It
needs to be emphasized again that Ramanuja, in rejecting natural
theology, rests his case primarily on *revelation: the arguments
employed in his commentary and elsewhere are largely apologetic—
to show the inadequacy of conflicting views and to exhibit the accord
between his general position and common sense (e.g. in regard to the
self-authentication of knowledge). But though he rests his case on
*revelation, so too do the other Vedantists appeal to the scriptures. We
therefore need to account for the divergences in interpretation of the
texts. The doctrine of two levels of *release give us an important clue
as to why Ramanuja elaborated the scheme he did. For the relegation
of the contemplative or yogic path to a secondary place in the pattern
of salvation is a direct consequence of his elevation of the religion of
*devotion and *grace. As we suggested at the beginning of this chapter,
Sankara’s *Non-Dualism ultimately made worship and adoration
pointless. The worshipper sees himself as distinct from the object of
his worship, and the stress on the need to love God in Ramanuja and
his predecessors among the religious poets of South India implied a
distinction between the lover and the Beloved. But to say, first, that the
*self is really all the time identical with God, and to affirm, second, that
the *Lord himself as *creator of the world and object of worship is
himself implicated in the grand *illusion—such a thesis destroys the
heart of devotionalism. Thus Raminuja reverses Sankara’s priorities.
His doctrine of salvation is Sankara’s upside down. Instead of elevating
the contemplative knowledge of the *self to the supreme place in the

H
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religious quest, and relegating worship to a subsidiary means, he raises
the life of devotion, reflected finally in the sense of dependence the soul
has in heaven, to the first place and demotes contemplative gnosis to a
subordinate position.

It may be noted too that though dualism between *self and God
expresses a certain form of religion—the *devotional—superficially
there is not the radical distinction between God and the world (includ-
ing souls) that one might expect by analogy with the similarly-
oriented theism of the West. Indeed the doctrine of the world as God’s
*body looks rather like pantheism. However, Ramanuja’s use of the
concept of the holy *Power as being among other things the material
cause of the world enabled him to stress strongly the continuous
dependence of the world upon God. As we shall see in regard to
Madhva, there is some conflict in the Indian tradition (which does not
recognize creation out of nothing, but rather *creation as the periodic
reordering of the cosmos out of chaos) between the requirement of a
devotional faith to express the distinctness of God and the world and
the requirement to express the dependence of the world upon God.

It needs to be borne in mind also that Rimanuja was being loyal to
the monistic import of many scriptural passages, as well as to those
which expressed the idea of a personal *Lord. Furthermore, it is doubt-
less true that a form of Absolutism, in which both the divine and visible
aspects of reality are seen as constituting a kind of unity has an intellec-
tual attraction which theistic dualism appears to sacrifice.



CHAPTER IX

*DUALISM AND *SAIVITE DOCTRINE

The reaction against Sankara’s doctrines expressed by Riménuja and
his followers was carried farther by Madhva, who abandoned any
semblance of a monistic system. The structure of his metaphysics
depended on the distinction between three sorts of entity—the *Lord,
*life-monads and *non-intelligent substances. A fourth entity, *nature,
which forms the material cause of the cosmos, is also listed as one of the
fundamental entities: its chief function is to avoid the claim that God
is in some way the material cause of the world. In short, the introduc-
tion of *nature—and with it some of the *evolutionary paraphernalia
of *Distinctionist cosmology (*Distinctionism, as we have seen, very
often formed the starting point for cosmological doctrines, which is
one of the reasons why it has become fashionable to treat the different
*yiewpoints as validly treating different aspects of reality, despite their
conflicts)—made quite clear the divide between the *Lord and the
cosmos on which Madhva was keen to insist.

Not only this; Madhva was also concerned to maintain the distinc-
tion between *selves and *non-intelligent substances, and between
individual *selves and individual material entities. Thus he operates
with a fivefold set of distinctions: between the *Lord and *life-monads;
between the *Lord and material substances; between *life-monad and
material substances; between *life-monad and *life-monad; and
between material substance and material substance. Of course, Rama-
nuja also held that there are many *selves. But Madhva further (and
unlike Ramanuja) held that each has its individual peculiarities. While
Ramanuja regarded *selves as having the same essential nature, and
thus being indistinguishable in the state of *release, Madhva argued
that differences remained even in that state, so that each man’s salvation
has, as it were, a different quality from every other person’s.

In connection with this, and for various reasons, Madhva employed
a theory of *relative particulars. First of all, Madhva rejected the
doctrine of real universals. Hence qualities belonging to substances
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ought to be regarded as parts or aspects of them, and in so far as we use
general words, this is because there is a relation of similarity between
the aspects or parts in question. However, the aspects could not be
regarded as identical with the *substance underlying them—for then
the disappearance of a quality should entail the disappearance of the
*substance. Hence, Madhva argued that a *substance contains an
indefinite number of *relative particulars, i.e. those aspects, etc., of it
which we refer to in saying ‘This is blue’ and so on. However, the
aspects referred to themselves do not count as qualities or relations,
etc., which further require a point of reference—since this would imply
an infinite hierarchy of *relative particulars. Thus there are certain
basic aspects of a *substance to which we refer qualities, etc. In short,
we can regard a *substance as a conglomeration of particulars, and
these are relative to the point of view from which we wish to describe
the substance (or rather, since the ascription of predicates is not a
matter of convention, from we Aave to describe the substance, in
accordance with the particular facts of the situation). This theory has
some connection with the Jain doctrine outlined earlier (p. 66); and
does not carry the implication that all judgments are purely relative,
in a sense which destroys the notion of truth. But rather, every sub-
stance stands in relation to a host of others, and a genuine description
of its qualities needs to take account of these complex relations.
Madhva was keen to point out that it is a fallacy to suppose that be-
cause the qualities, etc., of a substance are determined by its causal and
other relations to other substances, therefore these qualities, etc., are
not genuinely part of it. It should be noted that in all this discussion
‘substances’ does not merely refer to inanimate substances mentioned
above, but to the *life-monads, etc. Since each substance has a different
place in the whole system of reality, each has its own peculiar charac-
teristics as determined by its relations to other entities. This is the chief
ground for Madhva’s doctrine of the essential difference between one
*life-monad and another-—a difference which constitutes its ineluctable
individuality.

It may be noted, incidentally, that Madhva was charged with the
common retort, in regard to his theory of the use of general words in
terms of similarities discovered in individuals, that similarity itself
must be a universal. Madhva’s reply to this is to argue that since
*relative particulars are indeed relative to the point of view from which
they are examined, there is some difference between the similarity of
A to B and the similarity of B to A. That is, similarity is not a properly
symmetrical relation. Nevertheless, there is sufficient likeness between
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a group of individuals described as similar to one another to justify the
application of the same name or general word.

All this, then, implies that there are ineluctable, if sometimes subtle,
differences between all *substances in the universe. Consequently,
Madhva felt justified in adopting a pluralistic account of the entities in
the cosmos, as well as a radical distinction between the cosmos and the
*Lord. The complex of material entities forming the world is, however,
something which God causes to *evolve out of *nature. As has been
mentioned, this concept of a unitary *nature underlying the varied
*substances of the world is a means of maintaining the transcendence
of God. On the other hand, it is under the *Lord’s control and is, as it
were, his instrument of governance. From a mythological point of
view, it is personified by the *Dualists as God’s consort Laksmi; this
doubtless represents an accommodation of metaphysical ideas to
traditional Vaisnavism.

In an important sense, according to Madhva the material world plus
the *selves depends upon the *Lord. Indeed the most vital distinguish-
ing, characteristic which God possesses is his self-dependence. Other
entities are dependent upon him. This distinction has various applica-
tions. First, at a period of major *dissolution (there was also the con-
ception of a less radical form of destruction intercalated between
periods of major chaos) the world of inanimate objects is dissolved into
into primeval *nature, thought of as a powdery substance vastly more
minute in texture than the *atoms of the *Distinctionist school. Under
such conditions *nature becomes virtually undifferentiated chaos, and
solely has the function of producing instants of time. Time, it may be
remarked, is viewed as a sort of substance generated directly by
*nature. Thus the material entities of the cosmos are subject to trans-
formation, through the agency of the *Lord. On the other hand, the
*Lord is changeless and is not liable to *evolutionary change. Thus
*dependence here involves being liable to change by God; *indepen-
dence, being incapable of change by anything else. It may be noted too
that though *nature is somehow regarded, as we have seen, as con-
stituting or representing the power of the *Lord, it is subject to the
transformation into the myriad entities of the cosmos. This somewhat
ambiguous position occupied by *nature is a consequence of its being
an intermediary between God and the things of ordinary experience,
and suffers from the troubles intermediaries typically possess.

The relation between *life-monads and the *Lord is rather different.
Considered in themselves, without regard to the *ignorance and the
material aspects with which they are clothed during their time of
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transmigration in the world, they are changeless. Thus the distinction
between God and the material world, namely that the former does not
undergo transformation, while the latter does, does not hold in this
case. However, the fate of the *life-monads—as to whether they gain
*release and their status in *release, etc.—is determined by God, to
whom are due the operations of *ignorance which veil *life-monads’
intelligence and thereby implicate them in the round of rebirth. Thus
the circumstances of *selves are affected by God’s activity—the cir-
cumstances, for instance, of whether they enjoy bliss or pain and so
forth; but on the other hand the circumstances of the *Lord in these
respects are unaffected by the activity of other entities in the universe.
Consequently, God is *independent, but *life-monads are *dependent.

As in Ramanuja’s system, the *selves are regarded as *atomic; but
through the possession of consciousness they are enabled to pervade
the bodies which they inhabit, rather as light from a source pervades a
volume of space. But whereas for Ramanuja the divergences between
*selves, in regard to their embodiment and status in the world, are the
direct consequence of karma, which in turn is simply the expression of
the *Lord’s will, the *Dualists argued that the differences in the fates of
different individuals is traceable to their individual characteristics.
That is, each *life-monad has certain qualities which necessarily deter-
mine its whole course of existence. The *Lord in controlling the world
and thereby arranging the destinies of the *life-monads is realizing
what is inherent in them.

As in the case of *Non-Dualism, the condition which causes souls
to be bound down to the beginningless round of rebirth is *ignorance.
However, and unlike Sankara, Madhva does not conceive of *ignorance
as a unitary phenomenon, but each individual’s *ignorance has its own
peculiar characteristics. Thus the ‘imposition’ by the *Lord of ignor-
ance on the *life-monad does not involve foisting on ita spiritual dark-
ness which is extrinsic to the individual. We have mentioned above,
.further, the fact that Madhva differentiates between the *release en-
]o?red by different souls. He also—and uniquely among the great
Hlnfiu theologians—holds that some *selves are destined for eternal
punishment in hell. Some *selves also will just go on transmigrating.
T.hus Madhva not only postulates various grades of *release, but
different grades of non-*release.

. The doctrine of predestination to eternal damnation, uncharacteris-
tic of Indian religious thought, has inclined some scholars to see Chris-
tian influence on Madhva. The West coast of India round Mangalore
certainly is an area where there were early Christian settlements. More-
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over, Madhva’s mythological teachings make the god Vayu (literally
“Wind’) a central intermediary between the *Lord and men. Legendary
accounts of Madhva’s life, further, describe him as walking on water,
and there are other incidents reminiscent of the New Testament. But’
there are other ways of explaining these facts, and it would be rash to
ascribe to Madhva a Christian ancestry. For instance, Vayu is a Vedic
deity, and there is no need to see him as an importation of the doctrine
of the Holy Spirit. Again, legendary miracles of all kinds abound in the
lives of the Indian saints, and it is not impossible to find parallels nearly
everywhere to their Western counterparts. Finally, and most impor-
tantly, the predestinationism of Madhva is more easily explained by the
internal dynamics of his system. Given the necessary differences in the
destinies of individuals, it is not surprising that some should achieve
the worst possible fate.

. It is easier to detect in Madhva the genuine influence of Jainism,
prevalent in the area in question, especially during the mediaeval period.
The doctrine of the infinity of *life-monads and their being closely-
packed throughout the cosmos is reminiscent of the Jain view. It is not
unnatural that one who wished to affirm a *dualistic thesis should have
been favourably disposed towards a tradition which asserted the
infinite number of *life-monads. For *Dualism presupposes that there
are many *selves, and that they are not all united as it were in the single
holy *Power underlying the visible world. Also, just as Jainism made a
hierarchy of the gods (conceived of course as existing within the cos-
mos), so too Madhva, with his passion for differentiation, assigns
different roles and statuses to a whole string of traditional gods, who
form, so to say, a hierarchy of officials administering the *Lord’s
commands.

Like Raminuja, Madhva was committed to the self-authentication
of common-sense knowledge (as opposed to the *illusionist doctrine
of the *Non-Dualists), and there are certain details of his epistemology
which are of some interest. These will be discussed later in connection
with the arguments used (see below, p. 174). Also, as has been men-
tioned, Madhva elaborated his own scheme of cosmology: but as this
is based on *Distinctionist ideas, its details are of little concern to us
here. But there is one aspect of his doctrine about *life-monads which
needs to be mentioned. Like the *Non-Dualists, Madhva made use of
the concept of the apperceiver or *witness—the *self as conscious who,
as it were, inspects the data provided by the senses, etc. More impor-
tant, it is the source of intuitive knowledge which is indubitable—for
example, knowledge of one’s own existence is of this sort, since doubt
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presupposes a self which doubts; the apprehension of space and time is
also a function of the *witness. In Western terms, therefore, it is a
faculty of a priori cognitions. But, like *ignorance, it is not, so to say,
common to different persons, as in the *Non-Dualist account, but is
individual to each person.

Although formally *Dualism seems to be nearer to theism as it is
usually formulated in the West than is Ramanuja’s system, there is a
certain paradoxicality in the situation-—to which we referred in the last
chapter. For although the separation of God from the world and from
the *selves is radical in *Dualism, and although *Qualified Non-
Dualism has something of a monistic air and thus superficially re-
sembles pantheism, the concept of *grace is much more strongly
stressed in the latter system. This is part of the greater emphasis on
the dependence of the *self on the *Lord—a dependence which arises
from the fact that the *Lord is the *inner controller and forms the
material cause of the cosmos. Thus Madhva, by affirming the eternal
co-existence of *selves and the *Lord, and by holding that there is a
kind of inner determination of the individual souls which provides
them with their destiny, blurs the notion of *independence. As we have
seen, he certainly wishes to attach weight to the distinction between the
*Lord and *life-monads in terms of the self-dependence of the former.
But there is not the same sense, in his system, of the dependence of
souls on the activity of God as there is in Raminuja’s, since the careers
of souls are only the working out by God of what is already inherent
in them. This is where the absence of a doctrine of creation out of
nothing alters the dynamics of Indian theology and implies that the
superficially pantheistic concept of God as the material cause has a
closer resemblance to Western theism than the strictly dualistic
account which Madhva attempted to introduce. (In making these
rerr{arks, of course, T am not at all intending; to pass judgment on these
various versions of theism, but merely to show that devotionalism,
Whlch' requires a form of theism for its expression, may well have a
TMore intense expression in what is superficially pantheistic in the Indian
tra.dmon than in what looks at first sight closer to Western orthodoxy.
It is of course an open question as to whether a strong emphasis upon
devotionalism is a good thing.)

The motive of Madhva in formulating his metaphysics was, like
Ramanuja’s, a desire to combat the monistic view of Sankara—a view
which, as Madhva’s biography explicitly affirms, cut at the root of
worship and devotion. Thus, as an intensely pious Vaisnavite, Madhva
wanted to elaborate a theology in consonance with that form of
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worship. Nevertheless, although *devotion and individual worship are
central parts of the path to salvation, Madhva’s prescription on how to
lead the true religious life involves the necessary practice of *medita-
tion. This is what brings a direct knowledge of the *Lord. Now in so
far as there is a contrast running through the Indian tradition,
especially in the mediaeval period, between yogic practices centred on
*meditation and *devotionalism, it would appear that, paradoxically,
Madhva both stresses the distinction between the *self and the *Lord
(a theological reflection of *devotionalism) and also the necessity for
*meditation (which is reflected doctrinally either in *self- or *soul- or
*life-monad-pluralism or in the *non-dualistic identification of the
*self with the one holy *Power, i.e. *release in either case is conceived
as a realization of the *self). But this appearance of paradox is mis-
leading, when we come to examine what Madhva meant by *meditation.
For him, it consisted in a contemplation of the *Lord. It involved too a
reflection upon the eternal fivefold distinction outlined earlier between
God, *souls and inanimate objects.

Here there is some contrast with much of classical Indian *medita-
tion. In *Non-Dualism and in Yoga, as well as in Buddhism, methods
of contemplation essentially involve the emptying of the mind of
images and objects of thought. Through the attainment of a pure state
of consciousness, one realizes the *self—whether conceived as identical
with the *Power, as in *Non-Dualism, or as individual and in isolation.
It is true that such contemplative attainments need to be seen by the
practitioner in the light, so to speak, of the path which they are
treading—and in this sense they have a sort of conceptual ambience.
But essentially it remains true that there are not discursive objects of
thought in the higher states of mysticism in the Indian tradition—this
helps to account for the Sankarite doctrine of the *featurelessness of the
holy *Power. But for Madhva *meditation has as its object the *Lord:
indeed he should be its sole object. Thus his mysticism has some
analogy to theistic mysticism in the West, where the distinction be-
tween God and the soul is retained, and where God is the object of
loving contemplation. Hence we can say that Madhva provides a sort
of bridge between the *atheistic mysticism of schools such as Yoga and
Jainism and the *devotionalism expressed by Raminuja. It may be
noted too that like these schools, Madhva recognizes the ideal of
*living-release (of the saint or yogi already liberated in this life) which
in one way or another is characteristic of the contemplative schools of
the Indian tradition, from Buddhism, Jainism and Yoga through to
*Non-Dualism. Ramanuja on the other hand does not so recognize it
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(in this doubtless as elsewhere he was stressing the dependence of the
saint on God’s *grace: the notion of *living-release appears to make
him self-sufficient in his latter days). All this may serve to reinforce
our earlier interpretation of Madhva as adapting *soul-pluralism to the
needs of *theism.

We have so far observed how both Rimanuja and Madhva repre-
sent a reaction, in the interests of *devotional religion, against the
contemplative monism of Sankara. It might be thought that this is due
simply to the fact that both these theologians were committed to
Vaisnavism (while Sankara was a *Saivite). It is therefore of great
interest to observe the features of *Saivite Doctrine as elaborated by
Meykanda and others. It does not rank as Vedanta; and arose in a
sense outside the *orthodox Brahmanical tradition. But its similarities
to *Dualistic teachings is a good indication that the same religious
impulses as underlie Madhva’s metaphysics are at work here also. It is
principally for this reason that I have included this school within the
purview of this account of the major systems of Indian metaphysics.
Since its main concerns—even more than Madhva and Raminuja—
were theological; and since also it borrowed some of its epistemology,
etc., from *Logic-*Atomism and some of its cosmology from *Distinc-
tionism; it does not figure a great deal in the philosophical debates of
the various schools. One indication, indeed, of the *Saivite Doctrine’s
lying outside ‘mainstream’ Indian metaphysics is its use of its own
particular terminology, some of the key items of which are not found
elsewhere.

The teachings propounded by Meykanda can be briefly described.
First, the *Lord is identified with Siva; and he is the cause of the world,
but not its material cause. The latter is *nature or the *creative-sub-
stance, which is transformed in various ways by the agency of God,
through his *energy. The latter is sometimes considered as an inter-
mediary between God and the world, and is therefore hypostatized
mythologically as the female creative *energy who is the consort of
Siva. There is a parallel here with the *Dualist use of the mythological
figure of Laksmi to represent *nature as the *Lord’s instrument of
governance. In the Saivite case, however, the intermediary is at one
farther remove. The *creative-substance is acted upon by God and is
transformed into bodies, organs, objects of experience and inorganic
beings: and the organs, including inner or psychic organs, such as the
*mind-organ, when associated with a *self give rise to consciousness.
According to the Doctrine, the *selves initially are immersed in an
*obscuring substance, which make them incapable of knowledge either
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of themselves or of the *Lord. By being associated with matter, and
further by being tainted by *impurities, the *selves gradually learn the
transiency of existence in the world, self-awareness and ultimately
*release in the sight of the *Lord. All this is due to the operation of
God’s *energy, which not only makes the *souls conscious, but leads
them on to *release. Thus *Saivite Doctrine here assumes the existence
of three categories of being—the *Lord, who is Master of the world,
the *souls who are subject to him, and the world itself which consti-
tutes their place of bondage. It is thus in its formal structure similar to
Madhva’s system.

There are variations among the beliefs of followers of this school,
and so not all the following ideas have universal acceptance there; but
they serve to illustrate the religious atmosphere underlying the above
doctrines. The *self as we have seen is subject to God. This entails not
only that the adherent should throw himself entirely on the mercy of
God, but also he should learn from a teacher or guru (regarded as an
incarnation of Siva). Through initiation into the Sa1v1te way of life he
can ultimately attain to a union with Siva through contemplative know-
ledge, and this is sometimes likened to the union of male and female
(or in the language of Western mysticism the spiritual marriage).
There is thus a *living-release possible for the saint, as with Madhva.
However, in the liberated state, the soul retains the shadow of its
former *obscuration and *impurities: this is no more than the poten-
tiality for lapsing under the influence of them again. Thus *living-
release, and indeed final *release itself, do not bring with them an inner
guarantee, as it were, that salvation is for eternity. In this further way
the *self is dependent upon God’s grace.

We may see in all this strong analogies to the *Dualist position.
There are many infinite *life-monads, immersed in a real world, and
ultimately controlled by God. *Release comes through treading a path
of adoration and self-abasement before God, and a dualism is implicit
in the description of the relation between God and souls. Nevertheless,
mystical or contemplative gnosis plays a large part in the scheme of
salvation, but it is likewise—as with Madhva—contemplation seen
from the position of *devotion and of belief in a personal *Lord. Thus
Saivism has its counterpart to the non-monistic doctrines of Vaisna-
vism.

With *Dualism and the *Saivite Doctrine outlined above we by no
means exhaust the variety of theologies and metaphysical systems of
the mediaeval and later periods. However it is fair to say that our
survey of the three great forms of Vedanta, together with the *Saivite
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Doctrine, gives a fair idea of the main types of doctrine elaborated. The
other systems represent variations on, or intermediate positions
between, these *viewpoints. Thus, for instance, later Saivite teachings,
in so far as they take an orthodox form and involve an interpretation
of *revelation, are not dissimilar to the *viewpoints already discussed.
It is not necessary for our present purposes to catalogue all the varieties
of theology to be met with, and it is sufficient that some important
and representative examples have been exhibited. This will enable us
not only to analyse them further, in order to see more clearly why
these various patterns of metaphysical belief have emerged in the
Indian tradition, but it will also, for the second part of the book, be a
sufficient indication of the background to the discussion of philoso-
phical topics which have figured prominently in Indian metaphysics.



CHAPTER X

ANALYSIS OF THE RELIGIOUS FACTORS
IN INDIAN METAPHYSICS

As has been indicated earlier, it is possible to show roughly why the
various *viewpoints and schools of Indian metaphysics assumed the
shapes that they did. It is often the case that a metaphysical system is
a coherent elaboration of a single main thesis, or of some few central
theses. From a cluster of insights (or supposed insights) a whole set of
doctrines is excogitated. In the case of Indian philosophy, with its
powerful connection with religion, it is necessary to look for the
determining religious motivation behind the various *viewpoints.
This, as we shall see, does not quite work in every case—especially
*Logic-Atomism—but it works in a sufficient number to justify the
procedure. It needs to be remembered, too, that Indian philosophy is
on the whole markedly traditional. That is, the roots of the different
*viewpoints and schools usually go back a very long way, sometimes to
disappear into the recesses of unknown antiquity. Consequently, the
shape of a system is often determined, so far as we can see, by factors
other than those of speculative inquiry. This is a further reason why
there is a need to consider the systems in relation to underlying
religious intuitions which, more often than not, they express.

All this is not to say that the arguments which we shall be describing
in the Part II are valueless because they (so some might think) are
mere rationalizations designed to bolster existing prejudices. Such a
view would be quite misleading, for at least two reasons. First of all,
though an analysis of religious motives will serve to illuminate the
underlying reasons for the main shape of the various systems under
discussion, it only does that. It cannot hope to be an account which
explains all the details, and where the latter are concerned with, for
example, epistemological issues, it is wise to consider them as deter-
. mined, so to say, by reason rather than faith. Second, the validity or
otherwise of arguments, and their intrinsic interest, do not depend
upon their provenance or upon who utters them. It would be as foolish
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to ignore the dialectical side of Indian philosophy out of a scepticism
about religion as it would be to dismiss Western mediaeval philosophy
solely because of its general alliance with theology. It should also be
recognized that though the basic insights of a system may be religious
in character, the working up of the system which expresses them may
be a task exhibiting considerable brilliance. One is inclined to feel this
in the case of Sankara. His idealism is perhaps, to eyes unaccustomed
to the spiritual intentions of such a form of speculation, bizarre. But
there is no mistaking its curious boldness and economy.

In the course of the preceding chapters I have made some brief
attempt to characterize some of the religious motivations of the sys-
tems, and this will have sufficiently indicated the main features of the
present analysis. It will already have become apparent, for example,
that the activities of *meditation, or yoga as broadly considered, and
of worship and *devotion to God provide a polarity which helps to
account for the shapes of various systems. It is extraordinarily impor-
tant, if we are to give an account of the matter in terms of religious
insights, etc., that attention be paid to empirical religion, and in par-
ticular to the religious procedures and activities lying at its centre. It
is not sufficient to say about a metaphysician or theologian that, for
instance, he wishes to resist a pantheistic doctrine and therefore argues
that such-and-such. We want to know further about his distaste for
pantheism. We will usually find either that he is resting on some
orthodoxy, which puts the problem back a stage, or that (more likely)
his feeling for the distinctness of God and man, and therefore his
suspicion of its apparent abrogation in a doctrine of pantheism, arises
out of his practice of worship and of his consequent religious ex-
perience. We can say that there is a correlation between certain forms
of religious experience and types of ritual or procedural ambience—the
experience of the *soul’s *isolation in contemplative states, for example,
CO_rre!ates with a form of yoga; and the idea of a personal God, met
?Vﬂ‘ih In prayer, goes with a religion of adoration and worship. Thus it
1s important to relate doctrines to their earthly manifestation, in the
practices and experiences of religion. In this, the Indian tradition
constitutes an extraordinarily fascinating spiritual laboratory.

I have referred to *meditation and *devotionalism as constituting a
polarity in religious practice and experience which will help to illu-
minate the varieties of Indian metaphysics. But *devotionalism, in the
sense of fervent adoration of, and reliance on, the *Lord, is not strictly
characteristic of the Upanisadic period; but emerges clearly first in the
Giztd and in the Mahayana schools. But it is related to the earlier
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Brahmanical religion: for it is the bringing into the formal worship of
the holy *Power a strong element of love and obedience. In so far as
*devotionalism occurs in an *orthodox context, as in the Gi: and the
mediaeval theologies, the antique ritualism of the Veda is not repudia-
ted, but reinterpreted as requiring as its inner essence the love of God.
This is analogous to the way some of the sacrificial elements in Vedic
ritual were reinterpreted from a yogic point of view. But already in the
Upanisads there is clearly evident a strand of worship, itself going back
to the worship expressed in the hymns of the Veda. Thus in an impor-
tant way the *devotional religion of the Gi:@ can be seen as a deepening
and personalizing of the formal worship incorporated in Brahmanism.
It would therefore be useful to keep in mind that the polarity is not
just between *meditation and associated yogic practices on the one
hand and *devotion on the other; but more broadly between yoga and
the religion of worship (of which *devotionalism is a fervent expres-
sion). But since the schools and *viewpoints we are considering took
their shape for the most part in the later period, I shall simply refer to
this polarity as that between *meditation and *devotionalism.

The presence of these elements needs, as we have seen, to be corre-
lated with doctrines; and for this purpose it is useful to select a few key
concepts whose presence and absence in the various systems can be set
out. The discrimination of these key ideas will involve comparisons
between the schools, and will sometimes necessarily have a certain
crudity. But the crudity will not be, I think, of such a degree as to
vitiate the results. One cause of the crudity is that metaphysical
schemes are organic, or partly so—in the sense that concepts have to
be understood in the light of at least a segment of the whole system.

The first of the key ideas I wish to isolate is that of the Absolute.
That is, we can ask about a *viewpoint: ‘Does it affirm the existence of
an Absolute?’ By Absolute here, as we have seen earlier (p. 36), is
meant the inner essence of the observable cosmos, which is conceived
in an impersonal manner (i.e. in this way, it differs from the concept of
the *Lord). As has been argued earlier (p. 59), this idea is affirmed in
Mahayina schools, but not in the *Elder Doctrine: i.e. nirvana as
conceived in the latter is not an Absolute in this sense. The use of the ~
notion of an Absolute makes it possible for us to make a direct com-
parison between the Greater Vehicle schools we discussed in an earlier
chapter and Sankara’s *Non-Dualism. About both Sankara and these
Buddhists it is true that they affirmed the existence of an Absolute.

The next key idea I wish to consider is that of the *Lord. Here it
should be noted that I mean a personal God, but not necessarily a
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Creator. Thus the celestial Buddha who forms the object of *devo-
tionalism in the Greater Vehicle can be counted as equivalent to the
Hindu notion of the *Lord, even though in Buddhism there is strictly
no doctrine of the *creation of the world (in line with the Buddha’s
agnosticism).! Then again, in so far as later Yoga developed a doctrine
of God, this was simply belief in an ever-liberated *soul who was *Lord
and object of meditation, etc., but not creator of the world. Thus we
can ask about the notion of a *Lord in a particular system: ‘Does the
system affirm the existence of such a being?’ and also: ‘Is the *Lord
creator of the world?’

A third key idea is that of an eternal *soul, *self or *life-monad
(these are essentially equivalent in the Indian tradition). Since this is
distinguished from the empirical ego and the psycho-physical organ-
ism, we can ask, in regard to each system: ‘Does each psycho—physical
organism possess an individual *self?” Thus we would answer ‘No’ in
regard to *Non-Dualism. This *viewpoint does, however, make use of
the concept of an eternal (but unitary) *Self, but in view of its iden-
t%ﬁcation with the Absolute, we may neglect framing a separate ques-
tion to cover this case. As we have seen, there are differences within
and between the various *viewpoints as the constitution of the *selves,
but these variations will be neglected for the time being.

A fourth key idea in the Indian tradition is that of rebirth or rein-
carnation. All systems save *Materialism share this belief: but it needs
to be distinguished from belief in an eternal or everlasting *self, since
(asin Buddhism and in *Non-Dualism) one can have the concept of a
transmigrating person who does not possess an individual eternal *self.

1.71fr_h, throughout the tradition, except for *Materialism, there is
behef. in the possibility of *release. Again, there are variations in the
way in which it is described, and some variety in terminology (for
Instance, nirvana, one of the words for *release in the Indian tradition, has
virtually replaced its rivals in the description of Buddhist salvation).

As ? Pr_ffliminary move we can draw up a table to exhibit the pattern
Sf beh.ef In terms of these key ideas in relation to the *meditation-

devotionalism polarity. But in virtue of the close association between
some schools—*Distinctionism and Yoga, for example, certain
<:1.1ffe.rences of emphasis may be obscured. Thus though both *Distinc-
tionism a1:1d Yoga, typically of mystical or contemplative thought, lay
Stress on inner *knowledge, the former school is more ‘intellectual’ in
its emphasis. Likewise the *Void school in relation to its close relation,
Buddhist *Idealism. By ‘intellectual’ is meant here that the part played
by reflection on metaphysical truths, so that they acquire an existential
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impact, is given more prominence than the psycho-physical postures
and exercises of yoga. However, this merely represents a further
polarity within the conception of *meditation in the Indian tradition.
As we have seen earlier, the contemplative path is undertaken in terms
of a certain conceptual ambience, and a grasp of metaphysical truth is
supposed to go alongside the attainment of contemplative states (thus
both *insight and *peace are elements of nirvana). The pursuit of this
gnosis thus has two sides to it; and the polarity between metaphysical
*knowledge and yogic experience sometimes leads to a bifurcation
between the two sides.? One may compare the bifurcation between
faith and works within the sphere of devotional Christianity. Thus in
our preliminary table, I shall use the category *meditative *knowledge
to cover both sides of the polarity. We shall then further have to see
what difference it will make to our correlations if a distinction within
this category is made.

There is a further complication to take account of. Both Sankara
and some Mahiayanists affirm both belief in the Absolute and in a *Lord.
But it is important for our purposes to distinguish between the
emphases the two ideas have. This difference metaphysically is repre-
sented by the fact that the *Lord is conceived as being connected
with an *illusory world and so shares in its *illusoriness or *insub-
stantiality. It is therefore an idea at the ‘lower’ or *ordinary level of
truth that is in use when we make empirical statements, etc. It is there-
fore convenient to insert a further question about the systems, namely
‘Is the cosmos a reality?’ This will show in a general way whether a
system is idealistic or not. Where the answer to the question about the
cosmos is ‘No’, it should be kept in mind that the idea of the *Lord has
merely secondary importance. We may now consider our questions in
relation to the systems, by means of the following table. ‘X’ means that
the idea is affirmed; ‘O’ that it is either absent or denied. In the lines of
the table referring to *devotion and *meditation, the symbols mean that
one and not the other is the dominant spiritual practice: but we shall
later have to investigate the relation between the two in a little more
detail. For convenience, I have arranged the table so that, where
_possible, the neighbours of a system show the nearest similarities to it.

Some significant facts emerge from a contemplation of this table.
It h?}ppens, however, that *Logic-*Atomism and Yoga are, for idiosyn-
cratic reasons which I shall come to, jokers in my pack. If we neglect
them for the moment, our list of correlations is increased, and I shall
then explain why my analysis of the situation does not, superficially at

least, fit these *viewpoints. Our facts, then, are as follows.
I

-
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(1) Where *devotion is important, there is belief in a *Lord.

(2) Belief in an Absolute is coupled with belief in a *Lord at a lower
level of truth.

(3) Stress on *meditation as primary implies that the *Lord is not
regarded as primary.

(4) Belief in the *Lord as primary correlates with a belief in many
*selves.

(5) Where *meditation is primary, there is no belief in a genuine

*creator (column 1 shows a *creator; but one that is implicated in the
grand *illusion).
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We may also observe from the table that similarities are cross-
religious: Hindu *Non-Dualism is close to Buddhist *Voidism:
Jainism is close to *Distinctionism. Vaisnavite *Dualism and Saivite
Doctrine are akin. These facts serve to encourage an analysis in terms
of religious experience, since such an explanation ought not to apply
to one tradition alone: that is, the idea that a certain type of religious
experience is specific to one tradition alone would explain little.

The above-listed facts clearly indicate the correlation between
*devotionalism and *theism. But they leave obscure the reason why it
is that a primary emphasis on *meditation should result either in
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Absolutism or *atheism. Nevertheless (2) provides a hint. The hint can
be followed up by further considering the relation between *medita-
tion and *devotion and worship in the principal systems we are con-
sidering. Now if we contrast the *Elder Doctrine with the Mahayana
schools we note that in the latter, though *devotionalism plays a sub-
ordinate part, it certainly exists. That is to say, with the Mahayana, as
we have seen, there was a considerable growth of popular religion, and
with it the development of a fairly fervent *devotionalism. This was,
in a sense, tamed by the orthodoxically Buddhist insistence on the
contemplative life as the culmination of the Path. But in comparison
with the *Elder Doctrine, which even in later days does not recognize
the worship—in the proper signification of the term—of the Buddha,
and which of course does not accept the idea of a transcendent Being
who might serve as the object of worship, the Greater Vehicle schools
show a remarkable degree of *devotionalism. It becomes indeed a
secondary means of salvation, for faith in the Buddha helps towards
the realization of a more refined spiritual life, whether in this world or
in some *heaven. It becomes part of the way of the Bodhisattva. A very
similar situation obtains in regard to *Non-Dualism. For the religion
of worship is recognized as part of the preparation for the ultimate
realization of non-duality. Even if it be an inferior form of faith, it is
praeparatio mystica. In both the Greater Vehicle schools and *Non-
Dualism, therefore, *devotionalism is an ancillary to *meditative
*knowledge. (The doctrine of rebirth clearly makes it easier for such
a view to be taken: though the lower-level truth may be inferior, it
can be of use to people who are at a certain stage of development, and
may assist them to higher attainments in one of their lives to come.)

We might signalize this relation between *meditation and *devotion
in the Absolutistic schools by assigning different weights to the two
forms of religious life. In revising the bottom two lines of our table,
we shall adopt this procedure. But meanwhile a further problem afflicts
us—namely what we are to say about, for intance, the religious life of
the *Dualist school. As we saw earlier, in dealing with this system,
Madhva certainly makes a form of *meditation central to the spiritual
life. However, what he meant by *meditation does not quite correspond
to its significance in *Non-Dualism, Yoga and elsewhere. For *medita-
tion involves an awareness of God as its object, according to Madhva.
That is, it is the contemplative life suffused with, and seen from the
perspective of, *devotionalism. It would not be misleading to describe
this as *devotional *meditation, and assign it to a separate category for
the purposes of this analysis. For since it is *meditation somewhat
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suffused with a theistic attitude, it would be unclear, if we wish to
show the relative weights of *devotion and *meditation in the various
systems (or in the religious life correlated with them), to pigeonhole
it simply either with one arm of our polarity or the other. Thus
*Dualism is correlated with both *devotional *meditation and the purely
devotional religion of worship which Vaisnavism tends to express.
Similar remarks can be made about Saivite Doctrine, as we saw in our
discussion of that school. The concept of *devotional *meditation will
also be of use when we deal with one of our ‘jokers’, namely Yoga.

. Yoga in essence was almost certainly *atheistic until a fairly late period,
and the grafting on of belief in a *Lord was little more than the
recognition that *orthodox Yogins by then were already using a form
of meditation, in addition to the mainstream practices distilled in Yoga,
one which involved *meditation upon the splendour of the *Lord, as a
means helping the adept towards his ultimate goal. In this way, Yoga
was affected, but only very moderately and marginally, by the growth
of *devotional religion in the period from the Gizz onwards.

There are some remarks too which need to be made about the other
‘joker’, namely *Logic-*Atomism. Here it is indeed hard to account for
the shape of the system by reference directly to the religious insights,
etc., which it wished to express. Not only was it probably *atheistic;
but also, it seems to have grafted on to itself elements from *orthodox
religion in a very formal way. In view of its origins, it was not primarily
interested in presenting any sort of way of salvation. In theory, how-
ever, it was intellectualist in its prescription for *release. Knowledge
of the true system was adequate for salvation. Superficially therefore it
looked like *Distinctionism. But it would be spurious to explain its
features directly by reference to the forms of the religious life we are
now considering; and so I shall continue to neglect it, for the time
being, in this analysis. ’ '

*Logic—*.Atomism isa. in a sense, doubly the converse of *Exegesis.
The latter is a very curious phenomenon. It arose, of course, from the
need to give a reasoned account of ritual. But ritual itself was in origin
merely a highly formalized means of expressing men’s relations to the
gods of Vedic religion. It thus springs from the activities of worship
and sacrifice, which themselves foreshadow the more intensely personal
*devotionalism of later Indian religion. But the growth of ritualism
detached the ritual from the gods, and the holy *Power came to be
conceived—not as a single being underlying the many gods, its
variegated manifestation—but as something implicit in ritual activities:
a force to be manipulated. In some respects, this was not surprising—
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since the concept of an impersonal power implicit in ritual or other
objects is not uncommon in early religion. But in effect *Exegesis
represents a stage where the outer manifestations of religion which
had a direct connection with worship have become quite detached
from that ambience. This is why, in our table, neither side of the
polarity is represented in the column devoted to *Exegesis. I have said
that *Logic-*Atomism is its double converse. First, it makes formal
recognition of God and thus includes what is so oddly omitted from
*Exegesis. And second, the detachment of *Logic-*Atomism from the
springs of religion occurred in a way opposite to the manner in which
it happened to *Exegesis. *Exegesis has moved away, as it were, from
the religious origins from which it sprang.  *Logic-*Atomism was
without such religious origins, but moved towards a more *orthodox
religious form by engrafting a doctrine of God (as well as recognition
of *revelation).

There is one further point about the revision of the bottom two
lines of our table. Riminuja, as we noted, recognized (perhaps
grudgingly) the possibility of a form of *release through identification
with the *self in yogic experience. It was an inferior form: but it should
be registered on our table (it is interesting that in the Gita there is a
rather similar doctrine of priorities in *release as between those who
follow the path of *devotion and those who isolate the *self in inner
experience).

The lower part of the table can now be revised as follows (where
the numbers register in an unavoidably crude way the priority-relations
between the different forms of spiritual activity, etc.):

ND VO ID QN DU SD YO DI EX JA ED MA

*devotion I I I 3 2 2 0 O O O 0 O
*devotional meditation - - - - 2 2 1 - - - - =
*meditation-*knowledge 3 3 3 I O O 3 4 O 4 4 O

This revision clarifies a number of things not quite obvious in our
previous correlation of doctrines and religious attitudes.

(1) An element of (pure, i.e. neglecting devotional *meditation)
*devotionalism implies a doctrine of a personal *Lord.

(2) Where *meditation outweighs *devotionalism, but where the
latter exists, there is a doctrine of an Absolute.

(3) Exclusive concentration of *meditational means of salvation is
correlated with a belief in a plurality of *selves or (in the *Elder
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Doctrine) with a virtual pluralism, and certainly not with a monistic
doctrine.

(4) Where *devotionalism outweighs the *meditative side of the
polarity, there is a doctrine of the *Lord as the supreme reality.

We can also note certain points about one or more of the systems.
Thus Ramanuja represents *Non-Dualism upside down, so to speak.
It contains an exact reversal of priorities. Again, *Qualified Non-
Dualism, *Dualism and the *Saivite Doctrine involve roughly equal
elements of *devotionalism, though it is more intensely expressed in
the first of the three. It is perchance no accident that these three come
closest to theism as it is conceived in the faiths of Semitic origin.
Again, Yoga among all the systems which include a *Lord, has the
weakest *devotional element: it should thus occasion no surprise that
the position of the *Lord is rather marginal in the history of the
*viewpoint and that he is not conceived as having the *creative powers
usually ascribed to the *Lord elsewhere in Hinduism.

A reflection on all this serves to show an important point about the
Absolutistic schools. They succeed in integrating the doctrine of God
into an essentially *meditative ambience in such a way that it is quite
clear that worship and *devotion are quite secondary. This contrasts’
with the status of the *Lord in Yoga (which might up to a point be
thought to be expressing a similar priority), who is both semi-detached
and something of an afterthought. In any event for Yoga there was
not the same compelling need as in the Greater Vehicle to integrate
popular religion with the quest for nirvana. The forces of *devotion
were more powerful there, and had important associations with a strong
ethic of compassion and self-sacrifice. Thus we might claim that the
notion of an Absolute (which is sometimes thought to be typical of
mysticism—the seeing the One in All) only emerges in the fully-fledged
form which we find in later Buddhist and mediaeval Indian religion as
a concept which paradoxically owes its application to *devotionalism
rather than to mysticism pure and simple. To put the matter in another
way: the typical expression of contemplative religion in India is
pluralistic, not monistic.

One main reason for this paradox is as follows. The more advanced
or developed forms of *devotionalism move unmistakably in the
direction of a single object of worship—or at least a unified complex
of such lords. The many gods are seen as subordinate manifestations
of the supreme *Lord: the many Buddhas and Bodhisattvas are the
one Being, essentially. Thus *devotionalism increasingly requires an
underlying unity in the objects of its expression. By conceiving of the
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Buddhas as united mysteriously in their *Truth-Body, and by the
identification of this with ultimate reality, the Greater Vehicle schools
provided such a unified focus to popular religion. It is interesting by
contrast to notice the situation in the *Elder School. For the *Elders,
there was no question of worshipping the Buddha, for doctrinal
reasons. There could thus be no outlet for *devotionalism in accordance
with Buddhist orthodoxy, save in relation to existing, non-Buddhistic
cults. Thus polytheism was retained, on condition that it was to be
seen by the faithful as in the last analysis quite irrelevant to spiritual
welfare. The gods were overcome by being ignored. Polytheism was
transcended not in the direction of theism, but by nirvana, which had
nothing to do with worship, etc. But, as we have said, the situation in
the Greater Vehicle was very different. *Devotionalism was incor-
porated into the faith, and was recognized through doctrines which
approached theism but at the same time were themselves subordinate
to the concept of an Absolute with which the contemplative could
identify himself through inner experience.

The Absolute, therefore, in Buddhism served two functions. First,
in its emptiness, its *Voidness, its impersonality, it retained the qualities
of nirvana: that is, it was recognizable that the contemplative goal of
the Greater Vehicle had strong analogies to the nirvana conceived in
the Lesser. Second, and relevantly to our remarks about the paradox
of the Absolute, the Absolute served as a substratum in which the
Buddhas manifested to the religious imagination of devotees could
inhere. It was not surprising, then, that in later developments of the
Greater Vehicle there should emerge a tendency to treat the Absolute
itself as a personal Being, and for a form of theism (or something close
in spirit to theism) to usurp the quest for nirvana as originally under-
stood. It was not surprising, for it meant that *devotionalism had
broken through the barrier with which the classical Mahiyana concept
of the Absolute presented. This barrier lay in idealism of one kind or
another: the notion that the ordinary world of experience is self-
contradictory if taken as independently real. Such an idealism was co-
ordinated to a two-level theory of truth, as we saw. Thus the Absolute
was the higher truth—the goal to which, like fingers pointing at the
moon, the doctrines ultimately refer. But the *Lord belongs to the
lower realm—the ambit of men’s imagination. Thus in the Greater
Vehicle schools, *devotionalism, together with something approaching
theism, is incorporated, but made subordinate to the contemplative
knowledge of the Absolute.

This transition from a virtually pluralistic system (as carried on by
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the *Elder School) was made the easier by the form of that virtual
pluralism. The repudiation of the doctrine of *selves meant that the
Buddha, while retaining the rough form in which early Indian mystical
religion was expressed—in Jainism and the precursors of Yoga, for
example—had strictly speaking gone beyond *soul-pluralism. It was
thus a possibility that sooner or later nirvana might be conceived as a
monistic reality, rather than as a state attained separately by divers
individuals. Thus the way was open to the Greater Vehicle reinter-
pretation of the transcendent.

The Absolutism of the Greater Vehicle of course had a considerable
influence upon Sankara; and we can see similar factors at work in his
metaphysics. Again, the two levels of truth mean that he can incor-
porate *devotionalism without allowing it to capture the castle.

We may note too that though idealism or *illusionism is a means of
expressing the lower status of *devotion and of ordinary life, when
compared with the resplendent attainment of contemplative *insight,
it also directly expresses something of mysticism itself. In the pluralis-
tic systems which concentrate upon yoga and *meditation, *release
means that the *soul vanishes from the world. The world is conceived
as real, and the *soul simply vanishes from it. This concept of liberation
reflects the ‘voidness’ of the contemplative’s consciousness—voidness,
that is, in terms of the perceptions, images and thoughts arising out of,
and referring to, empirical existence. But in Sankara the situation is,
so to speak, reversed: the world, looked at from the standpoint of the
illuminated *self, vanishes. And though for ordinary purposes one still
has to go on living in the world and uttering statements about empirical
matters, the world no longer looks as it once did: it is an insubstantial
wraith, a dream, a grand illusion, God’s conjuring trick.

It may be objected to the above analysis of how injection of
*devotionalism turns contemplative pluralism into a doctrine of the
Absolute, that it is not sufficiently historical. For if Sankara be a case
in point, surely it should be recognized that he derives his monism
from the Upanisads. There are several remarks to be made about this.
First, though there are *Non-Dualistic elements in the Veda, we still
need to explain why Indian theologians and metaphysicians came to
interpret *revelation in such differing ways. Our analysis is clearly
relevant to the various emphases placed upon different statements in
*revelation, which justify the various interpretations. Second, the
analysis fits the Greater Vehicle schools, and these in turn influenced
Sankara, as we saw. Third, a similar analysis has to be given about
Upanisadic *non-dualism itself. That is, the Upanisads unmistakably
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manifest the importation into Aryan religion of yogic elements, includ-
ing belief in rebirth, which were not characteristic at all of the early
parts of *revelation. In short, the sacrificial religion of the earlier period,
and the worship of gods and God, is seen here for the first time in
relation to the yogi’s inner quest. The identification of the holy
*Power with the *self within represents the supreme expression, in the
Upanisads, of the synthesis between these two forms of religion. That
an impersonalistic interpretation of the Upanisads was possible for
Sankara and others, through the doctrine of the Absolute, was facili-
tated by the fact to which we have already referred—that the *Power
was conceived not merely as a holy Being sustaining the cosmos in a
personal way, as *Creator, but also as the force implicit in the sacrifice:
an impersonal force. A generalization of this sacrificial idea meant that
the whole cosmos was one great ritual in which and through which the
*Power worked. It followed that in the Upanisads there is a con-
siderable ambivalence between the personal and impersonal aspects of
the holy *Power. Thus again, it is as well to see Upanisadic religion as
a synthesis between the cult of the numinous, whether personally or
impersonally conceived, and the interior yogic quest. Here too there
was a tendency for *soul-pluralism to be swallowed up into a monistic
doctrine. Nevertheless, it would be wrong to see any one teaching as
running consistently through all the classical Upanisads, and this is
one reason for the divergence of interpretations. But in this connection
our first remark in reply to the objection must be repeated with
emphasis: we want to know why one interpretation rather than another
was put upon *revelation, and here the analysis in terms of different
strands of religious practice and experience is extremely relevant.

The thesis that *Distinctionism, Yoga, Jainism and Buddhism
represent a common stream of non-Aryan religion (a thesis which lies
behind the remarks above about the importation of yogic elements in
the Upanisads) is seen to have some force when we contemplate the
first table. If we remove the notion of a *Lord from Yoga (in accor-
dance with its most probable state early on in its development), we note
that *Distinctionism, Yoga and Jainism have an exactly similar pattern,
and *Elder Buddhism diverges in only one main particular. However,
it is not merely doctrinal likeness that the thesis is based on, but
mythological similarity also (especially as between Jainism and
Buddhism).

We may sum up our results so far by enunciating the following

principles which appear to determine the shape of the main systems in
the Indian tradition:
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(1) Contemplative religion, in its ‘pure’ form, i.e. where *devo-
tionalism and worship are neglected as irrelevant to *release, etc., is
either pluralistic or (in the case of early Buddhism) starts from, but
transcends, pluralism.

(2) *Devotional religion is correlated with a doctrine of a *Lord,
regarded as distinct from *souls and the world.

(3) Contemplative religion is formulated as the quest for identifica-
tion with the Absolute when it receives a strong injection of
*devotionalism and worship.

In brief, the various patterns of Indian metaphysics reflect a varied
emphasis upon *meditation and *devotionalism.

That Indian mysticism should, in a sense, be typically pluralistic,
and, in Buddhism of an early period, non-monistic; and that it should
be typically *atheistic or agnostic;—these ideas may strike some
people, brought up in the tradition of the West, as strange. We are
accustomed to think of mysticism and the contemplative life as
directed towards God or a transcendent Uliimate Reality. It is also
usual to think of monism as expressing an important aspect of mystical
experience, the seeing of all things in One. This is ‘panenhenic’
mysticism, of which Professors Zaehner and Stace have written.
Nevertheless, though I would be far from denying that the experiences
of seeing all things in one, and of gaining an ineffable rapport with
nature, are not absent from Indian religion (it may be that some
passages in the Upanisads reflect such an experience), the inner quest
for a luminous state of pure consciousness, however this may be
theologically interpreted, is much more central to the mystical tradi-
tion, both in East and West. It is an experience in the depths of the
soul, not directed to outer reality as the panenhenic feeling is. Now in
regard to interior contemplation it is certainly necessary to distinguish
between experience and interpretation (as we remarked earlier). Those
who tread the contemplative path do so in a certain conceptual
ambience, and a certain religious milieu. The way they interpret their
experience is obviously much affected by that ambience and milieu.
Moreover, the differing conceptions of the nature of the path may
directly affect the experience itself—injecting into it, as it were, an
unconscious interpretation. It is for this reason extremely hard to tell
about a given description of mystical experience how much is due to
interpretative elements and how much to the experience itself. Tt is
thus a dangerous procedure to say that, in regard to diversely des-
cribed interior visions, there are in evidence different types of experi-
ence. For this reason I would be somewhat disinclined to assert that



RELIGIOUS FACTORS IN INDIAN METAPHYSICS 139

the *soul-pluralistic mysticism which typifies yoga is a different variety
in essence from the theistic mysticism of, say, the Theravada. It may
perchance be so: but there is little advance in explanation where we
account for the idiosyncrasies of different theologies and metaphysical
schemes merely by postulating a different kind of experience to go
with each. It is true that we need to distinguish more than one kind of
religious experience if any explanation in these terms is possible: but
our division between the religion of worship on the one hand and
mysticism on the other seems to supply sufficient material with which
to explain the varied patterns of Indian theology—the diversity of
pattern arising from the varied strengths of the two ingredients.

Moreover, it is not unnatural at all that mysticism should in its ‘pure’
state be interpreted in a *soul-pluralistic way. Only if you already
possess the concept of God, for instance, does it make sense to interpret
the inner vision as a vision of such a transcendent Being. If one’s
religious quest is simply concentrated upon inner contemplation, and
if God and worship are irrelevant, and the gods peripheral, it is very
natural to see the yogic experience as a realization of the eternal element
lying ‘within’ the individual. It is at first sight, moreover, natural
enough to think of there being many such *souls. This of course is
especially likely if there is already the belief in rebirth with its attendant
assumption that there is an everlasting something which transmigrates
from body to body. It is therefore most understandable that pluralism
should be the typical form of non-*theistic mysticism in the Indian
tradition—only to be modified when it comes into synthesis with
other religious elements.

But it is also intelligible, as we have seen in discussing the *Elder
Doctrine, that a transcendence of such *soul-pluralism should be taught
as a further, and in many respects more subtle, interpretation. For
since the experience of the yogi involves going beyond the ordinary
discriminations of perceptual, imaginative and ratiocinative experience,
thus attaining a certain ‘voidness’, looked at from the point of view of
the world, it is rather hard to distinguish one mystic’s content of
experience from another’s. The undifferentiated nature of the experi-
ence thus opens the way to the abandonment of the notion of individual
*souls or *selves, though without the implication that therefore there
is just one *Self. (Where discriminations do not apply, neither do
numbers, including the number one!) Thus the Buddhist position of,
SO to say, starting from a pluralistic base but going beyond it is an
intelligible development from *soul-pluralism. Of course, other
motives and reasons entered into the Buddhist denial of the *selves,
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as we saw: it is, for one thing, part of the attack upon the notion of the
substantial *permanence of things. It is worth remarking too that of
all the systems, the *Elder Doctrine has the least element of interpreta-
tion in its account of the contemplative attainment. Neither *Lord nor
*self is invoked in the description of nirvana. It is thus ‘pure’ mysticism, .
not only in the sense of not including worship and *devotionalism as
central to its concerns—indeed these, especially at an early stage, were
quite neglected, and even later given no doctrinal sanction or justifica-
tion—but also in the sense of having a minimal amount of doctrinal
ramifications built into its descriptions.

It is worth commenting too on the way in which the religion of
worship is expressed by the notion of a distinction between the *Lord
and *selves. For the attitude of worship, and a sense of the holy or
numinous other, as object of worship, implies a distinction between
the worshipper and the Object of worship. This has, for instance, a
very vivid expression in the prophetic faiths of Semitic origin. But also
too in the Indian tradition, the proponents of *devotionalism as being
the centre of the religious life stress the difference between God and
the soul. Thus it is that Madhva and Raminuja felt clearly the need to
repudiate Sankara’s monism, since it ultimately made nonsense of the
worship of Visnu as supreme Being. Nevertheless, the strong emphasis
on mystical experience in the Indian tradition, with its accompanying
tendency to be expressed, where the concept of a *Lord was present,
as union with that Being, makes intelligible both the Upanisadic and
the later Absolutistic identifications between the object of worship and
the object of mystical experience. The non-duality of the experience,
the absence from it of empirical discriminations, etc., lead very
naturally to this idea of union. But where the union is interpreted as
identity, clearly the notion of a *Lord as a distinct being and object of
worship is seen to be illusory. What the worshipper sees as an Other
is, in the last resort, identical with him. So that in Mahiayana Absolutism,
the *devotee in worshipping the Buddha is in effect worshipping his
own future state, when he has attained non-dual *enlightenment.
Henc.e it is of interest to note that many *theistic interpretations of the
mystical experience attempted to express the union, not as identity,
but as a kind of spiritual marriage: here there is intimate union—the
most intimate possible—and yet a distinction (expressed in another
t’radition through the phrase ‘one flesh’). Thus, for example, in
Saivite Doctrine, there is the image of Siva as *Lord, who moves the
*selves through his *energy, so that they gain a union with him; and
both the *energy and the *selves are feminine: so there is a marriage,
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s0 to say, between the *selves and God’s *energy or grace working in
them, and the *Lord.

It is, of course, clear that a distinction between the *Lord and the
devotee implies that if there are any eternal *selves, there are more
than one. That is, dualism goes with *self-pluralism. (In principle one
supposes that it might be possible to have a doctrine that all selves are
united in one *Self and that this *Self is distinct from the *Lord whom
it worships; but as far as I know such a doctrine is not propounded in
the Indian tradition, and has a certain intuitive bizarreness.) The
alliance between dualism and *soul-pluralism may indeed help to

-account for possible Jain influences on Madhva. But at all events, it

meant that typical yogic mysticism could be incorporated into, but
subordinated to, a *devotional *theism. Thus we might express the
relation between yoga and *theism in the *orthodox Indian tradition
by the following principle: where *devotion and *meditation are
combined, a preponderance of the latter leads to *soul-monism, where
the *Self is identified with ultimate reality; where on the other hand,
there is a preponderance of *devotion, yoga retains its typical shape as
involving a doctrine of *soul-pluralism. It is perhaps a paradox (but
we have seen already why it is so) that yoga, when it takes on the
ambience of a *devotionalism it ultimately seeks to swallow, loses its
typically pluralistic expression; but when it is tamed by *devotionalism
it is allowed its doctrine of many *selves. These remarks, however,
have to be somewhat adapted when dealing with the Buddhist situa-
tion. For, as we have seen, it is only a virtual pluralism which is
discoverable in the* Elder Doctrine. Thus in those later Mahiyana
schools which emphasized the personal nature of ultimate reality, and a
religion of *devotion, rather at the expence of the contemplative goal
which hitherto had formed the centre of Buddhist aspirations, one
meets a situation analogous in some ways to that of pre-Christian
Judaism: a belief in the Supreme *Lord, but no doctrine of the eternity
of the *self.

There is one further feature of the pattern of Indian religion and
metaphysics which needs to be kept in view. Already we have noted,
in the case of *Exegesis, the phenomenon of ‘detachment’, whereby an
integral element in a form of religion has become detached and made
central to the scheme. For ‘Exegesis, this element in ritual. There is
something similar to be observed in the case of *Distinctionism. We
have already noted the polarity within one arm of our main polarity
between *meditation and worship, namely that between reflection upon
metaphysical truths as a means of salvation and yogic self-training.
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But the two in fact are integral to one another in a way in which
*devotionalism and *meditation are not. For, as we have repeated
frequently enough, the contemplative quest has a conceptual ambience
whereby it is interpreted. The doctrines enshrined in that ambience
are not merely objects of speculation, but have to be realized existen-
tially through contemplative experience. Thus doctrine and yoga go
side by side. Consequently, when *knowledge or *insight is spoken of
in the Indian religious tradition, it does not just mean the kind of
theoretical understanding which might accrue from, say, the study of
physics. *Knowledge is spiritual: and it involves ‘seeing’ in inner
experience the truth of what is taught. Nevertheless, the phenomenon
of detachment does occur, so that some *Distinctionist writers can
appear to say that one can gain *release from doing metaphysics.

The respective emphasis upon *knowledge and yoga accounts for
the contrast between the *Void and the *Idealist schools of the Greater -
Vehicle. Nagarjuna’s elaborate critique of common-sense concepts and
of views about ultimate reality were, of course, intended as part of a
process whereby the aspirant could come to the *non-dual experience
of the *Void: it formed an intellectual yoga to be conjoined with the
classical methods of Buddhist *meditation. But the intellectualist
emphasis (a paradoxical one, since the philosophizing was designed
ultimately to break down intellectual constructions put upon reality—
a kind of metaphysical judo) could easily lead to some neglect of the
heart of the Buddhist life. The *Idealists, therefore, while holding a
general metaphysical position which was pretty close to that of the
*Void school, preferred to stress the concept of *consciousness in their
scheme. This reflected the practical training of the Buddhist yogin in
purifying his mind of the ordinary discriminations of empirical
experience. Thus the relation between the *Void school and that of the
*Yoga-practitioners corresponds somewhat to that between *Distinc-
tionism and Yoga. But in so far as the *Voidist doctrines have remained
a living force within the religious life of Buddhism, while *Distinc-
tionism tends to serve only as a theoretical background to Yoga and a
supplier of cosmological ideas to other schools, one can observe that
*Distinctionism exhibits the phenomenon of detachment—it is a meta-
physical system which has become somewhat removed from its sources
in religious experience.

We may note another appearance of detachment. Jainism has the
same yogic roots as *Distinctionism and Buddhism, though it retained
the ideal of inner mystical *knowledge, it was also very considerably
preoccupied with one aspect of the path of self-discipline. Its rather
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materialistic notion of karma lent added weight to this tendency to
stress asceticism. It was not only in Jainism, of course, that such fierce
austerity was practised. Some degree of asceticism is indeed, it appears
from the history of religions, integral to contemplative mysticism. But
in Jainism there was a trend towards making fierce austerity itself a
means of *release. The Buddha, who wished to gain enlightenment in
experience, and not simply escape from a sorrowful world, evidently
found that such an exclusive emphasis on self-mortification was
scarcely helpful in this aim. Thus we might say this: while *Distinc-
tionism leans towards intellectualism, Jainism leans in the opposite
direction, and again away from the central concern of yoga, towards
austerity.

We may sum up our analysis of the systems with a series of thumb-
nail sketches, beginning from the right of our table.

*Materialism: a repudiation of all religion, but crippled because its
scepticism cut at the roots of protoscience.

*Elder Doctrine: a scholastic elaboration of early Buddhism, wherein
pure mysticism is given a minimal interpretation, but with a pluralistic
flavour—it lies genuinely between Jainism and *Materialism.

Jainism: contemplative *soul-pluralism with archaic roots, but
leaning heavily towards the cultivation of austerity.

*Exegesis: here ritual has become detached from worship, and
neither *meditation nor *devotion are relevant—so there is heaven
without God and without *isolation.

*Distinctionism: *soul-pluralism which has an intellectualist slant,
but arises out of yogic mysticism—it is the supplier of cosmology to
many systems.

Yoga: *atheistic *soul-pluralism which has grafted on a *Lord, des~
pite its almost exclusive concern with *meditation and neglect of
genuine *devotionalism.

*Logic-*Atomism: an elaboration of protoscience and of patterns of
dialectic, which has conformed to *orthodoxy by importing *theism.

*Saivite Doctrine: the Saivite *theist’s contrast to the Saivite
Sankara, wherein *devotionalism infuses the *meditative life.

*Dualism: the Vaisnavite counterpart to the foregoing: but though
formally more theistic (by Western standards) than Ramanuja, there
is a less intense expression of the *soul’s dependence on God, since
*devotionalism, though it infuses *meditation, is less strongly
expressed.

*Qualified Non-Dualism: while preserving the appearance of
monism, it emphasizes God’s grace and the *soul’s dependence—it

-
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shows most strongly the logic of *devotion at work in the Indian
tradition.

*Idealism: here the Buddhist yogi stresses a side that could be
neglected in *Voidist Absolutism.

*Voidism: the Absolutism par excellence of Buddhism, wherein
mysticism is expressed monistically, because of a strong injection into
the Buddhist tradition of *devotionalism.

*Non-Dualism: like the foregoing, it is an expression of contempla-
tive religion which incorporates, rather than ignores, the religion of
worship.

So much for our general analysis. The account involves reference
to one main polarity—between worship and yoga. Within each arm
there are others: between the *devotional side and the ritual, in the
case of worship; between *knowledge and *meditation on the yogic
side. The detachment of ritual from its proper objects (God or the
gods) led to the *Exegete position; the detachment of metaphysical
*knowledge from its roots in mysticism led to the *Distinctionist posi-
tion. Likewise the powerful emphasis on austerity (some degree of
which is an element in all yoga) was expressed by the Jains. Our
whole account is, quite obviously, a tremendous simplification of the
complex facts. But it is to be hoped that thus the wood can be dis-
tinguished, and not, as so often, only the trees. It involves too the
assumption that the determination of metaphysics by forms of religious
experience and practice occurs that way round and not conversely.
Now it is of course perfectly true that individuals are much influenced
by the doctrines which they are taught and in this sense it is certainly
true that theology and metaphysics are in some degree determinative
~ of religious experience. Nevertheless, the assumption, as a general
thesis, requires little justification—it would be indeed odd if meta-
physics, considered as sets of propositions to be entertained and
believed by people, should have the enormous effect of creating out of
nothing the powerful religious experiences of both great teachers and
ordinary folk. It is easier to explain a dualism between God and the
soul by reference to the experience of prophets and worshippers than
to explain the latter by reference to a current doctrine of dualism. It is
' easier to see that the *Lord who is worshipped is also the God of
metaphysics than to see why the God of metaphysics should be wor-
shipped at all. In any event, if the correlations between doctrines and
forms of religious life in the Indian tradition which I have been

outlining is a valid one, some light will have been thrown on the
situation.
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I have, of course, not attempted to argue that one shape of meta-
physics is better than any other. Nor have I attempted to argue for or
against the veridical nature of *devotional or *meditative experience. v
These issues lie quite outside the tasks of description aand analysis,
though of course these tasks are relevant to the questions of truth.
One has to understand in order to believe—or not believe.






PART 1I






CHAPTER XI

ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST
THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

Although religious concerns are, as we have seen, prominent through-
out nearly all Indian metaphysics, the *atheistic character of much
Indian religion has meant that there has been a lot of discussion about
the existence of a *Creator or *Lord, and about the validity of argu-
ments adduced for his existence. These are varied in character. First,
arguments for the truth of *revelation are often by implication reasons
for belief in God (though, of course, *revelation was often interpreted
in a non-*theistic sense). Second, some supposed proofs of the *Lord’s
existence depend on particular features of a *viewpoint. Third, some
depend on concepts, such as karma, peculiar to the Indian tradition.
Then there are arguments, such as the Teleological, which do not so
depend. We shall also note some considerations of a theological or
doctrinal nature which are introduced into the discussion. Ranged
against all these ‘proofs’ there are some powerful counter-arguments.

The doubtfulness of such proofs has not, however, always been
taken in an anti-*theistic sense. For the truth of *revelation may still
be affirmed, and any emphasis upon divine *grace can be taken to
imply that it is through God’s revealing activity, rather than the
intellectual efforts of men, that the truth about him is known. In this
connection, a variety of positions is adopted. First, there is the
rationalistic approach of the *Logic-*Atomist school: *revelation is
valid, because it is the work of an omniscient author, and the existence
of the latter can be established by *inference. Thus the trustworthiness
of scripture is not intrinsic, but is based upon the *theistic proofs.
Second, at the other extreme, Ramanuja argues that the proofs are
doubtful, because of the powerful objections which can be raised
against them. Belief in God therefore rests solely upon *revelation. *
Madhva, thirdly, represents an intermediate position—namely, that
though the proofs themselves are doubtful if the truth of *revelation
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is in question, they may become convincing if that truth is already
conceded.

But even acceptance of *revelation does not settle matters, since, as
has been said above, *atheistic interpretations of the scriptures were
common, as in *Distinctionism and *Exegesis. Thus the appeal to
*revelation, in connection with God’s existence, needs to be backed
by showing that a *theistic interpretation of the words of *revelation
is correct. Nevertheless, it is useful to note here some of the grounds
which were advanced for the validity of the scriptures.

One position is simply to say that *revelation is simply self-
authenticated—a *basis of knowledge in itself, comparable to *per-
ception and *inference. Nevertheless, not only is there a wide range of
analyses of the character of *revelation itself, but also subsidiary
grounds for the validity of the texts have in fact been adduced. Under
the first head, though Indian religious thought has often considered
*revelation in a quite straightforward way, as consisting in certain
words, viz. the Vedic writings, etc., there are other interpretations
which radically affect their status, and thereby shift the locus of
arguments about *revelation. Thus, for instance, Sankara’s division
between *higher and *ordinary knowledge is taken to imply that
*revelation belongs to the latter—save only the identity-texts, i.e.
those passages which affirm the identity of the *Self with the Absolute.
Yet even these disappear, so to say, in the state of realization and
*release. In other words, the scriptures are valid at the *higher level in
so far as they point towards a certain supreme experience. In the last
resort, therefore, their truth is pragmatic and provisional. What con-
firms them is direct experience, and by then they are useless. This
clearly modifies considerably the concept of their being self-authenti-
cated. Here Sankara’s view is not far from that of Yoga, namely that
the scriptures originate from the supreme perception or intuition of
yogis. Hence the issue about the validity of *revelation is shifted to
that of the trustworthiness of mystical—in particular, yogic—experi-
ence. On this, the *Exegete Kumarila raised a central problem: the
experience of the individual may be delusory and so has to be checked
!)y qtber evidence. Likewise the Jains argued that in so far as spiritual
Intuition is appealed to in establishing the existence of a *Lord, it is
as well to ask whether the belief in a *Lord derives from the experience
or conversely. Kumarila went on to affirm that the other evidence
needed to check the intuition was provided by scripture, which is
itself accepted by the general consensus.

‘The Yoga and *Non-Dualist positions, as might on other grounds
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have been expected, have analogies to the scriptural attitude of Bud-
dhism. Thus the authority of the Buddhist writings derives from that of
the great Teacher; and the content of their teachings in turn originates
from his supreme knowledge or *enlightenment. Hence, with the
growth of Greater Vehicle ideals, and the notion that the adept himself
can achieve Buddhahood, it was not surprising that the ultimate
significance or reference of the scriptures should be thought of as the
*non-dual experience, i.e. the mystical experience of identification with
the Absolute, which is also the *Truth-Body of all the Buddhas. But
in so far as both the Jain and *Elder schools held that the authority of
scripture derives from the omniscience (differently conceived) of the
respective Teachers, there is an analogy with the *Logic *viewpoint.
This generated a wry problem for Vaisnavite theology when the Buddha
came to be conceived as an *incarnation of Visnu: one writer used the
situation to argue for the inherent validity of *revelation (as opposed
to its deriving its trustworthiness from someone’s—even God’s—
omniscience), by pointing out that the Buddha is divine and yet
deceived people with false teachings.

Regarding subsidiary grounds for holding that *revelation is genuine,
it was often argued that its self-authentication implies its eternity (as
we saw in Chapter IV, regarding the school of *Exegesis)—on the
ground that if it ever comes into existence this must be through some
agent and then the authentication would belong to the agent. Hence,
it was held that it was *without personal authorship. This was pecu-
liarly important for *Exegesis, since this *viewpoint denied a *Lord
and was distrustful of yogic intuition, and mysticism in general. Hence,
arguments were adduced against the human authorship of the Veda:
for example, that tradition asserts this, that *revelation teaches the
everlasting *law which necessarily precedes human beings, that
*revelation introduces extra, supernatural knowledge not given in
human experience, etc. These arguments were apologetically important, -
since they tended to assign to the Veda a superiority over Buddhist and
Jain writings, which admittedly owed their origin and authority to
persons.

It will be seen from the foregoing that appeal to scriptures was by
itself scarcely persuasive in connection with the *Lord’s existence. Let
us now turn to more direct arguments. First, there are one or two
depending fairly closely on certain features in particular *viewpoints.
For instance, there is the interesting *Logic-*Atomist argument relat-
ing to *atoms. As we saw, macroscopic entities in the cosmos are built
up out of infinitesimally small *atoms, and the *Atomists postulated
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two quantum jumps whereby *atoms were built up into a dyad, then
a triad—the latter having a finite magnitude, by the addition of which
the magnitudes of macroscopic entities are generated. We also saw
- that only unity, but not duality or plurality, *inheres in *substances:
the number of a combination of *atoms is thus due to *connective
understanding—i.e. it is mind-dependent. It follows therefore that at
the end of a period of cosmic *dissolution—when *atoms begin to
combine again in a new era of *creation, and when there are so far no
rational beings within the cosmos (they require bodies, which are
built up from *atoms)—there must be an extra-cosmic mind. And this
is the *Lord.

It may be noted that the non-*theistic *Atomism discussed by
Ramanuja is criticized for the inexplicability of the quantum jump.
The introduction of number as the cause, to patch up the theory,
raised the epistemological problem solved by the postulation of the
*Lord as the perceiver of number. But it can always be replied that
here, as elsewhere in the theistic arguments, the introduction of God is
a sign of theoretical inadequacy.

Another argument which closely depends on idiosyncratic features
of a particular *viewpoint is one which stems from the *Non-Dualistic
thesis that there is only one eternal *Self, identified with the Absolute.
It follows from this that any proof of the existence of the *Self is
thereby a kind of theistic argument. In so far, however, as this identifi-
cation depends upon *revelation, or upon a particular interpretation
thereof, an essential link in the argument is theological rather than
metaphysical. Further, the *Power, though it is the supreme reality
(according to *Non-dualism), is different in concept from creative
*Lord. In the last resort, the latter, like the empirical world, is part of
the grand *illusion. Thus the proof of the *Lord’s existence via the
proofs. of an eternal *self, whether single or plural, represents too
éxtensive a topic to enter into now—and is indeed dealt with in part
elsewhere, in Chapter XII.

, ‘As w.ell as arguments which depend closely on features given

viewpoints, there is one which presupposes a characteristic Indian
religious concept—that of karma. Thus in Saivite Doctrine, two con-
nected considerations are advanced. First, the doctrine of karma implies
that there is an apportionment of good and evil in accordance with a
person’s deeds. But this apportionment presupposes a perfect know-
ledge of the moral law, and therefore only the *Lord can regulate
karma. Second, karma is non-intelligent, and so cannot operate on its
own. Nor can disembodied *selves, who are without causal power,
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appropriate to themselves their karma. So some further regulator of
karma is required, and this must be God. A similar point is made by
Yoga, in rejecting the completely adequate teleology of *nature in
*atheistic *Distinctionism.

But the notion that karma is self-operative is too deeply entrenched
in Indian religious thought for such arguments to meet with much
agreement: and it is commonly urged that karma as an unseen force
suffices to explain what would otherwise require an intelligent *creator
or governor of the world. Moreover, *theism and analogous beliefs
(such as belief in celestial Buddhas in the Great Vehicle), by making
*release depend, in some degree at least, upon God, and by therefore
considerably modifying the operation of karma, were often held to
weaken the sense of individual effort. This is a main reason for the
rejection of *theism in Jainism and *Elder Buddhism. Likewise such
beliefs cut at the roots of ritualism as defended by *Exegesis. Neverthe-
less, the fact that, in *Logic-*Atomism and elsewhere, the operation of
karma has been subsumed under the head of an *unseen force indicates
some of the difficulty there has been in conceiving its mechanism. But
given the truth of the doctrine of rebirth, for which independent
arguments were advanced (see Chapter XII), it has not been felt
implausible in the Indian tradition to consider karma as a law of nature
happily or unhappily geared into the moral law.

We now come to arguments which are more general, i.e. they do
not closely depend upon features of particular *viewpoints or upon
any specific religious assumption. The most important of these can
roughly be described as a version of the Teleological Argument. It
occasioned a comprehensive critique by Ramanuja. The argument is
stated in the Kusumarjali of Udayana (a *Logic-*Atomist) and else-

where. The bare bones are these: that the cosmos is of the nature of

an effect, since it is made up of parts. Thus, having an analogy to
artifacts, it requires an intelligent author. A secondary argument is
that the cosmos has an analogy to a complex organic *body, and there-
fore depends for its functioning on an intelligent principle.

The notion that the cosmos is an effect was criticized by the Jains.

If the criterion of being an effect is that something is made up of parts,
then space ought to be regarded as such—and yet the *Logic-*Atomists
recognized space as being eternal and thus uncreated. On the other
hand, if we adopt another plausible criterion, that of changeability,
there is trouble: for if the *Lord is supposed to *create at a particular

time or period, then this represents a change in him; and by parity of

reasoning, he is an effect and needs a further *Creator—and so on.

N
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On the first point, the *Logic-*Atomists replied that a part is what
enters into combination, and so is capable of change in location; this
is not true of ‘parts’ of space. We only speak of such ‘parts’ of space
because they become enclosed by physical entities, and it is only as if’
space were divided into segments. Nevertheless, difficulties occasioned
by such arguments as the second Jain point described above led the
*Logic-*Atomists to formulate the argument in a more explicitly
teleological form: it is because mountains, etc., have an analogy to
artifacts in being wholes made of parts, that one can infer an intelligent
agent. To the point that we do not perceive intelligent agents producing
wild rice, etc., and have no right to infer to such unseen agencies, it was
replied that critics believed that change of place was associated with
moti.on: and yet, though the sun’s change of place is perceptible, its
motion is not.

Rémz‘muja criticizes the above *Logic-*Atomist arguments on a
number of grounds, the chief of which are as follows. First, experience
shows that pots, etc., are produced by intelligent agents. But as the
material causes of the earth, oceans, etc., are unknown, and as we have
not obsrved their being produced, we have no right to infer an
Intelligent agent, Second, the existence of an organic body made up
ofa _Complex of parts only requires the combination of those parts in a
Spe*cmlly intimate relation: there is hence no need to postulate a *soul
;)Srn cs):ltfhas keleping tbf.: body togethe'r. Third., in any event, inte.lligence
Fourd, i}?n y'condmon of the continued existence of an organic bOdYZ
eg. ani’n : ers is no strong analf)g.y between organic bodies and natl.lre-
but thic i:te bodies characteristically have t.he property of breathln}%,
argumens not true ‘of the ear‘th, sea, mountains, etc. Fifth, even 1f}t e

con prOdre(riebvalld., there is n? re.ason to hold that the world has
finite *Selvece ya sTngle agent: it might have Peen produced b};many
Would, in b; ;ct;ing. mbco.ncert. It may be ob].ected that such se!’;/:cs1
for the produ Cgtio?ts;‘ tﬁ ;gnor?cr;t }(;f the n;aterlal cazs:, 1tztc., requ;tc-
perfectly well aid . rlvc.nr d. But craftsmen ca : ’;1 e pots, .al;
Sixth, g the out a full insight into the nature of their materia's-
or in >SucceSSiCOsmos supposed to have been prod.uced all at one t!.me’
ve phases? The former supposition is unwarranted, since

we have no evidence that the cosmos was created at one time. The
second supposition wouid support the wrong conclusion—for experi-
61:lce shows that effects produced at different times are produced by
:hfferent agents. Thus we would have to infer creation by r.nany
SEI'ves rather than by a single *Lord. Seventh, we only have experience
of inferring a finite agent from certain kinds of things, i.e. artifacts.
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But we have no experience upon which to base an *inference to an
omnipotent, omniscient Spirit. Thus we could only legitimately infer
a finite *self, and this conflicts with the definition of God. Eighth,
finite agents operate through their *bodies. But if we ascribe a *body
to the *Lord we are allowing that something made of parts can be
eternal. But in this case the cosmos can be so regarded and there is no
need to infer a *creator. If on the other hand the *Lord is bodiless this
destroys the basis of the inference: for we only have experience of

-+ effects produced by embodied agents. Ninth, the stronger the proof, the

greater the supposed similarity between finite beings and the *Lord.
But the *Lord is infinitely good, possessing all excellences, and it is
therefore repugnant to religious feeling that God should be closely
compared with the imperfect beings of this world.

To some at least of the above arguments the *Logic-*Atomists were
able to produce apparently reasonable replies. For example, there is
nothing intrinsically impossible in the production of an effect by pure -
volition. Thus the *Lord could *bodilessly *create the cosmos. The
notion that every agent requires a *body bristles with difficulties in
regard to the *self. If the *self can, through volitions, move its *body,
then it is nonsense to suppose it requires a *body to do it: for then
there would be a viciously infinite hierarchy of intermediate *bodies
between the *body and the *self. But it should be noted that some of
the disputation here reflected different views of the *self: for practically
all Indian schools the *self or *soul is quite distinct from the psycho-
physical organism, and is thus only associated with the faculties of
volition, cognition, etc.; but the *Logic-*Atomists, by using the
category of *inherence, were able to hold that volition, etc., could
*inhere in the *self—this in turn made possible the thesis that eternal
volition *inheres in the *Lord. In effect, the notion of *inherence
bridges the *self-*body gap. Nevertheless, the *Logic-*Atomists held
that there was no intrinsic or necessary connection between a *soul
and its *body, whereas, as we shall see, the notion of a *bodiless *self
was regarded as nonsensical by the *Qualified Non-Dualists. But the
*Logic-*Atomist doctrine allowed them to conceive of a *bodiless
being in whom wvolition, etc., inhere. Moreover, as an ad Aominem
argument, they urged that if an opponent insisted that a physical *body
must invest the *Lord, *atoms would fulfil this function: but this was,
of course, merely an ad Aominem point, not a doctrine.

Again, in relation to Ramanuja’s and similar criticisms, it was
argued that though the cosmos is greater in scale than pots, €tc.
objection to teleological inferences on this ground would rule out the
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inference of a person who on first seeing an enormous palace infers
that it is the work of an intelligent agent or agents. This raises the
question of whether the cosmos could have been produced by a
committee of gods. It was argued that either there is a great God who
co-ordinates the work of the others, in which case the postulation of
the latter is unnecessary, or there is the likelihood of chaos, and this is
not borne out by experience.

The Teleological Argument is also found in *Saivite Doctrine: the
world as a single complex whole requires one mind to focus the work
towards a unified product. Finite *souls and matter are inadequate for
this task (we may note that, as with the karma argument disembodied
*selves are here regarded as causally inert). Madhva provided another
variant to the argument, namely that the orderly interrelation of
*selves in the world requires a *Lord as co-ordinator. For if any one
*self had control over the others, the others would have this power also,
and the result would be chaos. This is in line with his view of the *Lord
as guiding the inner determination of the *selves.

We have already discussed the *atomic argument of *Logic-
*Atomism, which depends upon a particular view about number and
quanta. But there is a more general argument from movement, namely
that the paradigm case of movement is volitional—e.g. when I raise
my arm. Therefore, movement in general needs to be interpreted in
the light of this paradigm. Thus *atoms, being material entities, are in
themselves inert, and their combination, after a period of cosmic
*dissolution, can only be explained by reference to an intelligent being
capable of volitions, or to many intelligent beings. But such finite
*selves require bodies for their agency, and bodies are complexes of
*atoms. Thus the argument applies all over again to such finite agents,
and we must postulate a*Lord as responsible for the initial combinations
of *atoms. However, *Atomism of the early period was not *theistic,
and such concepts as gravity (to explain the falling of bodies), *unseen
force (to explain the circulation of fluids in plants and so on), etc.,
indicated that no intrinsic difficulty was felt in assigning motion to
inanimate objects quite independently of volitional activity. This
indeed forms the substance of the *Exegete reply to the argument.

The sharp antithesis between soul and body—or more accurately
between the *self and the psycho-physical organism—in so much of
traditional Indian thought provided an argument which might seem
paradoxically opposed to the above one. The *Saivite Doctrine argued
that the *Lord is required to explain the bringing together of *selves
and bodies. The *self is incapable of action without a body, and so
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cannot (so to speak) clothe itself in a body on its own initiative. But it -
must be remembered that the real distinction comes between *self and
organism, as has been indicated above, and not between mind and
body. That is, volitional activity was normally conceived as a pheno-
menon of the material world. It can therefore the more easily serve
as a paradigm of other kinds of change within that world. But this, of
course, places the difficulty in another locus, and it is therefore a stock
argument against such supposed proofs of the *Lord’s existence that
he cannot be effective unless he is embodied in a psycho-physical
organism, and then the inference ought to be repeated to account for
his *body, and so on ad infinitum. Again, the dispute has its roots in
divergent views of the *self.

We have already referred briefly to a Yoga argument. Two others
are of interest. A passage in the Yogabhasya (i. 24) (i.e. the commentary
on the Yoga aphorisms or Yogasitra) has sometimes been seen as
reminiscent of the Ontological Argument of Anselm and others. It is
this. “The *Lord’s pre-eminence s altogether without anything equal to
itor excelling it. For... itcannot be excelled by any other pre-eminence,
since whatever might seem to excel it would itself turn out to be that
very pre-eminence. Therefore that is the *Lord wherein we reach this
uppermost limit of pre-eminence.” Further, two equals are impossible,
for when they simultaneously desire the same thing, one will neces-
sarily be frustrated and thus will be inferior to the other. But all this
differs from the classical Ontological Argument in a number of ways:
chiefly because it is an argument to show that the most perfect being is
God, and is unique; and because existence as such is not treated as a
perfection.

The other interesting argument is more conclusive, since it does not
merely try to show that the most perfect being that there is is the
*Lord, but that this being must be omniscient. It is argued that there
are grades of knowledge and that there must be a perfect limit to this
series, viz. omniscience. But such a property must belong to a distinct
*soul, namely to the most perfect being, the *Lord. But *Exegesis
found difficulty in this concept. Ordinary perception could not give the
*Lord knowledge of all things past and present and future. Hence some
suprasensible mode of knowledge must be employed. But if this is pos-
sible for a *self, what is the use of the senses? Another objection, against
the general notion of such an *inference, is noted below, on p. 204.

There are a few further counter-arguments to *theistic belief used
in Indian traditional thought. Notably the problem of evil weighed
heavily with the Buddha and others. Again, there was difficulty in
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conceiving God’s motive in *creating, as he is supposed to be totally
self-sufficient and perfect. Again, if the existence of the world pre-
supposes a God, the existence of such a Creator presupposes a meta-
Creator and so on. (Itis entertaining that in the Upanisads, a Brahmin’s
wife who raises a similar question, namely what sustains the *Power
sustaining the world, is told that she asks too many questions.) If you
can stop at any stage, to evade an infinity of Gods beyond God, why
not stop at the first stage and affirm that the cosmos is uncreated?

The theistic arguments also raised questions about the nature of
*inference. Early Indian *Materialism rejected *inference, and in partic-
ular inductive inference, on the ground that a generalization would
always be liable to perceptual falsification. Even if one could observe
all positive instances of a concomitance, furthermore, it would be
impossible to observe all negative instances, i.e. the invariable con-
comitance of non-A with non-B. However, as we have seen, Purandara _
(seventh century A D) allowed inference from what is perceptible to
what is perceptible, but not—and here we can see one of the main
*Materialist motives for questioning the validity of *inference—in-
ferences to the imperceptible. *Orthodox theologians used these to
establish truths about the transcendent realm. *Logic-*Atomism gave
such analogical inference a special name (see p. 91): it was of course a
necessary form of reasoning if the existence of theoretically-unobserv-
able *atoms were to be supported by argument. Likewise *Distinc-
tionism had to use this sort of *inference to establish the existence of
an underlying *nature and eternal *souls. But the ban on analogical
inference to the unseen imposed too drastic a limit on physical specula-
tions, and so the *Materialists were in the position of undermining
both protoscience and theology.

Such then were the main issues clustering round Indian *theism.
Certain other arguments, such as that arts and crafts are handed down
:cra.ditionally, but are not known to have human authorship—so that
It 1s reasonable to ascribe their origin to the *Lord—need not detain
us. The fact that different *viewpoints and systems of religious belief
lived together from a very early period meant that there was plenty of
opportunity for debate about disagreements—and the issue of the
existence of a *Creator was one of these. But it became fairly clear that
arguments for God’s existence could at best be a subsidiary means of
persuasion, as Madhva held. Of more importance, perhaps, was the
assumption that religious experience gives an insight into the nature

of ultimate reality. This remains central to modern Hindu and Buddhist -
arguments and apologetics.



CHAPTER XII

ARGUMENTS ABOUT REBIRTH AND
THE SOUL

While there was considerable debate, in the Indian tradition, about the
existence of God, since *atheistic *viewpoints were well represented,
there is surprisingly little argument which seeks to establish the truth
of the doctrine of rebirth. The main reason for this is that only the
*Materialists denied the belief. Otherwise both *orthodox and *un-
orthodox schools were in agreement about it. With the virtual demise
of *Materialism in mediaeval India, rebirth no longer was a live issue.
However, arguments on the topic are not entirely lacking; and some
of the points raised have a wider interest, because they bear on the
mind-body problem. It is not, moreover, easy to disentangle discus-
sions of rebirth from those about the eternity of the *soul or *self.
Clearly, objections to rebirth tended also to be objections to *eternalism
or immortality. Also entangled with discussions about rebirth were
those about the manner in which karma operates: since karma and
rebirth in effect constitute a single complex of doctrine. It is true that
one early Indian teacher held that *release is simply the consequence
of a person’s unalterable destiny, and not connected with human
works, and at a much later time the doctrine of *grace had a like effect.
But otherwise, the idea of rebirth was associated with the belief that
one’s status in future lives, and the chance of *release, depend upon
human action.

"The principal considerations urged against rebirth by the *Material-
ists were three. First, every macroscopic object can be explained as
due to a particular blend of material elements. It is therefore necessary
to explain consciousness as a product of matter. Admittedly, conscious-
ness possesses some peculiar properties; but similarly the intoxicating
quality of certain substances differs from the qualities of the elements
which go to make up those substances. Just as intoxicating power
supervenes upon certain material processes, so consciousness super-
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venes when matter is arranged as a certain kind of organism. Second,
different types of consciousness are produced in different kinds of
animal body: it is an absurdity that the same individual consciousness
could successively inhabit the body of an elephant and a man. Third,
there is no memory of previous lives, and it is simpler to suppose that
the self arises with the body and ceases with it. Of these three argu-
ments the second depends upon the first, since the main ground for
holding that types of consciousness differ is the difference in the bodily
constitution and behaviour of the different organisms.

One of the difficulties which was felt in the *Materialist intoxicant
analogy was that the *self was known introspectively as a unity, which,
so to say, underlies the various states of consciousness. The *Materialist
thesis seems to give no explanation of this introspective awareness.
Furthermore, it is obvious that conscious states do possess qualities
not shared by physical states, and the question of whether conscious-
ness is an emergent characteristic from combinations of material ele-
ments can only be settled by showing that conscious states do not exist
independently of the particular body with which they may for some
time be associated. Certainly, it was argued, some mental states can be
described without reference to bodily states; and so it must remain a
open question as to whether they can actually exist independently of a
given body. This is where we are liable to get into inductive difficulties,
in trying to apply the method of agreement and difference to the
co-existence of minds and bodies.

Thus an ingenious Buddhist *Idealist argument went as follows.
The concomitance of mental and bodily states can only be perceived
directly by oneself; but the causal dependence of the mind on bodily
states in the early stage of an individual’s life cannot be observed, since
there is as yet no consciousness and therefore no perception. But in
regard to other people, one cannot observe their minds, and so cannot
observe the dependence of their mental states upon their physical
states. Conversely, we cannot now on the basis of observation tell
w.hether at death mental states cease. And for the same reason as that
given above, a negative observation is impossible on the death of
other people. It follows that there cannot be the normal inductive
gr?unds either for believing in or for disbelieving in survival and pre-
existence,

Nevertheless (the Buddhists argued), there could be a general
argument in favour of the belief, if once it is admitted that some
mental states are not totally caused by physical states. Since every
event has a cause, such a mental state must have some prior mental
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state as part-cause at least. Now consider the first non-physically
caused (i.e. not totally caused by physical states) mental state in the life
of an individual. It must necessarily have as its part-cause a mental
state occurring before the conception of the individual. Thus pre-
existence is established, and by analogy, post-existence. It is interesting
to note that Western philosophers, because of a different religious
background, have rarely inferred reincarnation from dualistic premisses.

The above Buddhist argument incorporates the thesis that every
event has a cause. Emphasis should here be placed on the expression
event. Nirvana, for instance, is causeless, on Buddhist theory, but it is
not strictly an event, and it is *permanent. That is, all *impermanent
*states have causes; and if something were causeless it would be
*permanent. Thus they argued that if the first conscious state of an
individual were causeless, it would be *permanent: there would be no
reason for it to cease. But this is not borne out in experience.

The Buddhist argument, of course, does not depend upon estab-
lishing the existence of a *soul or *self. Indeed the Buddhist were
heavily committed to denying any such doctrine. However, the argu-
ment does (we may allow) at least show the possibility of rebirth, even
if inductive evidence of the best sort can never be forthcoming. It
would obviously be strengthened if empirical support for the hypo-
thesis could be provided. In particular, it was important to say some-
thing about the third point made by the *Materialists, viz. that there is
no memory of prior lives. To these empirical arguments, both of the
Buddhists and others, we shall turn in a moment. Meanwhile, briefly,
an account of Buddhist reasons for the premiss that some mental
*states are not totally caused by physical ones can be outlined: first,
that the non-perceptibility of the mind indicates that it is not of the
same stuff as the body, but sui generis, and like effects require like
causes. Second, personal identity is a product of memory; but this
sense of the individual’s unity could not be caused by the body, as
being some sort of unitary object, for the body is continually changing
and its unity is imposed upon it by the mind, through the mind’s
regarding it as a unity.

The empirical arguments recur in various places in the Indian tradi-
tion. First, the *Materialist argument about memory was dealt with
both positively and negatively: positively, by pointing to instances, or
alleged instances, of the memory of former births, both conscious and
unconscious. Thus it was claimed of the Buddha and Buddhist *saints
that they could remember the details of countless previous lives; again,

examples of people recognizing places and persons, etc., and being
L
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able to supply information about them not based on observation, are
used to indicate that they have had experience of them in previous
existences. Thus it was believed to be by no means infrequent for
yogins and the like to recall earlier lives. Negatively (as against the
*Materialists) it was urged that the processes of death and then birth
were sufficiently traumatic to erase all or nearly all memories. Thus the
fact that lots of people have no conscious remembrance of pre-
existence should not be accounted a very grave objection.

Two or three other straightforwardly empirical arguments were
employed. The instinctive behaviour of children (their capacity to
suck milk, for instance) was traced to learning in a previous life;
likewise their apparently unaccountable joys and sorrows. Also, the
inequalities in character as between various children of the same
parents was held to indicate the operation of karma, as indeed was the
fact that children differ in their characteristics from their parents.
Caraka, the medical writer, also adduced the supposed spontaneous
generation of certain insects as evidence: for if characteristics are
handed on solely by heredity from the parents, such a phenomenon
ought to be impossible. It was thus generally assumed in India that
some undetectable mental or karmic causes co-operated with the sperm
and ovum, etc., in the determination of the make-up of offspring.

The facts of parentage also provided a further difficulty for those
who believed in a *self. The *self is deemed to be partless and indi-
visible. It follows that the foetus cannot get its soul from its parents,
as it would then have to transmigrate in bits. Moreover, if the *self or
*soul comes from the parents, and if each person has only one *soul,
the migration ( per impossibile) of the *souls, or bits of the *souls, of
the parents to the child would involve the death of the parents.

As well as these empirical and partly empirical arguments, religious
‘grounds for the doctrine were employed. The great merit, of course,
O.f the twin ideas of rebirth and karma is, from the religious point of
view, their mitigation of the problem of evil. Thus *theists could hold
thé.lt the miseries of existence can all be traced to the actions of living
beings, and so physical evil is swallowed up in moral evil. The world,
for all its troubles, looks a thoroughly just place, once rebirth is
accepted (and provided a retributory theory of punishment is accepted :
t00). The *Materialists on the other hand objected that the distribution
of happiness and unhappiness in accordance with merit and demerit,
as supposed by the theory of karma, runs flatly contrary to much of

our experience—for we observe the wicked prospering and the
virtuous suffering.
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A second theological consideration in favour of rebirth (which,
however, is not as far as I know explicitly argued in the Indian tradi-
tion, but lies behind much of the religious reasoning and attitudes
expressed therein) is the fact that belief in the doctrine chimes in with
the idea that there are different grades of spiritual attainment: thus the
person of lowly stature now may gain a higher position in the next
life . . . and so on. It is no doubt because of belief in rebirth that
Indian views on conversion and in general on religious education are
much more permissive than those which derive from the Semitic
faiths. Thirdly, at the theological level, it is argued by Caraka, among
others, that the scriptures teach the doctrine of rebirth (he is here
referring to certain portions of the Upanisads, for in the early part of
*revelation the doctrine was unknown); and since *revelation and
theologians teach other things for human welfare, for intance moral
duties, it is reasonable to suppose that this testimony too is reliable.

The theory of rebirth, together with its twin, the concept of karma,
presents certain difficulties to the various *viewpoints about the
mechanism whereby rebirth, etc., occurs. Thus, as we have seen (p.
95), the *Logic-*Atomists, because of their belief in rebirth, were
obliged to suppose that causality at a distance could occur, at least in
the spatial sense. Moreover, their concept of the *unseen force as
determining the destiny of living beings in effect constituted an
evasion of the problem of how karma actually operated. On the other
hand, the common doctrine in the Indian tradition that the *self or
*soul is all-pervasive helped to make the concept of causation at a
distance acceptable: since it was a determination via the all-pervasive
*soul of the moral forces left over from a prior embodiment. However,
although the early Indian view of karma (doubtless of non-Aryan
provenance) was that it operates as a kind of natural law, and that really
there was no further problem once one had stated that this was how
the world was, later metaphysicians tended to ask how karma operated;
and, as we have seen (p. 152), the *theists argued that since the opera-
tion of karma implies an understanding of the moral law it presup-
poses the existence of an intelligent being (namely the *Lord) to apply
it. In short the unquestioned (save among the *Materialists) acceptance
of karma was used as a *theistic proof. But, as we have also seen, the
concept of a self-regulating ‘moral law’ was so deeply ingrained in the
Indian imagination that such a proof was hardly likely to be persuasive
of the unpersuaded.

The notion that karma was the will of the *Lord was not the only
way in which the concept of karma as a self-regulating natural law
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was modified. The doctrine of the transfer of merit in the Great
Vehicle implied that through faith rather than the works of self-
discipline, etc., the *devotee could gain paradise, and thereby propitious
circumstances for the attainment of nirvana. Yet early Buddhism
(most probably), *Elder Buddhism and Jainism were much concerned
to defend the self-regulative character of karma: salvation was essen-
tially through self-reliance: and there was fear of the antinomian
tendencies of the notion of reliance on others (e.g. the *Lord). Like-
wise the Buddha was concerned to attack early Indian fatalism, which
contemporaneously had some currency. He was impressed by the fact
that knowledge of causes gives one the opportunity to influence what
will happen, so that a proper understanding of the mode of operation
of karma should in no way involve fatalistic conclusions.

It is interesting to observe that in so far as Indian philosophers
discussed freedom of the will (and this was but slightly), the topic
arose in connection either with karma or with God’s control of us. For
the thesis that all human acts are the result of prior causes was almost
inevitably interpreted by reference to the self-regulating law of karma.
Thus the problem of free will takes on the form of the question: ‘Is it
possible by present or future acts to alter the causal sequence already
set in train by our previous deeds?’ The answer was generally agreed
to be “Yes’, on account of the fact that we can perform good deeds
which make our future more favourable and, more importantly, in
various ways annihilate existing karma or neutralize its effects. The
problem in relation to God’s control was, of course, a different one.
Here the *Qualified Non-Dualist answer (it was especially a difficulty
for them because of their stress on the dependence of the *self on the
*Lord) was that God gives persons freedom to perform what they
desire, and arranges the results in accordance with their desires, by
a sort of occasionalism (see above, p- 110). Thus *souls are not under
compulsion from the *Lord. Madhva, on the other hand, though he
taught a kind of predestination (e.g. that some *selves are destined for
eternal punishment in hell, etc.), held that in any event the career of
the *self was the consequence of an inner determination by its specific
nature, different from that of every other *self. This was one reason
for his doctrine of *relative particulars (see above, p. 116).

We have already noted one sort of difficulty, regarding rebirth,
which is provided by the facts of reproduction. Still, the need to
postulate some bridge, so to say, between one life and another, given
the truth of rebirth doctrine, was one consideration in favour of the
doctrine of a *soul. Yet the concept of the bridge was one of the



ARGUMENTS ABOUT REBIRTH AND THE SOUL 165

features of *self theory criticized by the Buddhists, in their general
onslaught on the belief in a permanent *self. We have noted above
that, according to their concept of causation, momentary events have
momentary causes. In principle, an eternal cause or to have eternal
effects. But since the events of a person’s life are momentary, or at
least non-eternal, it follows that the postulation of a *self would not
help to explain anything about actual events. It would therefore be
equally useless as serving as a bridge between one life and the next. If
causation boils down to ‘first this event occurs, then that,” then it is
sufficient to describe the conditions which precede the start of a new
life. According to Buddhism, these consist in the conditions of a dying
person still in the grip of *craving.

The argument from causation was by no means the only, or the
most important, Buddhist anti-*self argument. There was also, and
secondly, the argument from introspection: namely that when one
examines the contents of one’s experience all one is aware of is the
*groups (i.e. classes of mental and physical states—see above, p. 43).
This raised the question of what, in that case, the word ‘T’ refers to
(and for that matter, proper names, such as ‘Nagasena®). It was argued
that these are merely conventional designations, which do not reflect
any separate entities in the world. It was not to be thought that
because words like ‘blue’ stand for states of blueness, that therefore
there is a state of ‘I-ness’ reflected by the word. An analysis of supposed
*substances shows that they are merely congeries of evanescent *states.
Thus, in general, words for *substances are merely conventional labels
which we find useful in *ordinary intercourse. Further, the sense of
personal identity, to which *soul theorists appeal, can be explained
through the functioning of memory.

However, the *Personalist school of Buddhism was uneasy about
the destruction of the individual in this manner; and held that there
must be something which supports the *groups (they appealed to a
well-known scriptural passage in which the Buddha is described as
referring to the ‘carrier of the burden’, which seems to bear the
implication that there is some sort of ego which carries the burden of
the *groups: but probably this passage, taken in the context of the
whole of the Buddha’s *non-self teaching, was given undue weight by
the *Personalists. But the *person was necessarily manifested through
the states of *consciousness and so on comprehended under the classi-
fication of *groups. Thus the admission of a *person, it was held, did
not entail the dread heresy of *eternalism. This view was suggestive
for other Buddhists (not sharing this doctrine) who wished to combat
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the argument that memory of previous experience implies the existence
of an underlying *self existing from the time of the previous experience
until the present memory, and so by analogy throughout the indi-
vidual’s past and future. Even if, it was argued by the Buddhists,
memory requires a subject, it does not follow that the self remembering
something now is identical with the subject of the experience remem-
bered, occurring some time back.

We remarked earlier (p. 99) that Sankara’s *Non-Dualism comes
close to the Buddhist *non-self doctrine, in its denial of individual
*selves (whereas all other *orthodox schools affirmed a *soul-pluralism
of one kind or another). The *Non-Dualist transmigrating self
corresponds very closely to the Buddhist transmigrating individual.
Nevertheless, it would be unwise to exaggerate the similarity. It stll
remains true that the *Non-Dualists wished to argue for an eternal
something which underlies individual experiences. Thus they found
themselves in argument against the Buddhists on the issue of the *Self.
Thus, for instance, they objected, as against the preceding Buddhist
argument, that the memory of a prior event does involve the identity
of the two subjects (the subject of the memory and that of the prior
experience), for otherwise it would be proper to conclude ‘T am
3dentical with that other person who had that experience’ rather than
I am the same person as I was then’.

We have seen, in the chapter on *Non-Dualism, that Sankara made
use of an argument reminiscent of Descartes’: that doubt itself certifies
a *self, for there must be a *self to doubt. But the *Non-Dualists ob-
le_cted to the *Logic-*Atomist thesis that the *self is known through
inference: i.e. on the basis of certain experiences one infers that there
must be a subject of such experiences. If the *inference is supposed to
take the form: ‘Here are some experiences, etc.: they must belong to
some *self’, one runs into the difficulty that I have no guarantee that
thes? experiences are mine rather than someone else’s. Thus in order
to distinguish my experiences from someone else’s I must already know
them as mine. So in order to make the *inference work its conclusion
must already be known. Consequently, the *Non-Dualists held that

* > : . . . .
the se}f 1s intuited immediately, or (to use their more colourful
€Xpression) the *self is *self-luminous.

The
lapped
locutio

*Qualified Non-Dualist arguments on this topic partly over-
with those of the *Non-Dualists. It was urged, first, that in
1tions such as ‘T know” it is implied that there is a *self which is the
subject of knowledge, etc., and that such locutions are different in
character from “This is my body’ and the like, because their reference
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is clearly different. Second, in certain states, notably that of rapt
*concentration, there is no association of experience with the body:
i.e. in describing the state, there is no reference to bodily states. Third,
the locution “This is my body’ implies that I possess the body and
am therefore something other than the body. Unfortunately, the
phrase ‘my self’ also occurs in Sanskrit and might seem, by a like
argument, to show that there is a *self beyond the *self; or alternatively
that the *self is not to be distinguished from the body (for if there is
no self beyond the self, but only the one self, the linguistic fact that
we speak of ‘my self” does not indicate that there is something separate
referred to by ‘my’; and hence in regard to ‘my body’ one could
equally well hold that ‘my’ merely refers to the body). However, it
was maintained that the expression ‘my self” is merely a convention;
it involved redundancy. On the other hand, ‘my body’ introduced a
new concept, viz. that of the self, and could not thus be explained
away as pleonastic.

But the Ramanujists, though agreeing with the *Non-Dualists
about the existence of a *self, were in opposition to them over the
number involved. They therefore had to establish the existence of
many *selves. In one respect, they were in a fortunate position, since
the Sankarite argument against the *Logic-*Atomists, as described
above, made use of the notion of my experiences, and thus there was a
presumption that each individual had a distinctive *self. More impor-
tantly, the Riminujists held that cognitive experience is necessarily
dualistic—thus in having acquaintance with something I must be
distinguished from the object of my knowledge. Now the *Non-
Dualists, in order to maintain the unity of the *Self, held that the
individual *intuitions of the *Self arose from its *self-luminous or self-
revealing character as pure consciousness. But this involves, argued
Raminuja, an incoherence. If by self-revelation is meant that one can-
not distinguish between the entity and its mode of manifestation, pains
and pleasures are self-revealing. But the *Non-Dualists held that a
subject of such experiences had to be acknowledged. But a similar
argument could then be applied in the case of knowledge itself, or of
revelation. If the *Self reveals itself, it must reveal itself zo somebody.
Thus, even granting the existence of a unitary *Self, it is necessary to
postulate the existence of individual *selves who will become aware of N
the *Self. In brief, if consciousness always involves the subject-object o
relation, the concept of *self-luminosity is unacceptable.

Madhva, further, argued that individual differences must be due to
the differences of the *selves which they embodied. Moreover, of
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course, Ramanujists, *Dualists and others attacked the analogies
whereby Sankara and his followers attempted to establish the
coherence of the notion that one Being appears in various individuals
(see above, p. 102).

A further point at issue as between the various *viewpoints was that
of the nature of the *soul or *self. Thus for Sankara the *Self was
pure consciousness, while for the *Logic-*Atomist school the *self
was essentially unconscious until it came into relation with a psycho-
physical organism. (Consequently it was hard to distinguish *release,
in the doctrine of this school, from annihilation.) As we have seen,
this *viewpoint held that the *self had to be established by *inference
(it was argued that without the existence of a *self, the unified under-
standing and recognition of objects given in sense-experience would
be impossible, that it would not be wrong to harm others if we did
not believe in *selves, and that there was evidence of rebirth). Of more
interest, perhaps, are the varying accounts of whether the *soul is
spatially extended or not. While some (e.g. the *Atomists) held that the
*self is all-pervasive, and others (e.g. Raminuja) that it is *atomic,
there was the Jain position that the *life-monad fills the body, and is
capable of expansion and contraction. Both the all-pervasive view and
the *atomic one are understandable in virtue of the difficulties in
holding that the *soul is extended. The body-filling view is under-
star.xdable in virtue of the way in which sensations are localized in
vartous parts of the body.

A. determining factor in the discussion was that, in the *orthodox
tradition, finite (though not infinitesimally small) entities were
regar defi as subject to change, and so destructible. Consequently there
was objection to the Jain naively common-sensical view of the *life-
monad as occupying the body, and filling it. The dominant view,
thferef'ore, was that the *selves or *souls are all-pervasive. Not only did
fhls account for the non-spatial character of inner experiences, but also
it performed two further functions. It covered the facts which sup-
ported the Jain thesis—since if the *soul were all-pervasive there was
no difficulty in supposing that it pervaded the body. Second, it
accounted for the way in which karmic effects worked at a distance
(e.g.. when one person dies and another in the same sequence is born,
but in another town). On the other hand, the *Qualified Non-Dualists,
whose interpretation of karma was that it was the expression of God’s
will for the individual, had no need of this hypothesis. The *Lord was

all-pervasive and thus could operate karma at any point he wished.
But the Ramanujist doctrine of the *atomicity of the *self was criticized
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for not making sense of the fact that sensations occur at different parts
of the body, save through the analogy (used by the Jains also, but more
consistently—in that theirs was a materialistic account of both *life-
monad and karma) of the lamp lighting up an area: likewise the *atomic
soul illuminates the body with experience. But it is interesting to note
that schools advancing the all-pervasive view at the same time made
use of the concept of an *atomic *mind-organ as one of the inter-
mediaries between body and *soul.

We have here described the metaphysical and empirical arguments
for rebirth and for the existence of an eternal *self. Needless to say,
appeals to particular texts of *revelation were also employed—for
example, that since the scriptures speak of the soul leaving the body it
cannot be all-pervasive, but must have finite or *atomic size. But it is
not necessary for us to investigate such discussions here.



CHAPTER XIII

EPISTEMOLOGICAL QUESTIONS

The epistemological issues debated in the Indian tradition took two
main forms. First there was disagreement over the so-called *bases of
knowledge, i.e. over what should be counted as genuine and necessary
sources of knowledge. For instance, *perception and *inference were
generally accepted as such *bases. Part of the problem in regard to
epistemology was to find out what were the minimum *bases on which
one could build up knowledge of the world, etc. Given that certain
things were true about reality, what followed about the grounds upon
which these truths were affirmed ? Secondly, Indian epistemology had
a direct relationship to metaphysical issues, in that some *viewpoints
and schools, such as *Non-Dualism and Buddhist *Idealism, denied
the reality of the ‘external world’, save in a heavily qualified and
eccentric sense. By consequence, some prominence came to be attached
to discussions about perception and *illusion.

Among the *orthodox *viewpoints, three *bases of knowledge were
generally recognized (in *Exegesis, *Logic and *Non-Dualism some
addi.tions to the list were made, of which more anon; and in *Atomism
3 Vl.rtual subtraction): namely, *perception, *inference and verbal

testimony. The last of these figures in Indian metaphysics more largely
than Ir.light have been expected for a special reason. Although a priori
one fnlght consider that philosophical *viewpoints would see their way
to dispensing with *testimony as an independent *basis of knowledge
(on the ground that the information conveyed by *testimony must
E;:Z:;een gathered by *perception, *inference, etc.), it happened ‘that
. ony was normally considered to include *revelation (since
ilterally *revelation should be translated as ‘what is heard’, i.e. b.y the

seers of old and from a transcendent source). Consequently, discus-
sions about *testimony tended to be discussions about the necessity of
admitting *revelation as a source of knowledge about reality. It is
hardly surprising that all the *orthodox schools admitted *testimony
as a *basis of knowledge, with the virtual exception of *Atomism. The



<

EPISTEMOLOGICAL QUESTIONS 171

latter *viewpoint argued that *revelation is valid, but not intrinsically.
It derives its validity from the fact that it is produced by the *Lord,
a good and omniscient being: in turn, the *Lord’s existence is estab-
lished by *inference from the perceptible world. Thus *perception and
*inference are the only independent *bases of knowledge which need
to be invoked. The recognition of *testimony, in the sense of the
words of *revelation, as an independent *basis led to some curious
speculations about the nature of language—e.g. that words have
eternally fixed and natural meanings. By contrast, the Buddhists argued
powerfully for the conventionality of meanings—for two reasons,
first because they did not recognize the *orthodox scriptures, and
second, more importantly, they considered that their analysis of
reality, involving a denial of the existence of *permanent *substances,
etc., showed that language, far from having a natural correspondence
with reality, tended to bewitch the intellect. *Atomism in all this held
an intermediate position: meanings are conventional, but the conven-
tions are made by God.

By *inference was generally (though not exclusively) meant induc-
tive inference, and we shall later have occasion to examine in more
detail Indian logical teachings on this and related matters. However,
it is of some interest to consider the predicament of the *Materialists,
who, as we have seen, attempted to do away with *inference as a
*basis of knowledge. Their motives may have been partly those of
philosophical scepticism; but they were also worried because *orthodox
religion made use of inference to try to prove truths about the tran-
scendent realm. By scepticism about *inference, therefore, *Materialism
hoped to exclude the possibility of religious belief.

A number of arguments were used by the *Materialists in order to
cast doubt on the validity of induction. First, induction involves
establishing an invariant concomitance between two types of events,
etc. Cases of concomitance can only be known by perception. But we
cannot now perceive all the events of the given classes which occurred
in the past, occur at present and will occur in the future. Thus induc-
tion is always liable to falsification. Secondly, it is not enough to
show that A-events are always accompanied by B-events. One must
also show that non-B-events are also non-A-events. For example, one
must not only show that all swans are white, in one’s experience. One
must also show that all non-white things are non-swans, for if a black
thing should turn out to be a swan, the thesis that all swans are white
is falsified. But the task of examining all things in the universe other
than swans is even more formidable than that of examining all swans.
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However, it is not certain what precisely the early *Materialist con-
clusions were from their scepticism about *inference. Most likely they
'flccepted that predictions about the future and so on, on the basis of
inductive experience, are probable, even if uncertain. This was doubt-
les.s s-ufﬁcient scepticism for them to dismiss the dogmatisms of various
religious groups, especially as the reasoning on which transcendental
conclusions depend does not always start from perception. But in the
early r.nedieval period, it was allowed by at least one prominent
*Materialist that induction from the perceptible to the perceptible
could be valid; but strong objection was still taken to inferences to
_conclusions about an other realm of existence. It was argued that in
%nductive *inference we observe a *sign, e.g. smoke on a hill-side, and
infer to the Presence of fire (the *inferendum). This is on the basis of
the concomitance of the *sign with the *inferendum in past experience,
ete. But there could in the nature of the case be no observed conco-
mitance between the *sign and the *inferendum where the latter was a
transcendent or imperceptible entity.
in 'It;}ilffelr);r?glxs PTGIE;E}:lntef by.inductim:l were solved by the schoo!s
*eategory of *un}.'s. 1 € ‘Loglc-*Ator.msts here' made use of their
agresent ang c;.\;;ersa s. Given a sufficient §ampl.mg by tbe method of
comitance of 4 i f:rence; one could establish with certainty tht: con-
Dualists tende tpa;: 1odf umversal:s,. Qn the or.h.er l.lancl, th‘e Non-
The concomins COe bO that the criterion of validity is unfalsifiedness.
be affirmed on the & ereef:‘n two Cl’flSSCS of events, etc., can therefore
ment and difforen s asis of a single 1ns-tar.1ce, anc.l the method of agree-
*non-falsification 1. t1}8l unnecessary. It is interesting that the concept of
(the *higher and 1. fl' g.eatly accountec% for t}.le two levels of tr1:1th
operated. Thu, ord? ordinary levels) with which the *Non-Dualists
be called knowled Inary know!edge a'bout the vx./orld could c'orrecftly
could oceur In c;ge so long as it remained unfa151ﬁed-. B'ut falsification
*ordinary Kooty sort;l of ways. On the‘one ljland, within the realm. of
instance, or by dis cgoe’ lere could be falsﬁcatmn through _the negative
On the other, thy V}(:rllrlg that a perception was after all illusory, etc.
*illusion in ﬂ; . exW ole Worlc}k-appearance could l?e seen to be an
remains valid, so tops,(:;lmenc.e (.)f. release. Thus *ordinary knovsrlet?ge
a *higher insi,ght o y,1 lv?th.m its own re:alm: but upon our achieving
*Non.Dualists that sa alsﬁie_:d. On this basis it was argued by the
i "oy on the gerguld infer that the whole world-appearance

" ground of a single instance of empirical *illusion.
:I'he mference would run as follows: ‘Example—this shell is *illusory,
in that it looks like silver but is not; everything looks other than it
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really is, viz. the one *Power. So everything other than the *Power is
*llusory.’

Such a doctrine of *illusionism, together with Mahayanist *Idealism,
which more radically denied the existence of an external world,
naturally raised questions about the status of *perception. Madhva
advanced a general argument to show that *perception and other
recognized *bases of knowledge could not be arranged in an order of
priority as though one sort of knowledge is ‘truer’ than another. (It
is of course all right to make certain logical distinctions between the
*bases, as when Ramanuja distinguished *inference from *perception
on the ground that the application of the former presupposed the use
of the latter, though not conversely.) Madhva’s target here, of course,
is the way in which *Non-Dualismn effectively raises *revelation (as
interpreted in a certain way) as a *basis above perception, when the
whole of *ordinary knowledge is seen from the *higher level as being
invalid. For Sankara the purport of *revelation is essentially the
experience of *non-duality, though he classifies the experience as a
* sort of *perception. It is, however, knowledge without observation.
He attempts to show that verbal *testimony (i.e. above all *revelation)
can induce knowledge without observation. For example ten men in
a circle each count the number present, leaving out themselves. An
outsider who tells one of them ‘You are the tenth’ induces knowledge
not based on observation. It is, incidentally, a complicated example,
for a number of reasons. First, the *Non-Dhualists, like most other
schools, explicitly excluded memory as a *basis of knowledge. This was
because the theory of *bases was usually held to be a theory about
how new knowledge was acquired, and memory is merely, they held,
a recalling of what had previously been known through perception,
etc. Secondly, it happens that the term for memory in Sanskrit also
refers to the semi-canonical tradition of writings, such as the Law of
Manu, which were only an adjunct to, and not properly a part of,
*revelation: thus, just as recognition of *testimony involved a recogni-
tion of *revelation as the “Word’, so too recognition of memory was
liable to imply recognition as independently valid of the semi-canonical
tradition. Third, the example appeals to a person’s self-awareness as
being part-cause of his recognition that he is the tenth, and this
self-awareness is non-observational, even though the knowledge that
there are nine others is observational. At any rate, Sankara wished to
show that the scriptures, in particular the identity-texts—That art
thouw’ and so on—have the power of arousing the experience of ,
non-duality.
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Madhva used two main lines of argument. First, by a *basis of
knowledge, he held, we meant that which gives us knowledge of things
as they are. That is, it provides truths. If this is so, it is absurd to hold
that something is a *basis of knowledge and yet ultimately is *falsified
or transcended in a *higher experience. Thus the *Non-Dualists are
inconsistent in allowing *perception as a *basis of knowledge. Secondly,
Madhva argues that though doubt can be cast upon individual percep-
tions, there is some perceptual knowledge which is absolutely certain.
The trouble is that general prescriptions on the methodology of
observation, such as the method of agreement and difference, and the
criterion of *non-falsification, always leave room for marginal doubt.
There must be some court of appeal which is the final arbiter, and
which in some cases at least totally eliminates doubt. Madhva found
this court of appeal in the inner *witness—the *self as scrutinizing the
material presented to it by the senses, etc. The *witness can pass final

. judgment, and thereby incorrigible truths are known. A number of

considerations led the *Dualists to posit such an epistemological
arbiter. First, the *self is aware of such states as pain and pleasure, and
there is no room for error in these cases. Second, the apperception of
Space requires explanation, and it was held that the *witness performs
this function. (This feature of the *witness was useful in explaining
Perceptual doubts, where the *self refuses to pass an incorrigible pro-
judgment: for one main cause of indistinctness and doubtfulness in
perception is the distance of objects.) Third, the *Logic-*Atomist
appeal to ‘external’ tests, such as the method of agreement and dif-
ference, leads to an infinite regress. For the results have to be tested
in t.he same way . . . and so on. It is therefore necessary to postulate an
arbiter as a limit to the sequence of doubts.

Ther_e were other ways of tackling the problem of doubt about
perception and *inference. Some gave a behaviouristic criterion of
doubt. Those who affirmed on philosophical grounds that there was
doubt as to whether fire causes smoke still go around kindling fire
when they want to produce smoke. Thus their philosophical doubt is
not a real doubt. Somewhat similarly, the *Logic-*Atomists discussed
the problem of how one knew whether the smoke was not caused by
some invisible demon, rather than by the fire: and concluded there
came a breaking-point beyond which sustaining the doubt was merely
frivolous.

Ramanuja had a rather different approach to the problem of *illusion.
The thesis that *perception, etc., yields valid knowledge was apparently
refuted by the existence of perceptual illusions. Thus there did not
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seem to be an intrinsic connection between cognitive experience and
validity. He was therefore at pains to argue that even illusions yield -
some knowledge—that there is no experience which is totally mis-
leading. He was not alone in arguing this. For instance, some of his
predecessors in the tradition that he formulated as *Qualified Non-
Dualism held the view that sense-qualities arise from the relative
preponderance in a given object of material elements themselves
possessing sense-qualities. Thus a conch-shell which is mistaken for a
piece of silver has more conch-shell matter than silver matter—but it
has some at least of the latter. Thus the illusion represents a real
perception of silver, but unfortunately the conch-shell side of the
object is simply not perceived. Thus essentially illusions are limited ..
apprehensions of the objects which give rise to them. An illusion is a
partial—but only a partial—privation of perception. Ramanuja pre-
ferred to describe the situation as mistaking one thing for another.
But the mistake still involves a real apprehension of something. Mis-
taking the conch-shell for a piece of silver involves confusing the past
memory of silver with the present object. But one still has an appre-
hension of something real, viz. silver. Moreover, in so far as something
is seen as an illusion there is presupposed the concept of genuine
knowledge.

However, there were two features of the *Non-Dualist thesis about
perception which made it particularly slippery to deal with. First, it
was not denied by the *Non-Dualists that there is a real object of
perception, even though from one point of view perceptions are of the
*illusory world of appearances. For in perception there is an appre-
hension of *substance, of the underlying somewhat, which is ultimate
reality: the holy *Power conceived as pure being. It is merely that
empirical experience *projects onto pure being the appearances
which constitute the grand *illusion. Secondly, the doctrine of *illusion
could not be simply combated by pointing to the validity of some
knowledge, as presupposed in the very use of the concept of *illusion
(by contrast with genuine perception, etc.). It could not thus be
combated simply, since the existential ground of saying that all
appearances are *illusory was the *non-dualistic experience, expressing
a *higher sort of truth. That is, the use of the principle of contrast to
validate most ordinary knowledge was insufficient when a different
contrast was brought into play, viz. the contrast between the *non-
dualistic experience and the experiences of ordinary perception, etc.
Because of the analogical sense of *illusion that is thereby generated,
it has been possible for some followers of Sankara—and notably in



176 DOCTRINE AND ARGUMENT IN INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

recent years—to play down the doctrine of *illusion as interpreted to
mean that the world is a mere phantasm; for it is only from the *higher
standpoint that the term *illusion can properly be applied to the
world. Thus it is not in a literal sense that the expression is used. Thus
it is possible to adopt a more ‘realistic’ interpretation of *Non-Dualism.
It ought to be mentioned too in this connection that a purely sub-
jectivist interpretation of the world was rejected by most *Non-
Dualists. It was however a position held by a sub-school within
*Non-Dualistic Vedanta. This school, the *Subjective-Creationists,
urged that each person’s experience was strictly and individually
*illusory, and from his own experience he “*created’ his own world.
Like many individuals who agree in seeing a pink rat, so the various
individuals happen to have similar *illusions. But this did not accord
with the orthodox view among the followers of Sankara, namely that
the *illusion, though not fully real, and so of *indefinable character,
nevertheless is an objective entity, from the standpoint of *ordinary
knowledge.

The basis of the *Subjective-Creationist position could be said to
be the principle that existence consists in being perceived. This
principle was given its full application by the Buddhist *Idealists (who
no doubt strongly influenced this sub-school of Vedinta). Whereas
Sankara was opposed to the typically Buddhist doctrine that all events,
*states, etc., are *momentary, the *Idealists could find in it support for
their subjectivism. If to be is to be perceived, it follows that there are
Ot permanent *substances existing in independence of conscious
beings, and they do not persist unobserved. (They were indeed
delighted to wash their hands of the problem of the ‘tree in the quad’.)
The *Idealists used various arguments against the existence of a non-
mental ‘external world’.

_ First, it was argued that the experience of a datum and the datum
lt?‘elf always appear simultaneously together. But two supposedly
dlf?erent events or states occurring together thus cannot be distin-
guished (thus any reference to the one is always a reference to the
other). They should therefore be treated as identical. Consequently
one‘ cannot assert the separate existence of the data apart from ex-
periences thereof. In brief, so-called external objects of experience are
simply experiences. Secondly, the external world is supposedly made
up of a number of separate entities. But the only way of distinguishing
between these entities is on the basis of different sorts of experience.
But if the experiences are thus distinguishable there is no need to speak
further of objects, existing independently of experiences, as distin-
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guishable. Thus the hypothesis of an external world is superfluous.
Thirdly, it is supposed that sense-orgags are necessary intermediaries
between the external world and conscioushess. But we have experiences
in dreams when the sense-organs are not functioning. It is therefore
feasible to explain the existence of sensations as due to the inner
determinations of consciousness.

The first and second of these arguments were directly relevant to
attempts, in the Buddhist realist schools, to show how it is that we
have knowledge of the external world. First, exceptions were made to
the principle that the simultaneous concomitance of *states implies
their identity: in the case of perception, in particular, it was allowed
that the relation was of production, not identity. That is, a perception
of an object, though simultaneous with it, is produced by the latter.
Such a view implies the real apprehension of the object in the outer
world, i.e. a direct awareness of it in perception (hence the strict
simultaneity). But alternatively, and relevantly to the second *Idealist
argument, one could retain the principle of the identity of simul-
taneously concomitant *states (and it seemed arbitrary to abandon it,
in order to make realism work in a particular instance), by holding that
there is no direct apprehension of outer objects: but that these are
inferred from our experiences. They could be inferred on the ground
that there is a variety of different experiences, and these must have
different causes. Thus there are outer objects severally corresponding
to the various perceptual states. But, as the above *Idealist argument
indicates, there can be no experiential basis for holding that there are
entities distinguishable from experiences—and it is more economical
to hold that there are simply experiences.

Nevertheless, the *Idealists had to concede (and it was readily made
an objection against them) that people think that objects are external
to consciousness. They certainly distinguish between, say, a pillar
and the awareness of that pillar. Now the *Idealists, as we saw, held
that there is an Absolute, viz. the *store-consciousness which compre-
hends and is the source of individual experiences. The apparent
distinction between the subject and the outer world had therefore to be
explained as a mode in which the Absolute *evolved itself. It *evolved
itself in such a way that it was as if there were an external world. But
the Buddhist saint could, by attaining a realization of pure conscious-
ness and identification with the Absolute, destroy this appearance of
an external world (and its twin, a contrasted internal world). Ordinary
experience, which falsely suggests that there are non-mental realities,
is misleading: but the *enlightenment experience is not. Here the

M
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*Idealists indicate their similarity to the *Non-Dualists, in having a
double-decker view of truth.

Apart from questions about the general validity of perception and
about the external world, there are various theories in the Indian
tradition of the particular processes of perception. Of some philo-
sophical interest is the attempt to distinguish between two phases or
aspects of perception, namely *constructive and *non-constructive
perception. This was, roughly, an attempt to distinguish between the
bare presentation from those elements ‘read into’ the presentation by
the mind. The *construction put upon the datum is chiefly due to
memory and language. Thus the *Logic-*Atomist school held that in
*non-constructive perception, there is presented the object, its *pro-
perties, etc. Since the school held that there are real *universals, these
could be the proper object of perception. But at the *constructive stage
they emerge, so to say, from their confused and vague condition: they
are recognized, through memory, and they are made the object of
conceptual judgments. Thus the *non-constructive perception of a
cow is followed by the *constructive judgment “This is a cow’ and
thereby the original perception is given clarity and definition. The§e
two phases of perception were sometimes considered as occurring in
temporal succession, but later *Logic-*Atomists took them as aspects
which one could abstract from the same event. The arguments in
favour of the distinction were really arguments for the *non-construc-
tive phase: common-sense finds it difficult, once memory and language
are in play, to conceive of ‘pure’ perception, not overlaid by the
*constructions put upon it. But since memory, etc., are demonstrably
functions of the perceiver, and since conceptual judgments depend on
these functions, conceptualized or *constructive perception cannot be
simply caused by the object, but there must be an intermediary, so t0
speak, between percipient and object. There must therefore be some
pure data given off by the object, or constituting an aspect of the
object. On the basis of these data, the mind is then enabled to make
judgments about the object.

The Buddhist made a somewhat similar distinction between *con-
*structive and *non-constructive perception. But they used it for a
different purpose. They were, of course, opposed to the *Logic-
*Atomist doctrine of *substance and real *universals, etc. They held,
as we have seen, that the illusion of permanent substances is generated,
in part at least, by language. Thus, for them, *non-constructive per-
ception involved only a pure awareness of data. The categorizing of
these data into classes, the reference of them to underlying objects,
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etc., were due to the process of *construction. Thus conceptual judg-
ments are contributed by the individual and do not reflect natural facts.
If, therefore, one wishes to consider the external world (we are not
here speaking of Buddhist *Idealism) in all its purity, one must remove
the artificial *constructions put upon it by the self. It will then be
revealed as an *impermanent and *insubstantial flow of events.

Generally speaking, the problem of how to describe the process of
perception was conceived in the Indian tradition as being the problem:
‘How does knowledge arise in the self, as a result of sense-perception?’
But the question could be reversed, and one might ask: ‘How does the
self fail to have knowledge?’ For instance, the Jains considered the
*life-monad essentially omniscient: consequently sense-perception was
like the unveiling of pre-existent knowledge. There is an analogy here
with the *Non-Dualist position. For *Sankara, perceptual and other
knowledge is the removal of the veil of *ignorance. But in ordinary
perception this is very partial.

Since Sankara wished to argue that the existence of the veil of
*ignorance is known in experience, he made use of the further *basis
of knowledge also employed by *Exegesis, viz. *negative perception
One of the puzzles about perception is that we seem able to ‘perceive’
the absence of something. The *Exegetes therefore held that this
*negative perception was a separate source of information about the
world. Sankara argued that ‘I am ignorant of such-and-such’ and
similar locutions express an awareness of the penumbra of nescience
that surrounds, so to say, our determinate knowledge. Both the *Non-
Dualists and two other *viewpoints made use also of *analogy as an
extra *basis of knowledge, to deal with cases where one recognizes a
hitherto unknown object on the basis of its similarity to some known
object. This presupposes, of course, that one already knows that the
similarity obtains; but it cannot be on the *basis of having perceived
the unknown object, ex Aypothesi. Thus the premiss is supplied by
*testimony (when one is told, e.g. that a yeti is a bit like a gorilla).
But in this case, *analogy can be subsumed under *testimony, and so
was found dispensable by most schools as a separate *basis of knowledge.
Another *basis used by both the *Non-Dualists and the *Exegetes was
that of *implication as distinguished from *inference. This we shall
deal with in a larer chapter.

It will be seen from the foregoing that the fundamental *bases of
knowledge recognized in the Indian tradition were *perception,
*inference and verbal *testimony. The first two of these were generally
considered adequate sources of knowledge of the empirical world,
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given that the problem was conceived in terms of arriving at new
facts, so that memory could be excluded (except in so far as it was
built into the process of *constructive perception). The chief impor-
tance of *testimony was as a source of transcendent truth through
*revelation. For this reason, it was not, in this sense, recognized by the
*unorthodox schools.



CHAPTER XIV

CAUSATION

As we have seen, two principal theories of causation were canvassed
in the Indian tradition—what we have termed the *identity and *non-
identity theories. The former theory, held by the *Distinctionists, and,
following them, by some others, consists in the thesis that the effect is
identical with the cause: it is a manifestation of what is potential in the
cause. This is in line with the *Distinctionist picture of the cosmos as
the result of a process of *evolution or transformation, whereby
*nature precipitates out from itself the determinate objects of the
observable world. *Nature as manifested already exists in *nature as
the indeterminate substratum. The theory not only fitted in with this
*evolutionist picture, but rested too on the intuitive principle that
nothing comes out of nothing. And if it is unacceptable to say ‘First
nothing, then something’ it is equally unacceptable to affirm the con-
verse ‘First something, then nothing’. Thus effects must exist somehow
before they appear, and their causes must continue to exist after their
transformation into the effects. As was pointed out by *Logic-*Atomist
critics, this doctrine seems to abolish the distinction between material
and efficient causes (and indeed between these and the so-called
*accessory causes—e.g. the instrument wherewith the craftsman, con-
sidered as efficient cause, shapes the material). Even though from the
point of view of observation one might, on the *Distinctionist hypo-
thesis, wish to distinguish the efficient from the material causes in
*nature, taking a larger view the efficient cause would be part of
*nature as material cause. In effect, the *Distinctionist doctrine regards
*natural changes as due to the internal dynamic of *nature through the
interplay of the *strand-substances in a state of disequilibrium (see
above, p. 77).

The support given to the *identity theory by these somewhat
speculative considerations was reinforced by appeal to examples. For
instance, the sesamum-oil must in some way pre-exist in the sesamum
seeds, the sculpture in the stone, etc. The agent who produces these

~
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effects is merely making manifest the potentialities of the substances
with which he is dealing. Furthermore the doctrine made plain that
there was a necessary connection between cause and effect, while the
Buddhist and *Logic-*Atomist *non-identity theory means that in
principle any effect can arise as the result of a given cause. It therefore
needs to be explained why there is a regular pattern of causation in
*nature.

However, some were equally critical of both theories, notably
Nigarjuna and his *Voidist followers. They wished to show that the
concept of causation itself was contradictory. By applying a dialectical
method to all the assumptions of common-sense and all metaphysical
speculations they hoped to show the indescribability of reality, its
*Voidness. There were similar attempts on the part of *Non-Dualists,
in favour of the *illusionist doctrine.

The dialectical arguments do not only attack theories of causation,
but the very notion of change itself. Regarding the former, it was
argued that in principle one could hold three positions: the *identity
theory affirming the inner determinations within the cause of the
effect; the *non-identity view that effects are the result of combinations
of conditions which are external to them; or a combination of the
views, i.e. that a cause is a determination of a pre-existent cause by an
external combination of conditions. Now the first view is nonsense;
for a thing is supposed to produce itself. But if it already exists, it is
absurd to speak of its being produced. Moreover, on the principle
referred to in another chapter (see p. 165) that what is eternal cannot
have *momentary effects, but must per impossibile have eternal effects,
then the already-existing (and by analogy eternal) cause must produce
changes in itself eternally. This of course would attack the root of
the idea of determinate effects as changes occurring at a certain
time and for a finite period. Thus the *identity-theory cannot be
maintained.

But equally the *non-identity theory is nonsense. (It should be
noted that the dialectical criticism of the Mahayanists was as much
directed against the Lesser Vehicle views as against those of any
*orthodox school.) If the conditions supposedly giving rise to an effect
are totally extraneous to it, then anything can come out of anything.
But this would not be a case of causation. Consequently the effect
must have some special relation to its causes. This implies that it is in
some way reflected in the causes, i.e. already in some way is pre-
existent in them. But as has already been argued, the concept of the
production of an effect out of a pre-existent cause is absurd. Similarly
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an application of these arguments will show that the third view of
causation, the mixed view, is equally untenable.

In any event, apart from the philosophical theories of causation, it
is necessary to examine the concept of change, which is clearly pre-
supposed by the concept of causality. Now things can either be
regarded as permanent or broken up into sequences of events or
*states. In particular one could break them up, in the Buddhist manner,
into atomic events or *states, i.e. they could be analysed into a sequence
of momentary events or *states. Thus the basic alternatives are:
*permanent entities or *momentary events. But it is clearly absurd to
speak of change in regard to what is permanent. It is by definition
unchanging. Nor can *permanent entities have *momentary eflects.
Thus change must be referred to sequences of *momentary events.
However, there immediately occurs a different contradiction. Since
change involves a process of change, it is necessary to enquire what
process occurs among *momentary events. Regrettably, there cannot
be any. For process involves continuation; but once one *momentary
event is replaced by another, it has ceased to exist. Nor can it be held
that the first *momentary event has suffered a change, for it can only
do so on condition of somehow becoming the next *momentary event.
But the two are ex Aypothesi different. The same sort of argument,
moreover, can be generalized to cover all relations, including the
temporal one. For two entities to be related, they must exist. But on
the hypothesis of *momentary events, event A has gone out of
existence by the time it is replaced by event B. Thus there can be no
relation between A and B. It follows that it is even wrong to say that
event A occurs before (or after) event B.

Difficulties of this kind were one motive for the *Realist school to
insist strongly upon the existence of everything past, present and
future: so that events could enter into relations with one another. It is,
of course, clear that Nagarjuna’s critique of causality applies to the
Buddha’s own doctrine of *origination (see above, p. 45). Indeed,
the *Voidists went out of their way explicitly to take that doctrine to
bits too. Moreover, the thesis that all events and states are *momentary
is absurd, if the above arguments are valid. It would seem therefore
that *Voidism was self-destructive, in so far as it claimed to be an
interpretation of Buddhist truth. The difficulty was evaded in various
ways. First, the *four-cornered negation of the Buddha (see above,
p- 35) seemed to point the way to a comprehensive critique of concepts
about reality. Second, the Buddha in some sense had, so he said, no
*views (though it is certain that he enunciated doctrines). Third, the

v
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thesis of *momentariness and the doctrine of *origination have a
pragmatic value, the first in breaking down preconceptions about the
permanence of substances, etc. (such preconceptions tie a man to the
world), the second in expressing the truth about existence at the *lower
level of truth. But they are only pointers towards the *non-dual
experience: they are ways of hinting at it, and of engineering it. The
Buddha in his teachings had a nice sense of *diplomacy, and adapted
his words to the illusions of his hearers.

The mystical pragmatism of the *Voidists made their position a
slippery one. Undoubtedly they did speak of the *Void in Absolutist

terms: for reality though *insubstantial had, as it were, *Voidness as

its inner nature. This indefinable Absolute was also nirvana. But they
claimed to be totally dialectical in their procedure, and to advance no
theses. All they were attempting was the destruction of all views about
ultimate reality. They were thus criticized in two ways. First, it was
urged that in effect they did have a theory. Second, it was argued that
in giving proofs of the invalidity of opposing positions, they were
implicitly adducing proofs that the negations of such positions were
valid. In particular, the slogan that all things are *unoriginated (to
express the *Voidist critique of *origination and causation) mustbe
supported by some such proofs. If the *Voidist denied this, then there
Was no reason to accept the slogan, and one could as well assert its
contradictory. However, the *Voidist reply to such criticisms was
simple: their arguments were of the nature of reductio ad absurdums.
The opponent claimed to prove his position: well, adopting methods
of proof, just for the sake of argument, one could show the incoherence
of that position. This involved no acceptance of the validity of proofs.
(The *Voidist method had some influence on Zen Buddhism, with its
stress that one should use a sort of spiritual jujitsu on the unen-
lightened: using their strength to bring about their ‘downfall’.)

The Buddhist doctrine of atomic events was bound to raise questions
about the continuum. Nagirjuna himself, in the course of a rather
ela.borate critique (largely of a verbal kind) of the concept of a goer
going through space, remarks that when the goer is actually going,
ex hypothesi there is then no beginning; but while he is at rest
there can be no beginning. So motion is beginningless. It was argued
by *Logic-*Atomist critics that the causal relation between the
*momentary events postulated by the Buddhists must involve the
persistence of the cause’s efficacy from one moment till the next—to
‘bridge the gap’. This was taken to imply that between cause and effect,
some further entity must be inserted. But the same problem arises all
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over again—and so on. Buddhist defenders of the doctrines of
*momentariness and causality wished to avoid this implication, since
it would constitute a vicious infinite regress. (Such a regress was
distinguished from the notion of a non-vicious infinite.” Thus, for
example, it was reasonable to hold that there is an infinite sequence of
causes which has led up to the existence of a tree: it is produced by the
seed and that by another tree and so on in an infinite sequence of like
causes and effects. But the particular steps in the chain of causes could
each be described independently of the infinity of other causes; on the
other hand, the trouble with a vicious infinite regress is that each step
entails an infinity of sub-steps, so that one can never get round to
asserting or explaining what one has in mind to assert or explain.)
They therefore held that there is, so to say, a contiguity of causes and
effects, such that it is directly through the causal efficacy of the first
event that the second event comes into existence.

The *Voidist critique of causality was accompanied, of course, by a
similar critique of *substance. But here the various Buddhist schools
were more in agreement. While the attack on causation could scarcely
be accepted by more ‘orthodox’ Buddhists (who rightly saw in it the

effective destruction of the Buddha’s doctrine of *origination), the -

teaching that all things are *impermanent and *substanceless was
essential to Buddhism, of whatever variety. The prominence assigned
to *substance by the *Logic-*Atomists naturally meant that this *view-
point attracted the fire of the Buddhists. Part of the objection to
permanent *substances was that they could play no causal role. If a
thing naturally produces a determinate effect and is itself a persisting
entity, then the effect should be continuous. But the whole point of the
*Atomist doctrine of *atoms is that they are eternal constituents of
things, which by their combination account for the changes observed
in the world. Ex hypothesi the observable states are not permanent,
for otherwise there would be no need to postulate more basic entities to
account for them. But as we have seen a permanent cause should have
a permanent effect. It does not help to reply that *atom A only pro-
duces effect E in combination with *atom B (and this explains why the
potency of *atom A is not continuously operative) since the actualiza-
tion of the potency in the *atom is itself a change in the *atom either
attributable to it or to *atom B. In either case a permanent entity is
having a temporally finite effect.

It was not only the Buddhists who criticized the *atomic theory.
Sankara and some *Qualified Non-Dualists attacked it. The chief
arguments were as follows. First, the *Atomists laid themselves open

-
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to trouble by their doctrine of the combination of *atoms to form
sub-molecules and molecules (see above, p. 90). For they supposed
that out of the combination of infinitesimal *atoms there could be
generated finite quanta. This was criticized as involving an inexplicable
change in type as between the causes and the effect. Whereas *atoms
had properties which they passed on to the gross combinations, in
this case there was a property, that of being infinitesimally small,
which was not so passed on. Second, if *atoms were to combine, they
must have parts: for combination occurs when one part of one object
is conjoined to one part of another object. But *atoms ex Aypothesi are
partless. Third, the *Logic-*Atomists (as we saw: p. 93) introduced
the category of *inherence to explain the way in which *atoms combined
together to form macroscopic *substances. Without this conceptual
glue, the notion of macroscopic *substances would break down, and
with it the claims of *Logic-*Atomism to express the presuppositions
of common-sense knowledge. It was argued by Sankara that the
relation of *inherence as between *atoms was (like other relations,
which were mostly classified under the category of *property in the
*Logic-*Atomist system, and which were related to *substances by the
relation of *inherence) related by *inherence to the *atoms. Thus the
*inherence of *atom A with *atom B is itself a third entity *inhering
in them; and so on. Thus there is generated a vicious infinite regress
in the *atomic theory.

The first of these arguments was useful to Sankara’s followers as an
ad homines objection, in so far as the *Atomists and others were critical
of the *appearance theory of causation as enunciated by the *Non-
D.ualists. This implied that the holy *Power, pure and changeless,
gives rise (somehow) to the world of appearances which is impure
and changeable. That a diverse effect should follow from a diverse
cause was already implied in the *A tomist doctrine; and therefore there
could be no objection in principle to the *appearance theory.

To some of these criticisms, by the Buddhists and *Non-Dhualists,
the *Atomists were able to reply. Although there might be difficulties
in the *atomic theory, there were countervailing difficulties in its
alternatives. For example, the doctrine of *momentariness made it
hard to understand how long-term effects could occur: for instance
the opera.tion of karma whereby a man’s deed in one life affect his
situz}t{on in the next, Again, the doctrine of *momentariness is counter-
intuitive, since we are aware of permanent states, and of our self-
identity through change. “The *Non-Dualists argued likewise that many
perceptual experiences seem to refute the doctrine: if I am looking
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at an object over a period of time and my mental state is unchanged,
i.e. I am still getting the same visual image, etc., it is absurd, and has
no basis in experience, to postulate a succession of different momentary
states. The Buddhists on the other hand contended that such experi-
ences, and the fact that I describe a succession of states as though it is
a single event, are misleading. First, we induce a false sense of unity
in ourselves and in other things, through the operation of our *con-
structive tendencies. Second, we know very well in some cases that
something described as a single event is a sequence of *momentary
states (for example, the flame of a candle is said to burn for five
minutes as though this is a single process or event, when we know that
it is the rapid replacement of one flame-state by another).

Finally, in connection with the Buddhist critique of causation, there
is an interesting argument which seeks to establish the truth of the
doctrine of *momentariness. It is this. All entities which are produced
are destructible (i.e. they will sooner or later be destroyed). But the
destructibility of these entities must depend upon their having been
produced, and not upon any other condition or conditions. For if it
depended on other conditions, a produced entity might go on existing
for ever. Consequently, a produced entity must be destroyed as soon |,
as it is produced. (It is clear that a similar argument will apply if we
attempt to say that owing to some other conditions a produced entity
persists and is not immediately destroyed. For conditions bringing
about such persistence will also involve conditions of the eventual
demise of the entity.) An entity which is destroyed as soon as it is
created is a *momentary entity. Thus the doctrine of *momentariness
must apply to all objects which are effects. We have seen that the
Buddhists had different objections which they could bring to bear
against permanent unproduced entities, such as *atoms.

Although both the Buddhist and the *Atomist doctrines of causation
are classified together as *non-identity theories, it will be clear by now
that they have considerable differences. One could put the matter
crudely by saying that the Buddhists had a, so to say, two-dimensional
notion of a cause, the *Atomists a three-dimensional one. That is, the
*Atomists regarded the cause of something as being a conjunction of
*properties, etc., possessed by persisting *substances, and thereby a
conjunction of those *substances themselves. The Buddhists on the
other hand viewed the cause as a conjunction of short-lived events.
Instead of the doctrine of *atomic substances, there is the doctrine of
atomic events. The notion of brief event-states was developed in two
directions. On the one hand, the events were fined down until they
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were quite *momentary, and this opened the way for the *Voidist
critique of all relations between events, including causality. On the
other hand, it was developed in the direction of a phenomenalistic
account of the world, which ultimately issued in *Idealism.

Sankara’s *appearance theory is sometimes classified as a version of
the *identity-theory (indeed he referred to it in this way himself), on
the grounds that the effect (namely the world of *illusion) is identical
with the cause (namely, the holy *Power). But it is clear that Sankara’s
doctrine is no ordinary theory of causation, but is limited to the
relation between the world and the *Power. It is a theory about the
causation of the grand *illusion; it is not a theory about the particular
processes of causation which appear wizhin that *illusion. Thus it is
only an *identity theory in so far as the ground of the *illusion and
the appearance *projected upon it are identical, and not properly in the
sense that effects pre-exist in their causes. The *appearance theory was,
of course, a simple consequence of the *illusionist position which
supposedly had a scriptural basis, though it also borrowed arguments
from the Buddhist critique of causation, e.g. that an eternal cause
ought to have an eternal effect. But the situation was reversed. Instead
of denying an eternal cause or causes by use of this principle, as the
Buddhists did (for instance, as we have seen, they criticized *Atomism
on this basis), the *Non-Dualists affirmed the existence of the one
eternal Being, and therefore concluded that the effects which are
observable in the world, and which are non-eternal, are merely apparent .
effects. But despite the difference of this from a theory of causation
proper, the *Non-Dualists made use of the categories used elsewhere
to describe the causal process. For instance, the holy *Power, as pure
being, could be said to underlie the appearances, and so in some sense
constitutes their material cause.

‘The Ramanujists took strong exception both to the concept of pure
being as the material cause and to the notion itself as characterizing
the divine *Power. On the first point, it was argued that it is as useful
to call being the material cause of existing things as it is to say that
non-being is the underlying stuff from which chimeras are made. In
this the *qualified Non-Dualists approximated to the *Logic-*Atomist
view of being. For the latter, the attribute of being or existence is
simply the most general *property which can be ascribed to entities.
But it presupposes *substances to *inhere in. It is therefore senseless
to speak of pure being as a self-existent entity.

We have seen earlier (Chapter VIII) that the *Qualified Non-
Dualist *viewpoint denied that anything could be *featureless in the
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way in which the *Non-Dualists held that the *Power is *featureless.
Various arguments were used against the latter idea, and therefore
against the concept of pure being. First, even if it were true that
ultimate reality is *featureless, *featurelessness is a property distinguish-
ing it from other entities. It is thus itself a *feature of God. Second, the
*Non-Dualist doctrine involved that the scriptures do not describe
God in a direct manner, but rather are pointers which indirectly

indicate the divine being. This appears to be a strained interpretation -

of their meaning. It is true that some passages say that the *Power is
ineffable; but these are only asserting the infinity of God. For this
reason, he cannot be fully comprehended by language; but this does
not entail that he cannot be described at all. Thirdly, the state of
*concentration which does not involve ordinary intellectual discrimina-
tions is not totally *featureless. Not only can it be described as different
from ordinary experiences, but it is supposedly the experience of
identification with ultimate reality, and this involves a conceptual
interpretation. Fourthly, Sankara explicitly affirms that the *Power is
being, consciousness and bliss. These seem to be different characteriza-
tions of the *Power, and it is hard to see how Sankara’s thesis that

they are identical in meaning can be sustained. Fifthly, language itself -

and in particular the language of *revelation, supposed by Sankara to
give a superior interpretation of reality overruling the apparent testi-
mony of perception, presupposes the existence of distinctions. For it
consists in determinate words, separate from one another. This implies
that different words stand for different aspects or *features of reality.
The language of *revelation is no different in this respect from secular
language. It follows that the words of scripture would be incapable of
referring to a totally *featureless reality, and Sankara ought in con-
sistency to say that *revelation itself is as misleading and *illusion-
producing as *perception. Of course, Sankara does come very near to
saying this: as we have seen, a great deal of scripture was interpreted

by him as describing things from the standpoint of lower or *ordinary .

truth, and so not in the last analysis true. But even so, some part of
*revelation had to express the *higher truth, and so Ramanuja’s criti-
cism would still be relevant. Sankara therefore was required by such
considerations to introduce a pragmatic account of meaning: what the
scriptures wish to express is a realization of *non-duality, and even if
as plural objects (words) existing in the realm of appearances they are
*illusory, they can still have the effect of bringing men to the realiza-
tion in question—just as a terrifying illusion may cause a person to

drop down dead.

™
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The concept of pure being was not merely crucial to Sankara’s
description of the experience of *release, etc., but also to his *appear-
ance theory. Although as we have said it is not an ordinary theory of
causation but in effect is introduced to account for the relation between
the world *illusion and ultimate reality, Sankara gave it some support
from an examination of natural causes. For example, a jug which has
been fashioned out of clay and then smashed remains clay all the time,
and the shape it acquired and then lost is merely an impermanent form
imposed on the continuing clay. Thus if permanence be counted a
criterion of reality, and impermanence of unreality, we can extrapolate
from the example. For though the clay is a continuing entity, sooner
or later it too changes its form and ceases to be recognizable as clay.
All the forms of the material causes as ordinarily understood are like-
wise impermanent. It follows that we should look for some more
deep-seated material cause. This can only be something which has
none of the forms met with in observational experience. Thus pure
being can be said to be the underlying material cause. And it would
certainly be wrong to deny its existence on the ground that it is not
observed in the ordinary way, since every perception presupposes the
contact of the *Self with reality. Thus there is an intuitive awareness
of being running through all perceptions. Since it does so, it is formless.

However, this argument, if it is meant to show that the effects, i.e.
the objects occurring in the world-appearance, are *illusory, depends
on the doubtful contention (pointed to by *Qualified Non-Dualist
and *Dualist critics of Sankara) that what is impermanent is somehow
*illusory. There is no reason to suppose, however, argues Ramanuja,
that what is non-eternal is ipso facto not real.

One further feature of Sankara’s doctrine on these matters is worth
mentioning, since it indicates one of the two points of contact between
the one reality postulated in the system and the world of ordinary
experience. The *intuition of the *self is, as we have seen, something
which according to him is immediate (for this reason, as we have seen,
he objected to the *Logic-*Atomist doctrine that the *self is known
through *inference: for Sankara, the *self is implicit in all experience).
Now although it is true that empirical individuals project on to the
*Self the sense of individuality, and therefore regard themselves as
separate *selves, the truth of the matter according to *Non-Dualism is
that the inner *witness which is the subject of experiences is indeed
the one divine reality. Consequently, there is no question of the *self’s
being caused by the *Power. It is identical with it; and the *appearance
theory does not apply to it. Thus we can see that for Sankara, there
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were two points of contact, so to say, between ordinary experience
and the *higher truth—first, in the awareness of being implicit in
perception of the ‘outer’ world; and second, in the *intuition of the
*self as the subject of experience. A proper appreciation of these
intuitions exhibits the truth of *Non-Dualism. But the power of
*ignorance (or looking at it from the ‘outer’ side, *illusion) is sufficient
to cloud what is given thus in all experience. Only when one attains
the mystical realization of the identity of the *Self (the third point of
contact, one might say) is one in a state of real or existential knowledge
of the truth.

We have already seen some of the objections which were raised
against the *identity theory by the Mahayana Buddhist dialecticians.
They, however, were equally critical of the alternative theory. It is
worth remarking on some of the points which the *Logic-*Atomists
and others made on their own behalf in criticizing the *Distinctionist
position. One thing was firmly insisted upon, namely that it should
not be necessary to have recourse to the idea of an unobservable
*energy or power relating cause and effect. Such a power was undis-
coverable in experience, and it was unnecessary to do more than point
to the invariable and unconditional succession of the cause and effect.
A like criticism was made by Madhva, namely that the *identity theory
involved asserting that there was an underlying something, namely
*nature, which was *evolved or transformed into the manifold observ-
able states of the world. But it was complained that this in principle
imperceptible entity has no basis in experience: and a licence to intro-
duce such entities was equally a licence to affirm the existence of
entities such as the hare’s horn (a stock example in the Indian tradition
of the absolutely non-existent, i.e. of something which does not
merely happen not to exist, but could not exist). Furthermore, the
theory that the effect already exists in the cause notoriously runs into
the difficulty that it ought then to be produced at an early time.
Production means that it comes into existence. If then it already exists
at t; before t,, the time when it is supposedly produced, it should
already have been produced at t;. It was therefore a stock *Distinc-
tionist reply that the production at t, is really the manifestation of the
effect. Madhva criticizes this reply on the ground that the concepts of
production and manifestation are quite different. The latter involves
that the object manifested is presented to *perception. This is not
implied in the concept of production. The claim that the effect existed
before the time of its manifestation raises the question (similar to that
of the first of Madhva’s argument above) why it was not perceptible.
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If the manifestation of an effect is itself a causal change, then, on the
theory, the manifestation ought to pre-exist itself. But it is absurd to
speak of an unmanifest manifestation.

Finally, it was pointed out by critics of *Distinctionism that one
feature of the *viewpoint marred what otherwise might be conceived
as its chief attraction. The latter was the way in which the *viewpoint
attempted to account for the changes in the world as being due to the
internal dynamic of the system of *nature. But by attaching eternal
*souls to *nature, the *viewpoint was landed with the problem of how
it is that these virtually inert entities gained *release. And the answer,
as we have seen (p. 81) was that *nature worked teleologically for
the good of the *souls. Thus there was some sense in which *nature
was not merely determined in its *evolution by an internal dynamic,
but responded teleologically to the magnetism, so to say, of the *souls.
Since these were essentially not part of the system of *nature—and
indeed found their *release in the realization of their essential distinct-
ness from *nature— there was an incoherence in the *Distinctionist
attempt at a naturalistic cosmology.

But though the *Dualists were critical of the *identity theory, for
reasons such as those mentioned above, they did not espouse the
traditional alternative. As we saw (p. 118) *Dualism conceived that the
careers of beings were determined inwardly, in accordance with their
particular natures. On the other hand, Madhva did not wish to hold
that the *Lord was identical in any sense with the *created world: thus
the material cause of the cosmos could not be (as in some other
systems) God. Instead, the material cause of the world was thought of
as God’s *energy, which he modified in accordance with the inner
determinations of the various *selves. Making use of this concept of
*energy, the *Dualists ascribed it to causes as constituting their causal
power. Indeed, various types of *energy were distinguished—the
basic and *inconceivable *energy used by the *Lord in his control and
formation of the world; the causal *energy of natural objects; the
sacred *energy with which images are implicit; and the *energy mani-
fested in language—the power of words to have, through their mean-
ings, determinate effects. It followed from the above doctrines that
cause and effect, though distinct, were tightly bound together—and
thus the theory could be resented as a synthesis between the *identity
and the *non-identity theories. They were bound together in two ways:
first, because the bringing into existence of an effect was part result of
the operation of the *energy of a *substance, and so was an actualization
of this implicit *energy. Second, the effect was also the *evolution of
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the *substance effected by the *energy of another *substance, and so
belonged to an entity which was part-cause or condition of the effect.
Thus the effect was argued to be both identical and non-identical with
the cause. It may be noted that this theory was held to apply to the
material entities in the cosmos, including the material aspects of
persons. *Selves and the *Lord were held to be essentially changeless,
and therefore only capable of manifesting themselves, rather than
being effects, or undergoing modifications due to other entities. It is
also of some interest that something like a principle of causal inertia
was enunciated. Something comes into existence when there are suffi-
cient conditions for it to do so; likewise it goes out of existence when
there are sufficient conditions for its destruction. Things remain in
their status quo until something of sufficient *energy comes along to
disturb them (there is a contrast here with the Buddhist argument for
*momentariness noticed earlier). The *selves are such that there never
arise sufficient conditions for their destruction, and they are thus
everlasting.

It will be observed from the foregoing discussions that traditional
Indian discussions of causation were determined by a tension between
different principles. On the one hand, it was felt that an effect is the
result of a combination of certain conditions. On the other hand, both
on philosophical and protoscientific grounds it was found attractive
to postulate permanent substances (e.g. *atoms) whose combination
would constitute the conditions whereby observable states arise. Yet
the notion of permanent substances raised the problem that if they
have some causal power, i.e. if there was some invariable association
between the permanent entity and its effect, then the effect ought also
to be permanent. There was a further tension between the principle
that nothing can come out of nothing, so that the effect pre-exists in
the cause, and the notion of concomitance of conditions. To explain
the emergence of an effect one must postulate some condition outside
that of the material cause which is supposedly transformed into the
effect, and thus cause and effect are at least partly external to one
another and not identical. The first of these tensions had an interesting
resolution performed by some of the *Realists (who held that entities
past, present and future exist). Whereas the *Idealists broke up *sub-
stances into momentary sense-data, etc., the *Realists used the concept
of momentary *atoms. That is, they satisfied two conditions one felt
to be essential in a Buddhist analysis of the material and the other
alluded to above (the protoscientific urge to get behind observable

effects to the underlying causes thereof). The *Atomists’ everlasting
N
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*atoms were unacceptable to the Buddhists and in any case created
difficulties about causation. But their defect was not their *atomicity,
but their *permanence. The short-lived *atoms of the *Realist school
were not open to this defect, and so avoided some of the classical
problems of the *Logic-*Atomist school. However, this form of
*atomic theory was confined to the realm of the *corporeal. The other
*groups going to make up individuals were not accounted for through
*atomic combinations, but were sui generis (though, of course, each
consisting in a flow of discrete events, and therefore not *permanent).
There are some other aspects of traditional Indian discussions of
causation which will be left over to the next chapter—i.e. those prob-
lems which arise in regard to the discrimination of causal sequences.
We have already (in the discussion of epistemological issues) adverted
to some of these methodological problems surrounding induction.



CHAPTER XV

INDUCTION AND *INFERENCE

There have been left over to this chapter certain epistemological points
which are more or less closely associated with logical matters discussed
in the Indian tradition. Before going on to theories of *inference,
about which most of these questions cluster, it is convenient to refer
back briefly to that *basis of knowledge, which *orthodox systems
invoked, known as verbal *testimony. We observed how the *view-
points built their epistemology on the *bases of *perception and
*inference. But the need to incorporate transcendent elements into the
*viewpoints led to the addition of *testimony, chiefly, that is to say, the
*testimony constituted by *revelation. But naturally, the discussion of
*testimony involved questions about the nature of language. As we
have seen, the Buddhists held a conventionalist view about meanings,
and the *Logic-*Atomist *viewpoint was halfway to this view. But a
recurrent difficulty about saying that meanings are assigned to words
by customary usage was the belief, expressed in varying ways, that
*revelation is eternal. This meant in effect that the words through
which it was expressed were eternal, or that underlying them were
eternal counterparts in the form of meanings. Since, however, the
conventionalist thesis entails that meanings have a non-eternal origin,
it was not reconcilable to most *orthodoxy. The most conservative
statement of the *orthodox position was that found in *Exegesis, since
*revelation could not be explained there as the utterance of God, nor
could it be held essentially to refer to mystical experience, so that
modifications of the fundamentalist position found elsewhere were
ruled out.

However, it was of course quite clear to the *Exegetes, as to every-
one, that language occurs in the form of sounds, etc., and these are
temporary and have an occasion for their production. They therefore
made use of the distinction (referred to in the last chapter, p. 191)
between manifestation and production. Words exist eternally, but they
only manifest themselves to us through sounds, etc. Reasons for
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making this claim were (apart from the necessity of it if *revelation
was to have an everlasting self-validity) the facts that language, so far
as is known, has always existed, that the striptures are not known to
have an author, and that meanings are prior to individuals—that is the
individual in learning a language apprehends what is already in
existence and does not arbitrarily assign the meanings to the words.
Such a view of the language of scripture as eternal gives Sanskrit a
special place in the scheme of things (other tongues must be degenera-
tions of the fundamental natural language: this feeling lies behind even
comparatively recent attempts to show that Sanskrit is the ur-language).
The *Exegetes added to these doctrines the further thesis that the
language of scriptures is essentially injunctive. It expresses commands
on :what rituals and duties must be performed. This led to difficulties
of interpretation where apparently descriptive statements appeared.
However, the *Exegetes evaded this trouble by holding that passages
must be taken as wholes. It was thereby possible to consider descrip-
tve passages as essentially belonging to wholes whose purport was
njunctive,
thThe *Exegete stress on imperatives was supported by 2 pragmatic
Wﬁ?cr}?aocfhitl};e dl‘eaming of la.ngua'ge. The charac\feristic situa_tion i.n
iscovers meanings is one where he is told to bring this
Zzstsi;?v::v?at’ em('l Thus 1anguag.e taken in a purely theoretical or
The invest; yazvas fEat;xlched from its proper roots. .

negation. Forginston o the nature of injunctions led to ,questlons about
as ‘Let him not-dangg” the negation of Let,hlm d‘o X coulc.l be take?
The first means thzt h, Let hlﬂ? do n.ot—X and ‘Let not-hlm_ do X.
second means that ht e person is forbidden to perfo.rm the action; the
action in question; ¢ E lihe'nllomed to perform an action other than the
in question are ex"l' N dlr means that PEYSOI?S other than the person
though in the first )Come fto pe.rforr}q .th_e action. It was argtxed tl'.lat
do X’ and ‘Let himase ° dnega’txon, it is impossible tha.t bo.th. Let.hlm
the same imPOSSib'l'nOt(_i o X’ should 1.30th be operative injunctions,
Thus “Let hj ility does not hold in regard to the other forms.
: et him do not-X’ does not entail the inoperativeness of ‘Let

him do X’ (i.e. it might be his d fi g i ithi
certain genus); nor (% ~ 1s duty to periorm all the actions within a
of ‘Let him d:) X ( 0¢es bEtant—hlm do X’ entail the inoperativeness
cannot tell how theelvery fo y may h{flve a du.ty to d.o X). Thus one
mined the locus of glw o cox:mtradxctlon applies until one has deter-
e negation. (However, the study of *Exegete

logic is stil] j
mft : 1SUH.H.1 an early stage; and there is doubtless quite a lot of
erial on njunctive logic to be discovered.)!
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As we have seen, the Buddha, through his *four-cornered negation,
appears to have held that the law of contradiction does not, in some
sense, apply to a certain class of propositions, namely those involved
in the *undetermined questions (see p. 34). That is, they do not
apply in the sense that given a formulated proposition, one cannot
infer from its truth that its negation is false; nor cannot it be inferred
that either it or its negation is true. But this did not put the Buddha
in the position of implicitly affirming that the law of contradiction,
for instance, does not everywhere hold, for there are exceptions to
it—namely where a proposition and its contradictory are both true.
For this is explicitly denied, in the third arm of the negation, in regard
to the propositions in question, i.e. ‘It is not the case that both p and
not-p’. Thus the Buddha’s position amounts to this: that the laws do
not apply in these cases; but this does not mean that they fail to hold,"
i.e. that these cases constitute genuine exceptions to the laws. Indeed,
from the nature of the examples used to illustrate why these *undeter-
mined questions are unanswerable, it seems clear that the Buddha
thought them to be so badly formed as to be meaningless. Thus the
possibility of affirming any genuine proposition in these cases was
excluded.

We have seen too how the Mahayanist dialecticians used the prin-
ciple of the Buddha’s multiple negations as a slogan to justify their
attempt to show that all views about reality are contradictory. But they
held that this did not involve themselves in contradiction, since they
were not (allegedly) affirming any views. Consequently, they recog-
nized the law of contradiction, both negatively (for if it were not valid,
they would have nothing against the views which they attacked as
contradictory) and positively (for if it were not valid, they would
have no motive for silence).

We noted earlier a certain resemblance between the Buddha’s
negations and the Jain sevenfold classifications of judgments in
accordance with its theory of *relativism (see p. 66). But again, this
is not strictly the doctrine that the law of contradiction fails to hold;
since the possibility of affirming both p and not-p depends on inter-
preting the left-hand p differently from the right-hand one. That is,
when we say ‘The jug is’ and ‘The jug is not’ the words “The jug is’
are given different interpretations in the two sentences. Thus it is
correct to say ‘The jug is’ in the sense that the jug is; but it is incorrect
if it be taken to imply that the jug is identical with being, for being
includes flowers and the jug is not identical with lowers—and so on.
Thus the theory of *relativism is essentially a theory to the effect that
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a statement must be made in its context; and one can affirm the apparent
negation of the same statement, looking at matters in a different con-
text of assertion. But the doctrine also includes, as we saw, the notion
that in some sense the nature of the subject of a statement is inexpres-
sible. Thus it is possible to say ‘The jug is and is not and is inex-
pressible’. This, as we saw earlier (p- 67), arises from the fact that
determinate judgments involve the concept of the difference between
the thing described and other entities; and at least some judgments of
difference are inexpressible. It can be said both about the Jain theory
and that of the Buddhist *undetermined questions that they involve
the thesis that there are limitations upon knowledge which are not
just contingent. On the Jain view, knowledge requires linguistic
expression, so that indescribable aspects of reality are in some sense
unknowable. But while the Buddhist doctrine of *undertermined
questions springs from the particular nature of certain supposed
problems, which involve a sort of category mistake or are ruled out
by the structure of Buddhist metaphysics, the Jain position is sup-
p o‘rted by a general theory about language—namely that there is a
finite number of basic expressions with determinate senses. Thus
although the existence and non-existence of an entity (e.g., its being
an orc.:hid and not-being a rainbow) can be asserted consecutively,
there is no intermediate expression which will simultaneously express
the two aspects referred to. Nevertheless, the bafflement arising from

this state of affairs can be indicated by asserting the inexpressibility
of the entity in question.
There is an a

. Pparent infringement of the law of contradiction in
Non-Dualist d

octrine. It is true that in so far as the *Non-Dualists
+ made use of dialectical methods in the manner of the *Voidist, they
Were in principle exempt from infringing it. But according to the
c12}551ca1 *Non-Dualist theory of *ignorance and *illusion, it had to be
§a1d thaF the world of appearance is both real and not real. Its reality
is seen 1n.the fact that appearances exist; they are not just a blank.
Its unreality is seen in the fact that the *ignorance which projects
appearances on to pure being is not itself pure being. Thus the world
as *111us.1on (i-e. conceived as distinct from the holy *Power) is not
pure being, but not pure nothing either. Now in principle a contra-
diction could be avoided here by interpreting the two statements ‘It is
real’ and ‘It is not real’ differently, and this was indeed sometimes
done by the *Non-Dualists. The two interpretations can be brought

Xists but it is not pure being’. However, the *Non-

out by saying ‘It e
Dualists held that the world-appearance is *indefinable precisely on
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the ground that it still has a contradictory aspect—since being and
existence ought to be equivalent. But as a Ramanujist remarked, if you
are going to admit the self-contradictory, why not say that things in
ordinary experience are real, and not *illusory? It would contradict
the doctrine of *illusion, to be sure, but what is the trouble with a
contradiction?

It will be seen that the above account of the unreality of the world-
appearance depends on a contrast with absolute non-existence. This
depended on the distinction between qualified and absolute negation
or non-existence—a commonplace distinction in the Indian tradition.
Thus the son of a barren woman (a stock example) is absolutely non-
existent; while the non-existence of dodos is qualified. However, the
stock examples are not all cases of the self-contradictory (such as the
above one). Indeed the most common other examples are cases of
contingent non-existence, such as the hare’s horn, the sky-lotus,
the water in the mirage. Thus the concept of absolute non-existence
is that of entities which cannot exist, i.e. are known never to exist in
experience. By contrast, qualified non-existence refers to entities
which are known from experience sometimes to exist, but which do not
at some time and place exist. It was argued by the *Qualified Non-
Dualists that all genuine judgments of non-existence are qualified, i.e.
that whenever we say such things as “There are no tigers’ this judg-
ment means ‘There are no tigers in England now’, with the implication
that elsewhere and/or elsewhen there are or were or will be tigers.
The cases of the horn of the hare, etc., were dealt with by pointing out
that hares and horns exist or have existed: thus “There are no hare’s
horns’ means in effect “There are no horns in a certain area of time and
space, viz. in places and times occupied by hares’ (but of course there
are horns elsewhere and elsewhen). Consequently, it could not be
argued that the *illusion of Sankara’s system was real in the sense of
not being a case of absolute non-existence. Moreover, since the
*illusion covered the whole of empirical experience, it could never be
said that it was unreal in a qualified sense, from Sankara’s point of
view (i.e. existing elsewhen, but not now, etc.). Thus the only way in
which one could talk about illusions, etc., was to say that they exhibited
supposed entities which existed elsewhere, but not at the locus of the
illusion. Thus, some knowledge must be genuine, and not all percep-
tions could be cases of illusion.

As we shall see, such discussions had some bearing on theories of
*inference. The concept of negation or non-existence also created
certain problems as to whether *perception was a sufficient *basis for
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knowledge of what was given in observation. For in so far as percep-
tion was held to be the perception of what exists, or of what is present,
there was a difficulty about observations of the absence of something.
That is, commonly in ordinary language we are said to notice the
absence of something: this seems to imply that there is a special kind
of perception, the perception-of-non-existence or the perception-of-
absence. This we have dubbed earlier (p. 179) “*negative perception’.
Now it might at first be thought that we could get over the trouble if
we analysed the situation as being a combination of perception and
*inference. That is, it could be argued: “Wherever there exists an
object, there is perception; hence, since there is no perception of the
object, it does not exist here.” But the premiss can only be established
by the method of agreement and difference, i.e. by showing not merely
that perception is accompanied by the existence, but that non-percep-
tion is accompanied by the non-existence, of the object. But this implies
the very awareness of non-perception that is supposed to be explained
by this account. Hence *negative perception has to be admitted as a
separate *basis of knowledge.

The *Logic-*Atomists, without accepting *negative perception as a
*basis of knowledge, nevertheless produced a very similar solution.
This consisted in saying that there is perception of *non-existence.
This forced the later *Logic-*Atomists to add *non-existence to their
list of *categories. The difference hetween the two solutions is this—
Fhat.for the *Exegete the perception of non-existence is due to an
intuition internal to the perceiver: while for the *Logic-*Atomists it is
the perception of a sort of entity out there in the world. The chief
point of criticism against this latter theory is that perception involves
sense-contact between the perceiver and the object of perception, but
clearly a *non-existence cannot be in contact with the sense-organs. It
T;hus seemed better to postulate an intuitive *negative perception not
involving the ordinary processes of perception. The reply to this was
that the thesis that there is contact between outer objects and the
SEnse-organs does not apply, since what is *non-existent is not, in any
ordinary sense, an object. Only positive *substances enter into the
relation of contact. It is clear that both accounts meant modifying the
straight theory of perception through contact.

Buddhist me.:taphysics, since it stressed the conventionality of
language, was in the position of evading these alternatives, by dis-
tinguishing between the manner in which a situation is described (and
here negations enter in) and the concrete situation itself. Thus there is
no perception of *non-existence, but statements like “There is no jug
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there’ are ways of describing the state of affairs given in perception.
The split between perception and linguistically-expressed judgment
meant, incidentally, that the Buddhists could not describe what the
correctness of a perception consisted in by reference to the truth of the
statement describing it. The use of a statement implicitly involves
reading concepts into the perception, and this means getting away from
the pure presentation. Thus a behaviouristic account of veridicality in
perceptions was canvassed: i.e. a correct perception is such that one
is not disappointed in one’s aims and expectations by acting
upon it.

As has been seen, a chief reason for the *Logic-*Atomist concern
about *non-existence was its employment of the method of agreement
and difference in establishing inductive generalizations. But it would
be misleading to suppose that all their inferences were supposed to
rest upon premisses describing causal relations. First, we noted earlier
that, on their view, a cause had immediately to precede its effect. Thus
a causal chain was conceived as a series of causal links: but the relation
of causality was not transitive. If A causes B, and B causes C, it does
not follow that A can properly be described as the cause of C. Never-
theless, there may be an invariable concomitance between A and C,
and this could be the basis of a particular inference (if A accompanies
B, then given a B we can infer an A). Buddhist logicians attempted to
make a distinction between inferences concerned with production (i.e.
with the production of a type of effect by a type of cause) from
inferences concerned with identity. For example, ‘All cases of smoke are
cases of fire’ (a premiss that can be used to show that because here is a
case of smoke there must be a fire) is distinguished from such instances
as ‘All pines are trees’ (a premiss that can be used to show that because
this is a pine it must be a tree). It was objected by the *Logic-*Atomists
that in any event concomitance was a sufficient description of the
situation, since there is a concomitance between the *universals of
treeness and pineness inhering in *substances of a certain kind; and
that it was wrong to count it a case of identity, since one cannot con-
versely infer from a thing’s being a tree to its being a pine. However,
this was largely a verbal point. The Buddhists usually (see above,
p. 177) denied that a cause could be simultaneous with its effect.
When, therefore, two properties are invariably conjoined in the same
locus, but are simultaneous, they must be identical. This was the
principle underlying the *Idealist argument noticed earlier (p. 176)
that a perception and its ‘object’ must be identical.

The shape of a traditional Indian *inference was somewhat complex.
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Three chief elements were distinguished the *sign, *locus and *in-
ferendum. Thus a typical example of inference was:

(1) The hill (*locus) possesses fire (*inferendum);

(2) Because of its possessing smoke (*sign);

(3) Where there is smoke (*sign) there is fire (*inferendum)—as
in a kitchen.

(4) This hill (*locus) possesses smoke (*sign);

(5) Therefore it possesses fire (*inferendum).

It can be observed that the first statement expresses the thesis to be
proved, i.e. one begins with the conclusion. It is odd that (3) includes
an example of the *sign-*inferendum concomitance in a different *locus
(the kitchen). But a distinction was drawn between the form of an
*inference designed to persuade others, and the form which it could
take if one was inferring something for oneself. This complex form of
five propositions, was therefore regarded as reducible to three: namely,
(1), (2) and (3), and the example could be dispensed with: its impor-
tance was psychological, in reminding the listener or oneself of the
kind of observation on which the universal proposition was based.
The weight of Indian concern about *inference was directed at
making sure that the universal proposition (3) was true, in order to
guarantee the *inference. In short, it was mainly directed at formulating
conditions which would have to be fulfilled before (3) could be asserted.
We have already discussed earlier certain arguments about induction
closely connected with this concern. It is a principle of the *Logic
school that (3) must be established by collecting a large number of
instances of the *sign accompanied by the *inferendum. If S stands for
the former and I for the latter, we can formulate the matter by saying
that instances must be gathered tending to show that all Ss are Is.
But if some Ss are non-Is (if for instance some cases of smoke are
caused by water and not by fire) the *inference will not work. It
therefore has to be shown, again by collecting instances, that all
non-Is are non-Ss. (This clearly allowed the possibility of a different
sort of *inference using this as a universal proposition.) The *Exegetes
were somewhat laxer in their rules of induction: it was sufficient that
one had gathered instances to the effect that all Ss and Is, provided
one was not aware of counter-instances. The need, according to the
*Logic school, for perceptual corroboration implied another methodo-
logical rule, viz. that the thesis (‘This hill possesses fire’) should not
be falsified by direct observation. That is, it is itself treated as one of the
instances which go to corroborate or falsify the universal proposition.
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This does not, of course, involve circularity, since it does not
entail that the universal proposition is only established when all
positive instances have examined, including the *inferendum, and
since normally there is no perception of the *inferendum, and therefore
no question of its falsifying the *inference.

Although the concomitance of smoke with fire, and like concomi-
tances of the form ‘All Ss are Is’, were a satisfactory basis for *inference,
the establishment of causal relations between *inferendum and *sign
required greater stringency. For clearly, though fire immediately pre-
cedes smoke and there is no smoke without fire, the fact that there is
some fire without smoke means that we should investigate the actual
conditions of there being smoke more closely. It is found, say, that it
is the association of fire with green wood which causes smoke: and this
means that there is an invariable concomitance between the *inferendum
(green wood plus fire) and the *sign (smoke), such that not only is it
true that all Ss are Is, but also all Is are Ss. It is therefore important, in
establishing causal concomitances, that the antecedent conditions and
consequent conditions should be varied as far as is practically possible.

However, the application of the method of agreement and difference
could not be applied to all universal propositions. Thus ‘All objects of
knowledge are describable’ cannot be tested by seeing if non-describ-
able things are also non-knowable, since non-knowable things by
definition cannot be known. Thus such universal propositions could
be established on the basis of the agreement in presence of the two
properties, but not by agreement in absence. There was some con-
siderable discussion of this type of *inference (which we can dub the
*no-negative form) among later logicians. Likewise, the *Logic school
held, and it was denied by some, that there could be the converse of
this case, where there are no positive instances, but only negative ones.
We can call this the *no-positive form, and it occurs in cases where there
is no concomitance between the *sign and the *inferendum except in
the *locus which is the subject of the *inference: for example ‘Immediate
*intuition is not an object of awareness because it is immediate intui-
tion’. This would expand into the following form:

(1) Immediate *intuition is not an object of awareness;

(2) Because it is immediate *intuition;

(3) All cases of immediate *intuition are not cases of being an
object of awareness.

As a form of inference this looks pretty hopeless, since it amounts to
saying ‘Xs are non-Ys, because they are Xs, and Xs are non-Ys'.
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However, if we remember the later *Logic school held that it could be
established negatively, i.e. by the examination of negative instances,
the appearance of tautologous groundlessness diminishes. For the real
ground of the conclusion, that all Xs are non-Ys, is that all Ys are
non-Xs. For instance, you examine all cases of objects of awareness
and discover that none of them is an immediate *intuition. It was
objected, however, to this form of *inference that it could lead to
fallacious results. For example, the *theistic argument ‘Omniscience is
absent from all entities in the sphere of perceptual experience, so it
must belong to an unperceived entity, and such an entity would be
God’ is no more reasonable than the *inference that the horn of the
hare is absent from the observable world, so it must belong to an
unperceived entity. Thus purely negative instances cannot establish
the required conclusion, since it must also be shown that the subject
of the *inference actually exists.

It should be noted that the above example necessarily involves that
there should be no positive instances, since *intuition is supposed (and
here there is reference to the Sankarite doctrine) to be not an object
of awareness and a fortiori not an object of perception—upon which
generalizations and *inferences must be based. But there was a further
class of the *no-positive form of *inference where it was not the case
that the subject is by definition unobservable, etc., but there the *sign
was the defining characteristic of the subject, and where the *inferen-
dum expressed the difference of the subject from other entities. For
example, ‘Earth differs from other elements, because it possesses
smell’. Smell is here regarded as the defining characteristic of the earth
element, and is that by which the earth element is picked out in per-
ception. Now it was the essence of the earlier *Logic account of
*inference that it was a means of acquiring new knowledge, and so the
subject should not be included already in the instances one collected
of the *sign. Thus in this sort of reasoning, in which the subject can
only .be picked out through the *sign, it was held that there are no
genuine positive instances, and so the *inference must depend on the
negative instances which go to show “What is not different from the
other elements does not possess smell’. But it may then be asked:
‘What is the *inference supposed to show?’ It is simply a way of
showing that a definition is adequate, by showing that the defining
characteristic does not belong to other entities. )

It was objected by some *Qualified Non-Dualists that this form of
*inference is quite unnecessary, and indeed was dangerous where
applied in the first way to subjects which are necessarily unobservable.
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For the definition could be established in the normal manner, through
the application of the method of agreement and difference. That is, the
basis of a definition is the perception that a certain characteristic
belongs to a certain sort of object, and is absent from others. Thus
definitions are empirically rooted.

The recognition of *no-negative forms of *inference raised problems
about the definition of concomitance which exhibit ways in which
later logicians moved away from an epistemological view of *inference
to a more formal one. As we saw, the initial concern was with *infer-
ence as a means of acquiring inductive knowledge, and in particular
with the discovery of causal connections. It was thus not surprising
that the concomitance of *sign and *inferendum was regarded as par
excellence coexistence (i.e. immediate contiguity in space and time
throughout the instances). Now since non-causal *inferences were
allowed, a definition of concomitance in terms of spatio-temporal
contiguity was bound to break down. For instance, one could infer
from the state of the moon to the state of the tide: and here there was
no spatial contiguity (for this very reason, it was not regarded as a
case of causal connection). Likewise a chain of causes stretching over
a period of time might yield a concomitance between the first and the
last, but again it was not regarded as a spatial connection (only the
various links in the chain were counted as such) and the criterion of
contiguity in time was not satisfied. It was therefore attractive to try
to define concomitance as agreement in presence and absence, or as
agreement in absence only. But the *no-negative type of *inference
ruined such definitions. Nor was it sufficient to define concomitance
as agreement in presence only, since this would nort fit the normal
*inference, which made use of the negative instances.

One way out of these difficulties was discovered by Vedanta
logicians, who abandoned, in effect, the inductive and causal flavour
of the other attempts at the definition of concomitance. They argued
that the principle of *inference making use of a universal premiss is
the impossibility of denying the *inferendum without denying the
*sign. Admittedly, the way this point was expressed was still epistemo-
logical in flavour: namely that a concomitance was such that one could
only deny the presence of the *inferendum in the subject at the expense
of denying the presence of the *sign and this latter involves denying
an incontrovertible experience. For instance, denying that there is fire
on that hill would involve denying the incontrovertible experience of
perceiving smoke on the hill. Nevertheless, this was a move in the
direction of considering the formal properties of an *inference, rather
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than the methodology required for verifying the universal premiss, etc.
It should be noted that the account worked for *no-negative *infer-
ences; and thus was stimulated by earlier attempts to define con-
comitance in an epistemological manner. In the current example of a
*no-negative inference, “This is describable, because it is an object of
knowledge, and objects of knowledge are describable’, the impossi-
bility is found in denying the *inferendum, i.e. in saying that the
subject is indescribable, since this commits one to denying that it is an
object of knowledge—and this is plainly false.

Some of the *viewpoints, notably the *Exegetes and some of the
*Qualified Non-Dualists and other Vedantins, added a further *basis
of knowledge to the usual ones of perception, *inference and verbal
*testimony, namely *implication. This was a form of reasoning which
could not be subsumed under the forms of *inference mentioned above.
The stock example was: ‘Devadatta is living; but he is perceived not
to be in the house; therefore he exists somewhere outside the house.’
The principal reason advanced for not subsuming this under *inference
is as follows. Suppose we attempt to cast it in an *inferential form, we
have this: ‘Devadatta is somewhere outside the house; because he is not
in the house; and all existent entities which are not in a given place
exist in some other place.’ It was argued that the universal proposition
was tautologous, since it follows from the meanings of the terms that
an existent thing not in one place must be in some other place. (Though
we may note that the converse does not apply: because an existent
entity is in one place it does not follow that it is not elsewhere—since
it might, like the *soul according to some *viewpoints, be omnipresent.)
Hence this premiss does not have the inductive character ascribed to
*inference as usually understood. However, Madhva and others
accepted *implication as a form of *inference, not wishing to restrict
the latter to the typical inductive case.

A .further *basis of knowledge accepted by *Exegesis and *Non-
Dualism, and by *Logic, but not by *Atomism, is that of *analogy.
The stock example is of a person going into the forest who has been
told by a forester that a wild ox is rather like a cow. He perceives a
wild ox, for the first time, and correctly concludes, on the basis of the
similarity with the cow, that it is indeed a wild ox. The reasons for
not counting this either as *testimony (in a broad sense, not confined
to *revelation) or as *inference are as follows. First, the conclusion
“This is a ?vild ox’ is not asserted by the forester, but depends upon
the percip{ent’s awareness of the ox plus its similarity to a cow.
Second, it is not an *inference of the ordinary kind, since it involves
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perceiving a type of object not previously given in experience, and
assigning to it a name. As elsewhere, the notion of a *basis of know-
ledge is interpreted in terms of the acquirement of knowledge; and is
indeed individualistically conceived—it exhibits the means whereby
the individual gains new knowledge. However, this individualistic
emphasis is modified by the use of *testimony in a wide sense (i.e., as
above, not confined to *revelation). This implies the acceptance of the
evidence of trustworthy persons; and thus to this extent the acquire-
ment of knowledge is seen as a communal enterprise.

The methodological manner in which mostly *inference was
treated is also exhibited by discussions of the functions of *cogitation.
Thus according to the *Logic school, this is a necessary element in the
process of *inference, i.e. of establishing a concomitance. It consists in
a review of the situation and the attempt to discover conditions which
would vitiate the *inference. It is thus a method of doubting, whose
aim is to eliminate reasonable doubt, by proposing possible ways of
falsifying the concomitance, and thereby showing that it survives these
tests. It is therefore, in effect, the activity of putting the method of
agreement and difference, etc., into operation, by raising fruitful
doubts. The concept of *cogitation occasioned an ingenious argument
from a Vedantin dialectician—namely, that the method of doubt could
not put an end to reasonable doubt; for if, in considering a supposed
concomitance, one thinks that maybe there is some vitiating condi-
tion, there is only one way in which such a doubt can be removed,
namely by the falsification of the concomitance. For example, suppose
one is contemplating the thesis “Wherever there is green wood plus
fire, there is smoke’, one uses the method of *cogitation by raising the
doubt as to whether there is not some hidden condition in the green
wood plus fire which gives rise to the fire and which might occur
separately from the green wood plus fire. So one tests this doubt, and
finds it unfounded. But there can be a host, indeed an indefinite
number, of different hidden conditions. So the elimination of one
doubt will not eliminate others. Only if one conclusively finds the
thesis refuted in experience, through a clear negative instance—a case
of green wood plus fire where there is no smoke—are doubts removed.
The matter is settled, that the concomitance does not hold. Inductive
generalizations, then, are never conclusively verifiable, but only falsi-
fiable. (Hence the *Non-Dualist doctrine alluded to earlier (p. 172)
that the test of knowledge is *non-falsification.)

We have discussed various logical issues raised in the Indian tradi-
tion from an informal point of view, and in relation to the other points
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of disagreement, over epistemology, causation, etc. Theories about
*inference arose from protoscientific concerns (indeed there are
interesting connections between early Indian medicine and the *Logic
school); but the interplay of *viewpoints, and the way in which
cosmological theories themselves tend to generate philosophical ques-
tions, led to an elaboration of *inference beyond the sphere of causal
concomitances. For example, under the second, head the *no-negative
form of *inference in part was necessary because ultimate entities, such
as the earth element, possess a simple defining characteristic; and so
statements about the difference of earth from other elements cannot be
treated on a par with causal *inference. Further, though *Logic-
*Atomist *inference was closely wedded to perception, both the exis-
tence of *atoms and, later, the existence of God, required to be proved
through *inferences by analogy from the perceptible to the unseen.
Similarly *Exegesis used *implication as a way of establishing tran-
scendent truths (‘All efforts are rewarded; but sacrifices are not re-
warded on earth, so they must be rewarded in *heaven’). As an example
of the way in which the interplay of *viewpoints generated questions
about *inference, the *no-negative and the *no-positive forms arose
from a consideration of certain types of metaphysical thesis. For ex-
?mple, as we have seen, the *Non-Dualist notion that there is an
immediate *intuition of the *self as the subject of knowledge implied,
or was held to imply, that this *intuition is itself not an object of
knowledge. But being unwilling to accept that the intuited *self is not
an object of knowledge, the Ramanujists and others were moved to
argue that it is an absurdity to speak of anything which is not in some
sense an object of knowledge—and that there could certainly be no
awareness or perception of a supposedly unknowable entity. But it
followed from this that the thesis *Intuition is an object of perception’
Ean have no n_egative instances to examine. Hence the need for the
no-negattve *inference. On the other hand, they were strenuously
opposed tlo the *no-positive form, whereby it was sought to establish
the negation of the above thesis. It is thus not unreasonable to hold
that, generally speaking in the Indian tradition, and more especially
up to the time of the later *Logic school, when a more formal approach
began to come in, discussions about logic were closely bound up with
epistemological, and thereby metaphysical, disputes.
. '.I‘hfa study of Indian logic from a formal point of view is still rather
in its infancy; a.nd a great deal of interesting work is to be done there.
But f.'orm.al logic, as such, is fairly remote from the kinds of philo-
sophical issues we have been considering.



POSTSCRIPT ON THE ARGUMENTS

The arguments described in the foregoing chapters are not, needless
to say, exhaustive of the discussions in the early and medieval Indian
tradition. Nevertheless they represent a fair sample of the more
important issues under dispute, although I have understressed one or
two. For instance, there is very protracted debate, in all schools or
virtually so, about the nature of illusion—under the impact of San-
kara’s *Non-Dualism, and only part of this debate has been alluded to.

If one had to point to a general issue which constituted the major
preoccupation of Indian metaphysicians, it would probably be that of
the relation between the permanent and the impermanent. This |
reflected itself in a two-fold way: with regard to things and *selves.
As to the former, the root problem was perhaps raised by the Buddhist
critique of the notion of *substance, especially in relation to the part
*substances or abiding entities are supposed to play in causation. The
denial of the concept led to the doctrine of *momentariness, and via
that ultimately to idealism. In regard to *selves, there was a similar
problem about causation: but in addition the problem of how they are
related to minds and bodies, given the important assumption in the
Indian tradition that ordinary mental processes and the apparatus of
mental life were held to come under the heading of matter rather than
spirit. It was therefore especially tricky to evaluate the monistic thesis
of Sankara, that there is but one *Self, since the ordinary characteristics
associated with an individual’s life do not belong, ex Aypothesi, to the
*Self. But it is doubtful whether idealism would have proved so
powerful, even though some of the philosophical difficulties about the
*self and causation might already seem to point towards it, had it not
been for the religious reasons underlying it. Nor would the sharp
division between *self and psychophysical organism have been so
prominent but for the contemplative quest for a ‘transcendent’ ex- .
perience beyond the discriminations of ordinary mental life.

It is perhaps not surprising that many of the arguments we have
outlined above are between the *Logic-*Atomists and the others. Its

rather conservative realism, coupled with its concern about the nature
o
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of causation, contrasted both with the extreme radicalism of Buddhist
analyses of causation and of the ultimate constituents of reality and
with the religiously-oriented idealism of the Mahiyina and *Non-
Dualism. Yet if our remark above about the major preoccupation of
Indian metaphysics is correct, it was the Buddhists who posed the key
questions, both by their denial of the *self and their phenomenalistic
tendencies.

It is to be hoped that the foregoing chapters have given some insight
into Indian argumentations in the early and medieval period. But [ am
not concerned with the question of how these argumentations tie up
with those of European philosophy. No doubt they can speak for
themselves. Where similarities occur, it is interesting that they should
thus occur in independent traditions. Perhaps, though, dissimilarities
are more suggestive. But that is as may be.



NOTES

CHAPTER I

1. The remark requires a double elucidation. First, much depends on what is
meant by ‘creator’. As we sce (p. 26) the Indian concept does not involve that
of creation out of nothing (as in the Christian tradition), but rather it means that
God orders pre-existent matter (e.g. *atoms) or that he evolves the cosmos out
of his own substance. Moreover the ‘pulsating’ universe of nearly all Indian
mythological cosmology implies that creation is not a single, but a recurrent
event. But even though the Indian concept is not as drastic as the Christian one,
and so one could say that, e.g., *Logic-*Atomism does not hold to a doctrine of
creation ‘in a full sense’ (assuming that the Christian doctrine has the ‘full sense’),
the classical Yoga doctrine falls short of that of the *Logic-*Atomists. For the
*Lord, in Yoga, is simply a *soul which has never been entangled in *nature.
Meditation, by the Yoga adept, on the *Lord creates a rappors which helps the
*soul towards *release. However, by the late medieval period the concept of God
in Yoga became increasingly assimilated to that of *Logic-*Atomism. To quote
Mircea Eliade: ‘All in all févara is only the archetype of the yogin—a macro-
yogin; very probably a patron of certain yogic sects.” (Yoga, immortality and
freedom, p. 75.)

2. In varying ways, such an interpretation has been attempted by Mrs C. A. F.
Rhys Davids (What was the Original Gospel? 1, p. 79 ff., and Sakya, p. 112 ff.);
Ananda Coomaraswamy (see his Introduction to The Living Thoughts of the
Buddha); Miss 1. B. Horner in R. C. Zaehner (editor), The Concise Encyclopedia
of Living Faiths; G. Appleton, The Eightfold Path, pp. 126—7. Professor Zaehner
is another, and highly distinguished, representative of this trend.

In Ar Sundry Times (p. 98), he writes: ‘If there is such as deathlessness, peace
and an unchanging state, must there not be someone or something that is con-
scious of this state? He then proceeds to quote a number of texts collected by
Miss Horner, suggesting a belief in a permanent Self (p. g9 f.), principally from
the Dhammapada (even though he concedes that this work shows much more
evident signs of Upanisadic influence than does the bulk of the Pali canon). He
quotes the passage ‘If one knows the Self as precious (piyam, “‘dear”), he should
guard it well-guarded’ (Dhammapada, 157, Miss Horner’s translation). Note the
use of the question-begging capital. He claims that atta cannot here refer to the
empirical ego, which is the source of evil, referring us to Dhammapada 161 and
165, and which is therefore scarcely likely to be referred to as ‘precious’ or‘dear’.
But this argument is in no way conclusive, and for the following reasons. First,
the passages afford no real support. For instance: ‘The evil is done by one’s self,
one suffers by one’s self; by one’s self evil is left undone; by one’s self one is
made pure. The pure and the impure stand and fall by themselves; no one can
purify another.” The whole point of this passage is that one must be self-reliant;
and it would be straining it considerably to translate ‘The evil is done by one’s
self . . . by one’s Self one is made pure.” If such a distinction is being made, it
could certainly have been put more perspicuously.

Secondly, the Buddha’s repeated emphasis on individual effort indicates that
one is capable of good as well as evil. The individual is capable of kusaladhamma
(Sutta-nipdta, 1039, 1078, etc.). Are we to argue by parity of reasoning, with
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Zachner, that good dispositions, and conscience, belong to the Self? (A4t Sundry
Times: ‘It is a moral entity, manifesting itself as conscience.”) This would run
contrary to the whole spirit of Buddhist psychology. Not only is there no distinct
entity recognized as conscience, but more importantly, the claborate analysis of
the personality into elements or *groups (which are *impermanent) would break
down. It may perchance be replied that the doctrine of khandhas etc., is a later
accretion (as according to Mrs Rhys Davids, /ndian Psychology, pp. 192—203);
but the central image to illustrate the Buddhist theory of the self, the chariot
simile, is not. Moreover, if a *self is postulated as different from the body,
feelings, etc., it would surely approximate to the *Distinctionist notion: and to
suggest that good dispositions or conscience belong to this would be absurd.

Moreover, if Hindu and Western commentators are right in ascribing a *Self
or *selves to early Buddhism, it is surely remarkable that the Buddhist schools
never dared to propound it. The pudgalavadins came near to it, of course; but it
is highly significant that they did not dare use arman as their key expression.
Nowhere in all the proliferations of the Mahayana (in other respects not unwilling
to introduce doctrinal novelties and reinterpretations) is there an explicit atma-
vada.

Another passage cited by Zachner is Sutta-nipata, 778: ‘Desire he should curb
for either course,/Committing nothing that the Sclf would blame.” The key word
here, atragarahi—<self-censuring’, need hardly be strained in this way. And it
readily becomes apparent that one can always find examples to suit the atmavada
thesis because (naturally) the simple reflexive atta is so common (about as com-
mon as the English ‘self’). One can imagine how entertaining it would be to
translate David Hume as follows (in his Essay of Miracles): ‘I flatter my Self
that T have discovered an argument of a like nature, which, if just, will, with the
wise and learned, be an everlasting check to all kinds of superstitious delusion....’

There are two other main points adduced by Zachner which merit attention.
First, he draws attention to the famous words ‘Go along, having Self as lamp’,
etc. (Digha-nikaya, ii, 100). He comments (op. cit., p. 101): “The Seclf than which
one should have none other refuge, then, would appcar to be identical, in some
mysterious way, with the dhamma.’ Also: ‘We do, however, read elsewhere
(Dhammapada 151) that the dhamma of good men never ages, and in all its
connotations dhamma would seem to mean an unchanging something, usually
an unchanging law, either of Nature, or of the Buddha.” Now inasmuch as the
Mahayanist doctrine of the dharmakaya has any justification in the Pili texts, it
is in this notion of assimilating the dhamma to oneself; and if dharmma is inter-
preted metaphysically as Truth rather than as truth or truths, then in some sense
one becomes united with ultimate reality through this assimilation or appropria-
tion. But certainly such an interpretation is foreign to the Theravadin tradition.
Moreover, it can hardly assist the Zaehner thesis, since he is wishing to argue,
not the Coomaraswamy doctrine that Buddhism involves belief in one Self or
Absolute, identical for all, but rather the doctrine that cach person has an ‘eternal
element’ (op. cit. p. 98).

The other main point in his argument is that his thesis is ‘amply confirmed by
the passages illustrating what the Self is not’ (p- 101). For instance, it is not the
body, feelings, dispositions, etc. But this, far from confirming the Zaehner
atmavada, is clearly explained in the famous passage in the Milindapaiiha (40—45),
where a Humean analysis of the self is propounded. Moreover, the Buddha him-
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self is reported to have remarked that though the self is not to be identified with
the body, it would be better for the ordinary uninstructed man to make this
identification than to fall into the opposite error of eternalism (Samyutta-nikaya,
i, 95).

It is a pity that so distinguished a commentator as Zaehner has fallen thus into
the *eternalist interpretation of the Buddha’s doctrine; and quite unnecessarily,
for his evaluation of the patterns of Indian mysticism could be made more con-
vincing still if it were accompanied by a lively applicaton of the distinction
between experience and interpreation. It does not follow that because Yoga and
the Theravida, for instance, interpret their goals very differently (in some
respects at any rate) that therefore we are dealing with radically diverse kinds of
mystical or contemplative experience. (See further on this, my text, p. 127.)
3. As will be seen (p. 37), I use ‘Absolute’ to mean the ground or inner nature of
the world, and thus it has here a narrower sense than that given to it by E. Conze
in his Buddhist Thought in India, where it is used as an equivalent of ‘Uncondi-
tioned’ (see p. 159) or of that which is not in relation to anything else. This
allows him to speak of Theravadin nirvana as the Absolute. I wish, however, to
avoid this: since (roughly) the Theravadin concept is of a transcendent state,
not a unitary substance or quasi-substance, as in Mahidyina conceptions of
Tathara, etc. But my usage may be criticized on the ground that the Madhyamika
doctrine of the Void, for example, is not that of a substance which is the inner
nature of reality. Is not the whole point of the Madhyamika a critique of sub-
stance (dravya)? Nevertheless, I am here in the excellent company of T. R. V.
Murti. Moreover, the identification of Sinyata with the dharmakaya of the
Buddha is neither fortuitous nor unimportant. To quote Conze: ‘The Dharma-
body is eternal, immutable and omnipresent’ (op. cit. p. 233). Nor can this doc-
trine be regarded as a later superimposition on the Madhyamika position—as
Conze himself remarks, ‘The originality of the Buddhology of the Mahayana
has often been overestimated. The three ‘bodies’ of the Buddha had already been
distinguished quite clearly by the Sarvastivadins’ (p. 232). Thus, although of
course the Madhyamika dialectic steers between speaking of the Void as real or
unreal, the flavour of Madhyamika talk about the Void is the flavour of talk
about an invisible underlying substance which, so to say, permeates the world.
It is this which makes it possible to see the close connection between Advaita
and Nagarjuna. Admittedly, it might be answered that the Absolute is indescrib-
able, and the dialectic is a means of silencing the enquirer and ridding him of all
*views or theories, even a theory about the Void. But still, though this element
in the Madhyamika is often emphasized, one can pose the following dilemma.
Either the higher truth is absolutely unspeakable, in which case one cannot even
begin to characterize the Miadhyamika position; or it has at least a certain
atmosphere, such that one can describe the position, at least in a provisional way.
In the latter case, it is quite natural and appropriate to place Nagarjuna and his
followers in the milieu to which they have been traditionally assigned—namely
that of a form of Buddhism, represented by the Prajiaparamita literature, and
which was excogitated in the context of a growth of devotionalism, requiring 2
synthesis between this type of religion and the more traditional Buddhist yoga.
(On this, one may note a significant point made by Murti about $anti Deva,
sometimes credited with introducing popular doctrines into the Madhyamika
tradition: ‘One is invariably reminded of the Jmitation of Christ in reading the
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Bodhicaryavatara, which is the stronger in appeal, as it is born of deep philo-
sophical insight. Devotion (bhakti) to the Buddhas and Bodhisattvas, and
confession of one’s transgressions (papadesani) before them are enjoined as part
of spiritual purification. This is by no means an innovation; Nagarjuna Catuhstava
is in the same strain.” (Central Philosophy of Buddhism, p. 101.) Thus there is
some reason to use ‘Absolute’ in my sense to refer to the doctrines of Tathata,
Sinyata and (of course) Alayavijiiana.

CHAPTER 1II

1. See Paul Tillich, Christianity and the Encounter of the World Religions, p. s fl.
On the question of the definition of religion, espccially in rclation to Theravada
Buddhism, see my ‘Numen, Nirvana and the Definition of Religion’, Church
Quarterly Review, January—March 1958, p. 216 ff.

CHAPTER III

1. I am influenced here by Heinrich Zimmer. He coined the word ‘transtheistic’
to describe systems of belief such as Buddhism and Jainism. He wrote, for
instance (Philosophies of India, pp. 181-82): . . . the supreme objects of Jaina
contemplation, the Tirthankaras, have passed beyond the godly governors of
the natural order. Jainism, that is to say, is not atheistic; it is transtheistic.’
Others have adopted the expression: thus Dr E. G. Parrinder, in his excellent
Worship in the World’s Religions, says that it is wrong to count Jainism and
Buddhism as atheistic, and refers to Zimmer’s concept (p. 99 n.). Undoubtedly
the term is meant to perform a useful classificatory task. But as it stands it could
be misleading (that is why I use ‘transpolytheistic’).

Both Buddhism and Jainism allow gods (though not God) to exist, i.e. it is
polytheism rather than theism that they transcend (exccpt in certain phases of the
Mahayana). But in what sense is ‘transcend’ used here? One can view this
transcendence as being constituted by the superior value attached to the Buddhas
and Tirthamkaras as compared with the gods. Or again one can view it in relation
to the concept of liberation employed in these faiths: for both Jainism and
Buddhism transcend the worship of the gods in positing a mystical or contem-
plative goal which has an immenscly superior significance to that of the popular
cults. Thus we can state the idea that these faiths transcend polytheism in these
two ways:

(i) They do not deny that polytheistic worship has some value, but place a
much greater value on their super-saints, the Tirthamkaras and Buddhas
than on the gods;

(i) They do not deny that polytheistic worship has some value, but place a
much greater value on contemplation leading to *release than on the

o worship of the gods.

Itis mtf:resting to compare this kind of transcendence of popular religion with
that which is found in some forms of Hinduism. Sankara’s doctrines, e.g. imply
that tho.ugh belief in an I§vara has a certain value for ordinary people who have
not attained the higher mystical insight that Brahman alone is real, it nevertheless
has ultimately to be discarded. Thus Sankara allows for theism, but represents

. < . . . . . o
it as a ‘lower level’ of religious insight. Corresponding to (ii) above, we may
formulate Sankara’s position as follows:
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(iii) It is not denied that theistic worship has some value, but a much greater
value is placed on the contemplative’s insight that Brahman alone exists.

However, the position is further complicated by the fact that polytheistic cults are _
never excluded in Hinduism, and by the further fact that they can be regarded ~ 4
in different ways. In line with the famous verse in Rg-veda i, 164, 46, the gods are
regarded as so many fragmentations of the one divine reality. Thus Dr
Radhakrishnan writes, regarding the gods: ‘They are useful symbols which
serve as the bearers of the divine power or mystery’ (The Brahma Satra, p. 134).
But the more classical view has been to see them as beings inhabiting the cosmos,
and subordinate to the supreme *Lord: thus in Brahma-sitra, i, 3, 26, the gods
are shown to have this inferior ontological and religious status. But both these
ways of regarding the gods have the same practical result: namely that polytheism
is integrated into the structure of higher religion. Thus theistic Hinduism (as
represented by Rimidnuja and Madhva, for example) transcends polytheism
while not excluding it. This position can be formulated as follows:

@iv) It is not denied that polytheistic worship has some value, but a much

greater value is placed upon theistic worship and insight.

How can we arrive at a terminology to express these different positions? The
answer is simple, if the prefix ‘trans-’ is taken to be a shorthand way of referring
to such kinds of transcendence. Thus (i), (ii) and (iv) represent aspects of
religious systems which transcend polytheism. These systems then can be con-
veniently labelled ‘transpolytheistic’. We now have a new use for Zimmer’s
neologism ‘transtheistic’, viz. to express (iii) above. Thus in this new sense of
the term the Advaita and analogous doctrines can be classified as ‘transtheistic’.

It would perhaps be of interest to draw up a chart of various doctrines—which
in turn reflect differing ways of practising religion. Roughly, the fundamental
forms of various systems of doctrine can be listed as follows: theism, absolutism,
polytheism and atheism (or agnosticism). Each of the ultimate principles might
in theory transcend any other, but in practice it is impossible to find polytheism
as an ultimate belief transcending any of the other types of doctrine. Further, it
must be remembered that atheism and agnosticism are here to be taken as
religious in nature (i.e. they are *atheism, as in the text, p. 23). It must also be
remembered that some religions do not transcend, but exclude, polytheism: thus
Judaism, Christianity and Islam are strongly antipolytheistic. Hence they are to
be distinguished from Indian forms of theism.

Thus we have the following categories:

I. Antipolytheistic theism (Judaism, Christianity, Islam);
II. Transpolytheistic theism (Madhva, Raménuja, Saiva Siddhanta, Caitanya,
etc.).
III. Antipolytheistic transtheistic absolutism (Eckhart, some Safis).
IV. Transpolytheistic transtheistic absolutism (Advaita, some forms of the
Mahayana—though the Tathdgata is not creator, but corresponds never-
theless to the Advaitin Isvara).

V. Transpolytheistic *atheism (Jainism, Samkhya and Theravada Buddhism).
VI. Polytheism, animism, etc.

Needless to say, there are elements in actual religious practice which blur the
above distinctions. For example, the cult of saints in some Christian countries is
not so very far removed from polytheism. Again, the reverence paid to the



N

216 DOCTRINE AND ARGUMENT IN INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

Buddha in Theravidin countries is sometimes hard to distinguish from worship,
as though the Buddha were a god. Nevertheless, the concepts of religion are
important as well as the practices and indecd serve as a norm for guiding practice.
Thus it would be grossly misleading for an observer, on the basis of what he has
seen in temples, to describe the Theravada as a form of theism: just as it would
equally be wrong to say that Christianity really incorporates, through the cult
of saints, a kind of polytheism. To understand the teachings of a faith it is
necessary to go beyond the outward and visible and to heed what an educated
and perceptive adherent of the faith would regard as the real import of practices.
The above classification thus attempts, roughly, to show the ontological pre-
suppositions of various religions and systems of doctrine. There are, moreover,
some subtle variations not mentioned above. For instance:

VII. Transabsolutistic theism (for Rimanuja and the Gira recognize the

impersonal Brahman as comprehended within the personal *Lord).

In the sphere of religion, the kinds of entitics believed to exist transcend one
another in varying ways.

CHAPTER VII

1. Of course, for Sankara, the pursuit of karma, as the fulfilment of religious
duties, and the attitude of dhakti, on the one hand, and the path of spiritual
*knowledge (jidna) on the other hand are for different classes of persons. They
are distinctively different approaches and the former is subordinated to the
latter—works and faith lead to the drahmaloka, not to ultimate release. Neverthe-
less, three significant points should be noted. First, drahmaloka is, so to say, on
the way to release; although works and faith do not themselves bring *release,
they give adherents a more favourable vantage point in the round of rebirth for
attaining the *non-dualistic experience. Second, Sankara’s whole system is predi-
cated on the assumption that the Veda is *revelation: in other words, the *higher

“truth has to be seen as transcending a certain prior context, without which

Sankara’s system would neither be *orthodox nor properly intelligible. Thus
the performance of Vedic duties, and the attitude of *devotion to a personal
*Lord, are the necessary context of *Non-Dualism. Third, though in principle
the way of *knowledge and the way of *devotion are for different persons, yet
Sankara himself was a *devotional poet of some power. As Radhakrishnan has
remarked (The Brahma Satra, p. 37): ‘While Sankara is an absolute non-dualist
in his metaphysics, he had great faith in bdkakti or devotion to a personal God.'
Radhakrishnan goes on to cite some verses from Sankara’s hymns. A good
collection of these is translated in the Appendix to Swami Nikhilananda’s Self-
Knowledge (an edition of the Atmabodha). Thus it is a cause of no surprise &hakti
should have expression in the *Non-Dualistic tradition, and it is odd for Dasgupta
Fo rema‘lrk, about Madhusiidana (History of Indian Philosophy, ii, p. 226): ‘It
1s . . . interesting to note that, though he was such a confirmed monist in his
PhllOS_OPhy, he was a theist in his religion and followed the path of bhak:i, or
devotion, as is evidenced by his numerous works promulgating the dhakti creed.
These works, however, have nothing to do with the philosophy of the Vedantd
(my italics). As we shall see (p. 000), it was precisely the religion of worship
which, injected into mysticism, gave rise to Absolutistic doctrines (where such a
eligion of worship was taken account of, but also, so to say, tamed). However,
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of course, Dasgupta was concerned with the exposition of philosophical argu-
ments, and certainly in this sense he was right to neglect the bhakei literature of
the Vedanta. But without an understanding of the religious milieu of the rise of
*Non-Dualism, there can be no appreciation of its spiritual roots.

CHAPTER X

1. In treating the Tathdgata as equivalent to Jsvara, I am in effect following the
example of Murti’s The Central Philosophy of Buddhism (see his excellent dis-
cussion in ch. xii of that book). The situation is a little more complicated than
the proposed identification of the *Lord with the Buddha as a celestial being
accessible to the eye of the faithful. The celestial Buddhas are numerous: but
they are united in the dharmakaya, but it is something of an oversimplification
to construct the equivalence: Brahman is to Isvara as dharmakéaya is to sambhoga-
kaya. For in Mahayana metaphysics we have to do with an extra concept, viz.
that of the Absolute as the *Void or as ‘Suchness’, etc. Now though the dharma-
kaya is commonly identified with the Absolute, it is yet somewhat different in
concept (just as Brakhman and Atman, though identified, are different in concept).
The dharmakaya, as we saw in note 1.3, has the flavour of an omnipresent,
immanent reality (and not just of an indescribable X). Thus, though celestial
Buddhas are the objects of Buddhist *devotionalism, they have to be seen against
the background of their unity in the dharmakdya. In short, the concept of the
dharmakéaya forms a bridge (as it were) between the indescribable Absolute and
the objects of devotion. Thus we could amend the above equivalence to: Brahman
is to Isvara as the Absolute is to celestial Buddhas as united in their dharmakaya.
In this sense it is fair to compare Jsvara with the Tathigata. Moreover, though
there is no doctrine of *creation in Buddhism, the capacity of the great Buddhas
to bring paradises, etc., in to being (the concept of the Buddhaksetra), assimilate
them in some degree to the creative gods of Hinduism.

There is a further point. It mght be replied to the above account that the
flavour of immancence attaching to the dharmakdya makes it unsuitable as part-
factor in the concept of a *Lord who is object of worship. For does not *devo-
tionalism imply a difference between God and the devotee, while complete
immanence would suggest the non-duality of Reality and the individual? (The
point is put in a curious way by Sankara: ‘O Lord, even after realizing that there
is no real difference between the individual soul and Brafman, I beg to state that
I am yours and not that you are mine. The wave belongs to the ocean and not the
ocean to the wave’—trans. Radhakrishnan, The Brakma Sitra, p. 38.) One of
the difficulties here is that in some respects it is hard to distinguish between the
concepts of transcendence and immanence: for ‘transcendence’ only means that
the divine Being is ‘beyond’ the cosmos, and this is a spatial analogy; while
‘immanence’ means that God is ‘within’ all things—but again not literally (by
cutting open a tree you do not find the divine Being). Since neither ‘beyond’ nor
‘within’ is used literally it is hard to see how the two concepts differ, save pic-

torially. (This is why pantheism and theism are not as easy to distinguish as some .

Christian apologists like to imagine.) Thus in principle there is no reason why
the immanentist flavour of the dharmakaya should rule out its being the support,
so to say, of objects of worship conceived as distinct from the worshipper. But,
of course, the worshipper ultimately becomes jdentified with the Absolute, and

o
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the distinctness is only provisional. It is therefore uscful that the dharmakaya
should have an immanentist flavour——it means that it can serve as a bridge between
the Absolute and the sambhogakaya.

On questions of the identification of different entities in religion, see the
discussion in my Reasons and Faiths, especially ch. iii.
2. There is an interesting discussion of such a bifurcation in the context of
Buddhism in Eliade’s Yoga, immortality and freedom, pp. 174-76. He refers to the
trend to distinguish between the ‘experimentalists’ (jidins) and the ‘speculatives’
(dhammayogins). But the distinction ought ultimately to be unrealistic: as Eliade
remarks, ‘“There is sufficient evidence to prove that the Buddha always closely
connected knowledge with a meditational experience of the yogic type.’ The
two sides—the contemplative, existential impact of the doctrines, and the doc-
trines themselves, must always be held together. This arises because concepts
such as vidya, jAidna and prajiia, are used, in the spiritual context, not just of

theoretical knowledge or *insight; but involve a kind of ‘knowledge by
acquaintance’.

CHAPTER XV

1. The remarks in this paragraph are largely based on the interesting recent
researches of Dr J. F. Staal. See, for instance, his ‘Negation and the law of
contradiction in Indian thought: a comparative study’, Bulletin of the School
of Oriental and African Studies, 25 (1962), 52—71.



GLOSSARY
Abbreviations: S. for Sanskrit, P, for Pili.

*accessory (S. sahakari): the accessory cause whereby an effect is brought about,
as distinguished from the efficient and material causes—e.g,. the craftsman’s tools
are *accessory to his bringing an object into existence.

*active tendencies (S. samskara; P. sankhara): one of the *groups making up the
individual, according to Buddhist doctrine. The problem of translation is dis-
cussed in the text (p. 44).

*analogy (S. upamana): in some schools held to be a separate basis of knowledge.
Its difference from verbal *testimony and *inference is discussed in the text
(p. 206).

*appearance theory (S. vivartavada): vivarta literally means ‘turning round’, and
hence ‘transformation’. More particularly, it is used in *Non-Dualism to refer
to the changing appearances of the empirical world: see p. 186.

*atom (S. apu): literally ‘minute’ or ‘minute thing’. This expression is used in
various schools for the smallest unit of matter, notably *Atomism, for the smallest
unit of matter (though in *Distinctionism, infra-atoms, the *potentials, underlie
the *atoms). According to *Atomism, they are without magnitude and eternal,
and for these reasons do not strictly correspond to the modern concept.
Further, some psychic entities, such as the *mind-organ, and sometimes the *self,
are regarded by some *viewpoints as *atomic.

*atomnic: see *atom.

* dromism (S. Vaisesika): because of its doctrine of *atoms, the Paisesika *view-
point is here called *Atomism. The term vaisesika is built up from visesa, one of
the *categories posited by the *viewpoint. I have used *atomism with a small «
to refer to *atomic theory in the Indian tradition, as distinguished from the
doctrines of *Atomism considered as a complete system.

*atheism (S. anisvaravada): literally the Sanskrit means the ‘non-*Lord-doctrine’,
i.e. the denial of a personal *Lord. As pointed out in the text, *atheism in this
sense does not imply an anti-religious attitude (see p. 23), nor does it imply
denial of intra-cosmic deities.

*attachment (P.S. upddéna): literally the material or fuel supporting continued
life (conceived as like a flame or fire), in Buddhist doctrine. It thus means the
tendency to cling to worldly existence.

*attributive intelligence (S. dharmabhirajfiana): 1 follow here M. Hiriyanna's
translation (Essentials of Indian Philosophy, p. 180), a *substance postulated in
*Qualified Non-Dualism as a bridge between matter and spirit; it depends upon
God and *selves as a kind of spiritual body which is capable of expansion and
contraction (*selves being regarded as *atomic are incapable of this). In the state
of *release, *attributive intelligence is all-pervading, as too in the case of the
*Lord. It expresses itself in the form of feelings, passions and volitions, which
are immediately known to the *self and do not depend on external data, as in the
case of perceptions.

*awareness (P. sati, S. smrti): the stage in the *Noble Eightfold Path enjoining a
certain kind of self-discipline. Literally ‘memory’ the term refers to the way in
which the Buddhist aspirant is supposed to be at all times clear about his psychical
and physical states—e.g. aware of his motives, etc. It should be noted that the



220 DOCTRINE AND ARGUMENT IN INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

Sanskrit equivalent also means the semi-canonical Hindu tradition regarded as
an appendage to *revelation (i.e. those writings which are ‘remembered’ by con-
trast with ‘what is heard’, i.e. *revelation). Also, in its primary sense, the term
literally means memory. This is not usually considered a separate *basis of
knowledge in the Indian tradition, since the doctrine of *bases is intended to
account for the acquisition of new information (see p. 180).

*basis of knowledge (S. pramana): from the root ma ‘to measure’, i.e. measuring
the correctness of knowledge. More precisely, it refers to the source or means of
acquiring new knowledge (see p. 180), and there is a multiple distinction between
pramard, the knower or investigator, prameya, the object of investigation, prama,
the correct conclusion the investigator reaches about the object of knowledge,
pramanya, the validity of his conclusion, and pramdna, the basis on which he
founds his conclusion (e.g. *perception, *inference, etc.). The sources or *bases of
knowledge are held to count as such if they are independently necessary to
account for the kind of results men get in their investigation of the world, and
thus different schools and *viewpoints canvass different lists of fundamental
*bases of knowledge. The different views can be set out in the following table:

Other
*Mat’ism Bud- *Logic-*Atomism *Dist.- *Exeg. Non-D. Vedin-
dhism Yoga tins
*perc’n: X X X X X X X X
*infer.: X X X X X X X
*testim.: X X X X X
*analogy: X X X
*implic.: X X
*neg. perc’n: X X

*body (8. sdrira): see p- 108. It should be noted that I also translate kaya as ‘body’,
in connection with the *Three-Body doctrine of Mihdyana Buddhism.
*brightness (sattva): from the root sat ‘being’ (cp. *identity theory). In the context
of the doctrine of *strands (p-77) it refers to the most refined of the three forms
of elementary substance, which has the properties of brightness and intelligence.
‘Brightness’, given also the colloquial sense of the term, meaning cleverness,
seems an adequate translation.

*category (S. padartha): literally ‘the meaning or reference of words’. It is thus
closely analogous to the expression category in its original sense.

*cogitation (S. tarka): deliberation about some object to consider the reasons for or
against some thesis about it (sce p- 207). Regarded as a necessary accompaniment
of the process of framing an *inference, since the latter’s validity usually depends
on applying the method of agreement and difference, etc.

*cognition (P. saifia, S. samjaa): see text, p. 44.

*concentration (S.P, sam&d.lli): the attainment of a unified and rapt state of con-
sciousness in Buddhist and Hindu yoga. The principal means of attaining this is
through the stages of *meditation. It constitutes the eighth stage in the *Noble
Eighltnfold Path: thus the Buddhist life culminates in the reaching of mystical
insight.

*condition: see *limiting condition,.
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*conjunction (S. samyoga): literally ‘yoking together'—the adventitious con-
comitance of two entities, as contrasted with *inherence (see p. 92).
*connective understanding (S. apeksabuddhi): the mental process whereby entities
are seen in *conjunction, as countable (see p. 9o).

*consciousness (S. vijiana, P. viifiana): There are a number of terms in Sanskrit
corresponding to the English ‘consciousness’—e.g. vijiiana, cit, caitanya. These
have normally been translated in the text as ‘consciousness’ without an asterisk.
The asterisked form is reserved for the Buddhist concept, which refers to one
of the *groups. Though literally, or in ordinary usage, vijidgna means ‘intelli-
gence’, ‘discrimination’, etc., in philosophical usage it has the sense of pure
consciousness as that which lies behind or illuminates other mental states (similar
remarks can be made about cit and about the *self as conceived in most schools).
But in Buddhism, *consciousness is not regarded in any sense as either a unitary
or transcendent entity like the *self. However, the term translated “*Idealism’ in the
text is in Sanskrit vijignavada, literally ‘doctrine of consciousness’, i.e. the view
that all entities are really of the nature of experiences or mental events, derived
from the transformations of Absolute consciousness, viz. the *store-conscious-
ness.

*constructive (S. savikalpa): the epithet for that aspect of perception which
involves the application of concepts and of past experience to what is given
immediately in sensation. Literally, it means ‘with imagination’, i.e. the imagina-
tion, etc., put a construction upon sense-data. See *non-constructive.

*corporeal (S.P. ripa): literally ‘form’—here the reference is to the ripaloka or
*plane of ‘form’ or bodily events which is, in Buddhist doctrine, held to constitute
the realm of gods who are visible and audible, but not tangible (as distinguished
from the *sensual and *incorporeal *planes).

*craving (P. tapha, S. trsna): literally ‘burning thirst’. In Buddhism it signifies
the craving for satisfactions, and is opposed to the peace of mind attainable by
the true *saint. Moreover, it is considered the primary factor in rebirth. Those
who die still under the influence of *craving are reborn, and so on. Consequently
the gaining of tranquillity—the tranquillity of empirical nirvana (p. 34)—
entails the cessation of rebirth.

*creation (S. srsti): from the root si7 ‘to let go’, i.e. to bring forth or allow to
emanate. Indian doctrines of *creation differ from that of the Judaeo-*Christian
tradition in two main ways: first, the cosmos is held to be a ‘pulsating’ one—a
period of *creation is followed by a period of *dissolution, then one of *creation,
and so on; and secondly, the concept of creation out of nothing is not known
(the nearest equivalent being that the *Power transforms himself or itself into the
cosmos). See also note I.1.

*creator: see *creation.

*creative substance (S. maya): see p. 100 and *illusion.

*cyele (S.P. samsara): the cycle of rebirth, and more generally the process of
empirical existence.

*dependence (S. paratantra, asvatantra): tantra literally means aloom, and hence
the essential part or feature or framework of a thing. Para- means ‘other’. Thus
something which has as its framework some other thing is ‘dependent’ on it. See
p. 118. Asvatantra means ‘not providing its own framework’, and so is equivalent
in meaning.

*devotion (S. bhakti): from the root bhaj, ‘to allot’. Thus one who is bhakea is
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allotted, i.e. to God. It thus comes to mean ‘devoted to’, and the noun dhakti
means the attitude expressed by a person in this condition. It has a strong element
of love, and thus ‘loving adoration’ would well express the attitude, though I
prefer here the shorter “*devotion’. The attitude is not absent in the Veda, but
gradually acquires greater intensity from the time of the Gira onwards. It thus
comes to invest, and sometimes even to replace, the activity of formal worship
and ritual: but it can only be understood as arising out of such activity, and
thus there is a contrast between this attitude of loving dependence and the
typically yogic attitude of self-training and self-reliance. It thus connects with
*grace.
*devotionalism (S. bhaktimarga): The marga or path of bkakti, sometimes con-
trasted with the path of karma or works, and that of jid@na or mystical *knowledge.
It contrasts with the former because it is by *grace, not ritual, that *release occurs,
according to *devotionalistic doctrine (as in the Gita: though works performed
in the spirit of bkakzi do not implicate one in rebirth). It contrasts the way of
*knowledge for the reason mentioned under the head of *devotion above. I use
“*devotionalism’ to refer in particular to the Indian manifestation of the attitude
of loving adoration of a personal God, and the unasterisked version of the word
to refer more generally to this attitude in religions other than and including the
Indian traditional faiths.
*diplomacy (S. upayakausalya): ‘skilfulness in means’ characterizes the Buddha,
according to the Mahayana, as he adapts his teachings and methods to the state
of the recipients (with this concept goes that of a developing revelation, for the
Buddha, having first raised men towards spirituality in the Lesser Vehicle, now
leads them on to the Greater Vehicle teachings, etc.). I here use Edgerton’s fine
suggestion ‘diplomacy’—for the Buddha is careful to respect those whom he
3d.dres.ses, and yet artfully gets them to follow the path he has in mind.
directional space (S. dik): one of the three concepts of *space in Indian thought,
the others being *local space and the medium of motion (*motion-medium). In
addl'tlon one of the terms used, akasa, is often used for a fine ether-like substance,
Serving, among other things, for the propagation of sound. Dik incorporates the
EO'U.OH tl}at directions (upwards, downwards, etc.) are absolute. See p. 94.
*d’r“éu’;‘w'f (S}-1 ‘Viﬁ/l&gc'z):* the converse of *conjunction, and one of the types of
*Sissslu:i}:;:]( St e I;ogxc- Atcimlst f:ollectlon of *categories.
Do Pfa_ay_a): see *creation. ) '
See”””c”"”l‘m (S. Samkhya): the term used here for the Samkhya *viewpoint:
p. ooo.

*Dualism (8. Duvaita): the term used here for Madhva’s school: see p. 27.

*Elder Doctrin? (P. Theravada, S. Sthaviravada): the term used here for the school
ff Lesser Vehlc‘le Buddhism, known as the ‘doctrine of the elders’: see p. 28.

energy (S. sakti): ‘power’, ‘energy’, a term with extensive overtones in the Indian
.tradmon. As the *Lord’s energy, it is sometimes treated as a power semi-
1n<_iep ende'nt‘of God, and symbolized mythologically as his consort (the expression
Ee‘{lg feminine). See, in regard to Saivite Doctrine, p. 122.

enjoyment (S. sambhoga): literally ‘bliss’, ‘ease’, ‘enjoyment’, this term is used to
characterize one of the aspects under which the Buddha is conceived in developed
Mahayana doctrine. The sambhogakdya, or Enjoyment-Body, is that aspect
whereby BL.xddhas appear as celestial beings, roughly equivalent to the gods and
*Lord of Hinduism. Compare *ransformation and *truth.
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*enlightened one (P.S. buddha): the title of anyone who has reached *enlighten-
ment—in particular, of the historical Buddha.

*enlightenment (P.S. bodhi): the state of transcendental insight reached by a
Buddha, involving the discovery of the truth about reality through the attain-
ment of an inner mystical experience.

*eternalism (P. sdssatavada, S. sasvatavada): the doctrine that the *self is eternal,
and condemned severely by the Buddha. Compare *non-self.

*evolution (S. parindma): the ‘transformation’ or ‘evolution’ of something already
existing into a state where new properties are manifested. It is a key concept in
*Distinctionist cosmology, and ties in with the *identity theory of causation. It
does not, of course, have the sense in which ‘evolution’ is used in modern
biology, etc. Cosmologically, *Distinctionist *evolution is more like the precipi-
tation of determinate forms in *nature as a result of the disturbance of an initial
equilibrium, than the linear evolution of new species, etc.

*Excgesis (S. Mimamsa): the name here given to the Mimamsa *viewpoint: see
p- 26.

*existence (P. bhava): one of the stages in the doctrine of *origination in Buddhism.
From the verb bhavari, ‘to be’, ‘to come into existence’, the concept has the
flavour of the process of becoming, rather than that of static existence.
*falsification (S. badhitva): see *non-falsification.

*featureless (S. nirvisesa): without visesas, an expression used in *Non-Dualism
to refer to the *Power as without characteristics or differentiating properties.
See also *qualityless. The term *visesa is used also in special ways by Madhva
(sce *relative particulars) and by the *Logic-*Atomists (see *particularity).
*feelings (P.S. vedand): one of the *groups in Buddhist doctrine.

*Fordmakers (Tirthamkara): title of the Jain teachers, such as Mahavira, Paréva,
etc. They show the faithful the way across the stream of existence.

*force (S. rajas): the second of the three *strands in the *Distinctionist and other
cosmologies—the substance which imparts energy and motion to the entities
composed by it; it is also psychologically identified with pain (*brightness with
pleasure and *mass with dullness).

*four-cornered negation (S. catuskoti): the multiple denial, by the Buddha, of
possible answers to the *undetermined questions. Thus it involves denying ‘S is
P’, ‘Sis not P’, ‘S both is and is not P” and ‘S is neither P nor not P’.

*grace (S. prasada): ‘clearness’ and hence ‘brightness of countenance’. Thus it
comes to mean ‘graciousness’ and ‘favour’—and more technically the help given
by the *Lord to his *devotees; it is therefore roughly equivalent to the Christian
concept of grace.

*gross (8. mahat): literally ‘great’: the second quantum described in the *Logic-
*Atomist doctrine of the generation of macroscopic entities out of infinitesimal
*atoms. See p. 90, and *minute.

*group (P. khandha, S. skandha): the original meaning of the term was the trunk
of a tree (sometimes the branches); it thus came to mean a mass or aggregate of
things. ‘Aggregates’ is a common translation for its Buddhist sense, viz. the
various types of mental and physical states which go to make up the individual.
See p. 42. I have preferred ‘groups’ as it perhaps brings out more clearly that
the five *groups do not refer to five different constituents of the individual, but
to complexes and series of states falling under the various headings. Thus
*consciousness is a series of states of *consciousness.
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*heaven (P. sagga, S. svarga): Indian mythology, whether *atheist or not, tended
to proliferate *heavens and *purgatories. Except in some cases (e.g. Ramanuja’s
concept of *heaven), beings who attain *heaven are thought of as liable to
rebirth in lower states. Thus *release is normally conceived as a state beyond
*heaven, because beyond rebirth (see p. 34). *Heavens, like the rest of the
cosmos, are usually considered to disappear during the state of *dissolution, to
reappear again at the next time of *creation.
*higher truth (S. paramartha): literally ‘highest reference’ or ‘truth in the highest
meaning’. Both *Non-Dualism and *Voidism (see p. 56 and p. 98) make use of
the notion of a *higher truth distinguished from common-sense or *ordinary
knowledge (see *ordinary), i.e. it is what is apprchensible in the higher mystical
state, etc., and constitutes the essential import of *revelation or of the Buddhist
religion.
*1dealism (S. Vijadnavada): literally ‘doctrine of consciousness’, and the name
used here for the Vijaanavada school of the Mahayana, also sometimes dubbed
the Yogdcara (see *Y oga-Practitioners; *consciousness and *store-consciousness).
Yidentity theory (S. satkaryavada): literally ‘the being-effect-doctrine’, viz. the
theory that the effect pre-exists in the causes, as distinguished from the *non-
identity theory. Sankara's vivartavada (*appearance theory) is sometimes mis-
leadingly classified as the *identity theory also, but the latter term should properly
refer to the *Distinctionist doctrine of causation, and its analogues in those
Yedantin schools which have made use of *Distinctionist concepts.
*ignorance (8. avidya, P. avijja; also S. ajidna): these concepts have to be under-
'stood by contrast with *knowledge in the sense of an existential, spiritual insight
into the nature of reality. Thus *ignorance is the spiritual *ignorance which
obstructs the individual from gaining the *release that true insight would bring.
H§nFe, commonly in the Indian tradition, it is original *ignorance rather than
original sin which lies at the root of men’s troubles. In particular, the *Non-
Dualistic concept of *ignorance is *illusion seen from the side of the *Self, and is
thus virtually a cosmic principle clouding the one Reality, viz. the *Power. See
*knowledge, and p. 104.
*tllusion (maya): from the root md, ‘measure’, ‘make’, the term mdya underwent a
long evolution in the Indian tradition. It is used of God’s *creative power, or of
the substance from which he *creates the world. But it came to have a strong
ﬂ.avour of the magical, and hence the sense of ‘magical transformation’ or ‘illu-
sion’ (like that produced by the conjuror). Consequently, ‘illusion’ is here used
35 a t'ranslation of maya in its sense as cosmic conjuring trick: but see also
creative substance.
Yimpermanence (P. anicca, S. anitya): ‘impermanent’, ‘non-eternal’. One of the
three epithets used in Buddhist doctrine about empirical entities (viz. that they
are .full of *suffering, without *self or *non-self-ish, and *impermanent). With the
notion of *impermanence there went the doctrine that there are no *substances,
1-_6-, no *Permanet entities, See *permanent.
*{mplzcizt.zon (S. arthaparti): see p. 179.
tmpurities (S. mala): the expression used in Saivite Doctrine for that which keeps
:be *soul.from *release. See *obscuring substance.
incarnation (S. avatara): literally ‘descent’, i.e. of the God into human form or
animal form. This concept differs from the Christian one in at least two ways:
first, the manifestation of the *Lord is not unique (i.e. Visnu is *incarnate in
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different forms at different times); and second, avatdras in animal forms are
believed in.
*inconceivable *energy (S. acintyasakti): acintya means ‘unthinkable’, ‘inconceiv-
able’, and here is an epithet of God’s creative *energy, according to *Dualist
doctrine (see p. 192). Likewise in *Non-Dualism, *illusion is so characterized, as
*inconceivable or *indefinable, because it is both real and not real (see p. 100).
*ncorporeal (P.S. ariipa): together with the *sensual and the *corporeal, one of
the three *planes of existence in Buddhism.
*indefinable (S. anirvacaniya): see *inconceivable, an epithet used in *Non-Dualism
of the world-appearance or *illusion. As well as being both real and not real, it is
not possible to explain its origin
*independence (S. svatantra): see *dependence.
*individuating factor (S. akamkara): literally the ‘I-maker’, it is one of the stages
of *nature’s *evolution in *Distinctionism. It is also a concept used by other
schools, e.g. in *Non-Dualism, for that which gives a person his sense of indi-
viduality.
*inference (S. anumana): used for the five-proposition or three-proposition form
of syllogistic inference (see p. 79) usually of an inductive sort. It is counted by
all schools except the early *Materialists as a *basis of knowledge. It is normally
distinguished from *implication and *analogy, which involve inference (in a
wider sense).
*inferendum (S. sadkya): the term which figures as the predicate in the first pro-
position of an *inference, and which is ascribed to the subject on the basis of the
*sign.
*inherence (S. samavaya): a *category used in the *Logic-*Atomist referring to the
relation between *property and *substance, and between *atoms in combination,
as well as between cause and effect. This intimate relation differs from mere
*conjunction, which is the contingent association between two entities, *pro-
perties, etc.
*inner controller (S. antaryamin): the *Lord’s aspect, in Qualified *Non-Dualism,
as immanent director of the *self, and as controller of matter. Through this
immanent operation, the *L.ord may induce virtuous and vicious deeds in those
who love or hate him markedly, and give grace to the faithful.
*inseparability (S. aprthaksiddhi): the necessary relation between substance and
attribute, and between *self and *body (see p. 93), in Qualified *Non-Dualism.
*insight (P. pasifia, S. prajiia): sometimes translated ‘wisdom’, this refers to an
element in the attainment of nirvana. In that state, the *saint sees the truth,
existentially, of Buddhist teaching about the world (or in the case of the *Voidist
school, of the *voidness of things). I have preferred the term ‘insight’, since
‘wisdom’ in English tends to mean sagacity as a result of long experience of men
and affairs; while ‘insight’ indicates that an existential, contemplative apprehen-
sion of the truth is involved.
*insubstantiality (S. adravyard): a characteristic of the world, according to
Buddhist teaching, since permanent *substances are denied. See *substance.
*intellect (S. buddhi): this comes from the same root as *enlightenment. It is that
faculty whereby a person understands what is given in sense-experience and
through the *mind-organ; and figures as one of the stages in the *evolution
of *nature in *Distinctionism. The object of Yoga is so to still the operations
of the *intellect, that the *soul is seen through it (as it were) in its purity,
P
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and is thus clearly seen as distinct from the psychophysical organism. See
*discrimination.
*intuition (S. anubhiiti): an immediate awareness of the existence of the *Self, in
*Non-Dualist doctrine; the *Self is thercby recognized as being implicit in all
experience, though it cannot be an odject of experience, but only the subject.
Hence this immediate *intuition is distinguished from all cognitive experiences,
which involve a subject-object distinction.
*isolation (S. kaivalya): literally ‘wholeness’, ‘completencss’ and hence ‘self-
completeness’—the state of *release aimed at in Yoga, where the *soul is isolated
from the psychophysical organism, from the rest of the world, from other *souls
and even from God.
*knowledge (S. vidya, jiana): by contrast with *ignorance, *knowledge is used of
spiritual insight, the content of which varies with differing schools. The jAana-
marga or ‘way of *knowledge’ is thus one of the recognized paths to *release
(see *devotionalism). 1 use the unasterisked form when referring to knowledge in
other contexts than that of religious insight.
*law (S. dharma, P. dhamma): the expression dharma has a number of meanings—
law (in particular the ‘everlasting law’, namely *orthodox Hindu religion); truth
(see *Truth-Body); teaching or doctrine (in particular the teaching of the Buddha);
state (in particular the short-lived *states into which entities arc analysed in
Buddhist doctrine); and, rather eccentrically in Jainism, the medium of motion
(see *motion-medium).
*limit'ing condition (S. upadhi): the empirical conditions through which, in *Non-
P_ualxsm, the one *Self appears as many individuals. o
llf_%'mo”ad (S. jiva): one of the three main terms for the eternal clement in living
beings (see *sou/ and *self). In particular, it is the term used in Jainism, which
conceives of the */ife-monads as liable to expansion and contraction. It is also
Lls.ec_l of the transmigrating individual in *Non-Dualism.

.lwzng release (. jivanmukti): the state of one who has attained saintliness in this
l.1fe, and is assured of no more rebirth, i.e. of final *release upon death. The
Jivanmukta or *living released one is conceived as having destroyed the karma
v.vh.lch would lead to rebirth, but some still remains to be used up, and he goes on
living ther_EfOre a while. Most *viewpoints accept the notion, though *Qualified
Non-Dualism is a notable exception. The Buddhist concept of empirical nirvana

(see p. .34) corresponds to it, since this too involves the notion that one who
has attained it will not be reborn,

* =1 = . .
local space (S. akasa): space considered as a system of locations rather than as a

. . e !
medium of motion (see motion-medium). See also *space.

* . . . . . . .
locus (S. paksa): that in which the *sign and *inferendum inhere, i.e. the subject
of an *inference, or the denotation o

ferendum. See p. 202.

*Logic (S. nydya): the term used here for the Nyaya *viewpoint. See p. 26.
*Lord (S. isvara, P. issara): literally ‘prince’, ‘lord’, this term came to be used of
God as a personal being and supreme object of worship (whether or not he was
conceived as *creator). See also *tAeism and *atheism. In *Non-Dualism, the *Power
is *featureless in *higher truth, but considered from the *ordinary point of view,
it is a personal *Lord with *qualities.

*mass (S. tamas): in the doctrine of *strand-substances (see *strands, *brightness
and *force), this is the dark, inert and dull factor in *natural objects.

f the terms expressing the *sign and *in-
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* Materialism (S. Carvéka, lokayata): the name used for the school of philosophy
supposedly instituted by Carvika (hence one of the names for the school in
Sanskrit). It is sometimes also referred to as lokayata or as *naturalism (see
below). The former term means, probably (there is a good deal of uncertainty
and discussion on the topic), ‘world-basis’, i.e. a doctrine concerned with this
world, but not with another sphere of existence, and the adherents of this school
are supposed to have produced spohistical arguments of various kinds, partly no
doubt to discredit belief in the transcendent. In so far as one can refer to a system
of metaphysics represented by anti-religious movements, I refer to it as
*Materialism; but in a broader sense, I use “*materialism’ (with a small m) for
anything falling under such movements.

*meditation (S. dhyana, P. jhana): for a discussion of Buddhist stages of *medita-
tion, or *meditations, see p. 49. (Incidentally, the Sanskrit dhydna was trans-
literated into Chinese as ck’an and into Japanese as Zen—hence the name of that
school of Buddhism). More generally, I use the term *meditation for all methods
of inner *contemplation in the Indian tradition, whether Buddhist or not. See also
*knowledge.

*meditative *knowledge: see *knowledge, and p. 129.

*mind-organ (S. manas): frequently manas is translated (partly in accordance with
etymology) as ‘mind’ in English, and I have conformed to this: but since the entity
referred to by manas is a kind of internal organ, often regarded as a ‘sixth’ sense
which coordinates the material presented by the other senses, I use the phrase
“*mind-organ’. It is certainly not to be equated with the concept of mind in English.
*minute (8. hrasva): the first quantum formed by the combination of *atoms in
*Logic-*Atomism: see *gross, and p. ooo.

*momentary (P. khanika, S. ksapika): strictly the Sanskrit term means ‘having the
property of perishing as soon as it is produced’, but following Dasgupta and
others I translate it by ‘momentary’. Compare the argument on p. 187.
*motion (S. karma): one of the *categories of *Logic-*atomism. It should be
noted that here the term karma is used in an unusual sense.

*motion-medium (S. dharma): whereas elsewhere dharma means ‘law’, ‘truth’,
‘teaching’ or ‘state’ (see under these headings), in Jain metaphysics it is given a
special meaning, and refers to the medium of motion, as distinguished from
*local space, i.e. space conceived as a system of locations. See p. 64.
*naturalism (S. svabhavavada): literally the ‘doctrine of self-being’, i.e. the
coming into existence of things of their own accord and not through some
supernatural agency. It is one of the terms used of the early materialist schools.
*nature (S. prakrtr): the Sanskrit literally means ‘making before’, i.e. what
constitutes the primary nature of whatever is under consideration. It thus comes
to mean ‘character’, ‘disposition’, ‘root’ (in linguistics), etc. More metaphysically,
it signifies the underlying stuff of the material world, which, according to
*Distinctionism, *evolves into the varied forms we perceive, etc. This stuff is
considered as a unitary whole, in which are blended the three *strands.
*negative perception (S. anupalabdhi): the perception of the absence of something,
regarded by *Exegesis and *Non-Dualism as a separate *basis of knowledge: see
p- 179.

*no-negative *inference (S. kevalanvayi): an *inference where negative instances
cannot be collected, e.g. “This is describable, because it is an object of know-
ledge’. The premiss ‘All objects of knowledge are describable’ cannot be checked
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by seeing if non-objects of knowledge are indescribable for they cannot be

investigated, by definition. See p. 203.

*no-positive *inference (S. kevalavydtireki): the converse of *no-negative *inference.

See p. 203.

*Noble Eightfold Path (P. ariya, S. arya; P. atthangika magga): the words ariya

and drya mean ‘noble’: a term also applied by the Aryan invaders to themselves—

hence the word ‘Aryan’.

*Noble Truths: see *Noble Eightfold Path.

*non-constructive (S. nirvikalpa): that aspect of perception where the latter is

considered as ‘pure’ or ‘neat’, without the addition to the experience of imagina-

tive and conceptual elements, i.e. without ‘reading into’ the perception the name

of the object, and memories associated with it. It is contrasted to *constructive

perception.

*non-dual (S. advaya): an epithet for the mystical experience of identification

with the Absolute in Mahiyana Buddhism, e.g. in *Voidism.

*Non-Dualism (8S. Advaita): the name here used for the Advaita Vedanta school

of metaphysics.

*non-dualistic (S. advaita): used equivalently to *non-dual, of the experience of

the identity of the *Self with the *Power in *Non-Dualism.

*non-existence (S. abhava): see p. zo1.

*non-falsification (S. abadhitva): see p. 172. The root badh literally means ‘to
drive away’, ‘harass’—hence to annul or invalidate. It is sometimes translated
‘sublate’, but this is scarcely English, and I prefer the more straightforward
“falsify’. It can also mean ‘contradict’, but owing to the epistemological flavour
of most Indian treatments of logic and *inference (so that perception can be said
iO ‘co‘ntraflict’), ‘falsify’ is better.

*non-zflentzzy theory (8. asatkdaryavida): by contrast with the *identity theory, the
non-identity theory (literally ‘non-being-effect-doctrine’) denies the pre-existence
ththt;. effect in the cause. It is held by the *Logic-*Atomist and Buddhist
schools.

*n?n_i"j”ry S. akimsa): ‘non-injury’, i.e. the duty not to take life, whether
animal or human,

*non-infel/igent (S. acir): the term cit is one of those used for consciousness in
Sanskrit, and is one of the three chief epithets of the *Power (being, conscious-
ness and bliss: saccidananda). The ‘non-conscious’ or ‘non-intelligent’ is the
:VOrld_O_f material *substances, e.g. in *Dualism: see p. 115. Compare *non-living.
*ﬁ?::llvmg (‘1{.‘-”‘1)3 the material aspect of nature in contrast with the jivas or
*non_zr:})}l?}c)ls in Jax_n cosmology. See p. 6_3- - _ i

oo o *1'% anattg, S. anEtman):.the denial in Buddhism of a permanent self or
obeuri 1eb-monad, or of a unitary *Self in t.he st.yl.e of *Nox:)—Dual'lsm.

8 Substance (S. apava): a concept used in Saivite Doctrine which refers
to- the 0r1gmal obscuring principle which implicates souls in the empirical world.
Literally it means the “*atomizer’ (see *atom). It ‘shrinks’ souls: only in *release
can they ‘expand’, As fundamental form of the *impurities which cling to the
:mre.leased soul, it corresponds to *ignorance in the *Non-Dualistic school.

ordinary (8. Vyavaharika): literally “what is customary, conventional, ordinarily
accepted’. In both the Mahayina and *Non-Dualism a contrast was drawn be-
tween *higher kI'IOWIedge, centring on mystical experience, and ordinary or
common-sense knowledge. E.g. that the sun is larger than the moon is an
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*ordinary truth, but both sun and moon are part of the grand *illusion seen from
the standpoint of *higher truth. See *Aigher.

*origination (S. pratityasamutpada, P. paticca-samuppada): the Buddha's doctrine
of the causes of *suffering, etc. See p. 45. Literally ‘after getting, arising’, i.e.
one thing is produced after something else, its cause. Sometimes it is translated
‘dependent origination’, though I have preferred a shorter form.

*orthodox (S. dstika): belonging to the tradition which recognizes *revelation,
i.e. the Veda. See *unorthodox, and p. 23. Astika is built up from asz ‘it is’ or
‘there is’. Though the term sometimes means ‘one who believes there is a God’,
and so also ‘pious’, the primary sense is that explained in the text.
*particularity (S. vifesa): one of the *Logic-*Atomist *categories: see p. 25, and
also *relative particulars and *featureless.

*peace (P. santi, S. $dnti): there are a number of epithets used about nirvana to
signify its peacefulness: thus nirvana involves upasama or self-pacification,
through the destruction of *craving and thereby the passions. The state of peace
or sant! thereby gained is a common expression for the serenity of the saint.
*perception (S. pratyaksa): perception has a somewhat wider sense in Sanskrit
than in English, since it includes, as well as ordinary perceptions, the supersensual
cognitions of the yogi, etc. It is univesally counted as one of the *bases of knowl-
edge, and when used to refer to perception qua *basis, the term is here translated
with an asterisk. (Thus: ‘I have just had a perception’, but ‘New knowledge is
ultimately derived from *perception’.)

*permanent (P. nicca, S. nitya): permanent, everlasting or eternal—an epithet
used of nirvana in Buddhism, though *permanence is denied to *substances and
selves. On the other hand, *selves, for instance, are regarded by the *orthodox
*viewpoints as *permanent. See also *impermanence.

*person (S. pudgala, P. puggala): the term used by the *Personalists to refer to the
individual who lies behind the *groups and supports them. It may be noted that
the same word was used in Jainism in quite a different sense, to refer to material
entities.

*Personalists (S. pudgalavadin): the school who posited a person and who came
nearer than any other Buddhist school to the doctrine of a plurality of *selves.
*perspective (naya): see p. 6G.

*planes (loka): literally ‘worlds>—the three forms of existence according to
Buddhism (see p. 49) discoverable in the cosmos, i.e. this side of nirvana. See
*sensual, *corporeal, *incorporeal.

*potentials (S. tanmatra): colloquially ‘only a bit’, ‘a trifle’. Hence it is used of
the micro-elements (or ‘infra-atoms’ as Dasgupta translates it) of the *Distinc-
tionist systems. I use ‘potentials’ to bring out the fact that they are meant to have
sensible qualities implicit in them, but these only become actualized when they
combine into *atoms.

*Power (S. Brahman): the supreme principle in Upanisadic thought, sometimes
conceived personally, sometimes impersonally. Its fundamental sense was the
power implicit in the sacrificial ritual, and the root from which it derives, ér,
means ‘to increase’. Thus Brahman is the implicit power of growth, the capacity
to bring about effects, conceived as residing within sacred actions and objects,
and indeed persons (the Brahmana or priestly class). By a generalization it came
to mean the sacred Power sustaining the cosmos. I have used ‘Power’ as trans-
lation not only for this reason, but because it has, if necessary, a suitable
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impersonal air. I have preferred not to use ‘Absolute’—using this in a wider
sense (see p. 213)—partly because *Power may more easily suggest the ritual and
religious origin of the concept.
*projection (S. adhydsa): commonly this is translated ‘superimposition’, i.e. the
way in which, according to *Non-Dualism, illusory appearances are projected
on to reality. It is thus through *ignorance that the one *Power is obscured by
this projection.
*property (S. guna): the term gupa has two important senses: a rope or strand
(see *strands); and quality or attribute—here translated *property. This is one of
the *categories of the *Logic-*Atomism school. Since *universal is also a *category,
one can see that *properties here refer, not to the *universals, but to the gualia or
particular qualities, ctc., inhering in *substances. Since relations, etc., are included
under guna, I have used the term ‘property’ rather than ‘quality’. It may be
noted that when the *Power is said, in *Non-Dualism, to be *qualityless, the
term guna is used. See also *qualitied.
*‘psyc/wphysical complex (P.S. namariipa): literally ‘name and form’, and some-
times translated thus (though it does not mean much). The ‘form’ element here
‘stands for what is corporeal (see *corporeal, where the same term rupa is used);
name’ for the mental side (this connects up with the Buddhist doctrine of
language as enshrining ways in which the mind projects ideas on to reality).
Namaripa thus means the psychophysical organism as an individual entity, in
the Buddhist doctrine of *origination. Thus, in order that there should be *sense-
contacts, etc., it was held that a unified organism is presupposed, and this in turn
Presupposes *consciousness, etc. See p. 46.
Qualified *Non-Dualism (S. Visistadvaita): the name here used for Riminuja’s
System. See p. 27.
:"qu.alitied (S. saguna): the *Lord, in *Non-Dualism, is described as the *Power
In its aspect of having qualities. This *qualitied *Power is differentiated from
zzzht:;a? considered from the level of *higher truth, which is *qualityless and
eless. It may be noted that the term guna which constitutes part of the
Sans!\-nt expression (sq-: ‘with’) is also used of the *strands, but these are not
cozlsxdered to be *substance in Sankara’s system, but primordial qualities of
maya or *illusion.
*qualizyless (S. nirguna): see *qualitied.
*Realists (S. sarvastivadin, P ethivadin): 1i ‘
docan arvastivadin, P. sabbatthivadin): literally ‘those who hold the
hzlcdtri}r::tthat everything is’: a Buddbist school (see p. 29). In particular they
Past events exist, as otherwise they would have no causal efficacy, see
P-51.
reflection (S, pratibimba): ‘reflection’ is an analogy used to describe the way the

one * i : ap e s .
e *Power remains single and unaffected although manifesting itself in many
selves. See p. 103.

* . o
relative particulars (S. visesa): a doctrine of Madhva’s described on p. 115. It

Lr}agaiei :L?l;errfl that ths San'skrit term is used in *Logic-*Atomism for the *category
el (lsry (s?e {mrttcu.larlt_y and also *featureless).

- syadvada): literally the ‘doctrine that maybe’ or ‘could-be-ism’
gsee P- 66), held by the Jains.
release' (S. moksa, mukti, nirvana, etc.): a number of expressions are used in
Sa_nskrlt for the state of release from the round of rebirth, the most common
being moksa and muksi, from a root meaning ‘to liberate’. Nirvana is used in
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Hindu contexts as well as in Buddhism, but is here used for Buddhist *release
only. Sce also *isolation and *living release. Conceptions of what the state consists
in, apart from release from rebirth, differ according to the various systems.
*rest-medium (S. adharma): i.e. non-dharma, used in its special Jain sense of the
*motion-medium. To account for rest, Jainism postulated a complementary
medium corresponding to that of motion. See p. 64, and *motion-medium.
*revelation (S. Sruti): literally “what is heard’, i.e. the Vedic revelation as appre-
hended by the early *scers.

*saint (S. arhat, P. arahat): literally ‘worthy one’, i.e. one who has attained
empirical nirvana, i.e. the Buddhist state of *living release (see p. 34). The ideal
of the *saint is sometimes contrasted by Mahayanists with that of the Buddha-to-
be or Bodhisattva, as being narrow, while the latter is compassionate—for the
Bodhisattva puts off his nirvana in order to serve others.

*Saivite Doctrine (S. Saivasiddhanta): the name here used of the school of Saivite
metaphysicians described on pp. 122-124.

*seer (S. rsi): those early figures to whom are ascribed the apprehension of the
Vedic *revelation.

*self (S. arman, P. atta): together with *soul and *life-monad one of the main
terms for the eternal element in living beings. The Sanskrit Gman *and the Pali
atea) is often used reflexively, like the English ‘self’ and in such ordinary usage
has no metaphysical reference. It is probably derived from a root meaning ‘to
breathe’, and in this respect compares with the English ‘spirit’. It is used meta-
physically to refer to the eternal self underlying the psychophysical organism.
Likewise it is sometimes used for the World-Spirit, the single self animating the
whole cosmos. In *Non-Dualistic Vedanta, the dtman is identified with Brahman,
the *Power; and so there is only one self underlying the *illusory psychophysical
individuals. In this sense, I use “*Self” (with a capital ). See also *non-self.
*self-luminous (S. svaprakdsa): the *Self, in *Non-Dualistic doctrine, is held to
be self-luminous, i.e. it shows itself in all experiences, though it is not an object
of knowledge and is known by immediate *intuition (see *intuition).
*sense-contacts (P. phassa): one of the elements in the chain of *origination (q.v.).
Literally ‘touch’, it means the combination of sense-organ, outer object and
sensation in perception, and gives rise to *feelings.

*sense~fields (P. dyatana): literally ‘fields of operation’, i.e. those aspects of things
accessible to the six senses (i.e. including the *mind-organ as sixth).

*sensual (P.S. kamaloka): the world of sensual pleasure (kama), i.e. one of the
three *planes of existence in Buddhist doctrine (see *corporeal and *incorporeal);
it is the realm of beings, such as humans and animals, which are in a full sense
corporeal, i.e. constituted by elements perceptible by the five senses.
*separateness (S. prthakatva): one of the *Logic-Atomist *categories: see p. 92.
*sign (S. lingam, hetu): two terms are used of the middle term in traditional
*inference, linga or ‘sign’ and Aezx, ‘cause’ or ‘reason’. I have preferred the first of
these alternatives. See p. 172.

*soul (S. purusa): one of the three main expressions for the eternal element in
living beings, purusa is that used by the *Distinctionist and Yoga schools. It
means literally ‘person’ or ‘man’.

*space (S. @kasa): this word is used both of pure space and more commonly of a
sort of ether, which serves as the medium of sound (see *directional space, *local
space and *motion-medium).
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*state (P. dhamma, S. dharma): the word dharma in the singular principally
means law or teaching, and here is not meaningfully used in the plural. But it is
also used in Buddhist doctrine, in a way in which it is sensible to use the plural,
of the states or events which compose the shifting things observable in the
cosmos. The *states are short-lived (eventually they were considered as *momen-
tary), and they are not properly states of anything (in the sense of *inhering in
*substances, etc.). Generally I have translated the term ‘states’, though also at
times (unasterisked) as ‘events’.

*store-consciousness (S. dlayaviiidna): the Absolute in Buddhist *Idealism, the
transformations of which result in the conscious states of which we are ordinarily
aware.

*strands (S. guna): the three types of substance in *Distinctionism the interplay
of which brings about the *evolution of *nature (sce p. 77). The same term is
also used by the *Logic-*Atomists for one of the *categories (sec *property).
Compare also *qualitied and *qualityless.

*Subjective-Creationists (S. drstisrstivadin): a school of Advaita Vedanta
holding that the *illusion is simply the product of our perceptions: hence the
name ‘perception-creationism’. The congruence between different individuals®
perceptions is, so to say, a coincidence, and not due to a common external world.
It could be said to be the doctrine of *illusion applied at the level of *ordinary
truth.

*suéstanc:e (S. drayya): that which is the (at least relatively) permanent bearer of
:propertxes, etc.; one of the *categories in *Logic-*Atomism.

substratum (8. bhatadi): one of the *evolutes of *nature in the *Distinctionist
system. See p. 79.

“suffering (P. dukkha, S. dubkha): the opposite of sukha, ‘well-fare’, ‘unhappiness’.
It thus covers pain, sorrow, dissatisfaction, trouble. ‘Illfare’, were it not a
barbarous expression, would serve well as a translation, but I have retained the
customary ‘suffering’ as the translation of this term.

*‘“"’"0".)’ (S. sabda): literally ‘sound’, the expression is used f.or one of the
.bases of knowledge recognized by some schools. It is sometimes taken to
include all the verbal *testimony of trustworthy persons, and sometimes more
?arr'owly to refer to the *testimony constituted by *revelation.

*:';;Zleznm(sl.t t;if;aravida): belief in a .personal supreme Bei.ng or ‘Lord’. See

: . €s not exclude belief in other gods as manifesting or as sub-

ordinate to the one *Lord.

*7 /lrf-’f—’-B_od_y (S. trikaya): the doctrine of the three bodies or aspects of the
Buddha in Mahayana Buddhism; see p. coo. Also see *transformation, *enjoyment
and *zruth.

*Transcendentalists (8. lokottaravadin): a school of Buddhism, at the time of the
?arly development of Mahayana Buddhism, which affirmed that the Buddha is
l?eyond the world’ (lokotrara), i.e. a transcendent being existing even after his
nirvana.
*transformation (8. nirmana): “transformation’ here has a magical flavour about
it: the imPI_iCation being that the Buddha, in adopting his Transformation-Body
and appearing on earth, uses skilful means or *diplomacy in adapting himself to
the requirements of mortal beings. This is in line, too, with docetic tendencies in
the Mahayana.

*zranspﬁenomenal (S. samanyatodrsta): ‘by likeness to the unseen’-—a use of
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*inference to come to conclusions about the transcendent or unseen world, or
more generaly about unobservable entities; see p. 91.

*truth (S. dharma): the Truth-Body of the Buddha is the Absolute (see p. 55)-
The Buddha’s teaching (for dharma also means ‘teaching’ and in particular the
Buddha’s) ultimately points to the realization in inner experience of identity with
the Absolute., Hence the Buddha’s most fundamental aspect could be called his
‘teaching body’—but in English this would cause some confusion with the
Buddha’s *transformation body (i.e. that with which he manifests himself on
earth to teach men). Hence I translate, in a conventional way, ‘Truth-Body’. See
*transformation and *enjoyment.

*undetermined (P. avyakatani, S. avyakrtani): ‘unexplained’, or ‘undetermined’,
i.e. those questions (see p. 33) which the Buddha refrained from answering
because they were wrongly posed or inapplicable.

*universal (S. samanya): ‘like’ or ‘similar’, i.e. the common aspect in virtue of
which different *substances, etc., are described by the same term. It is one of the
*Logic-*Atomist *categories (see p. 93).

*unorthodox (S. nastika): an adjective built up on nasti, i.e. na asti ‘it is not’ or
‘there is not’, describing those who do not accept the Brahmanical *revelation.
It can also, secondarily, mean ‘impious’ and ‘atheistic’. See *ortkodox.

*unseen force (S. adrsta): sometimes used as the equivalent of karma, that unseen
force which controls men’s destinies through their actions. But see p. 92.
*Poid (8. $iinya): the ‘empty’ or ‘void’ is the characterization of reality by the
*Voidist school (see p. 54), and hence the term used for the Absolute.
*Poidism (S. Madhyamika, sanyavada): the name here used for the Madhyamika
school; see p. j0.

*voidness (S. Sanyara), the emptiness of all phenomena in virtue of the *insub-
stantiality and contradictoriness, as argued by the *Voidist school.

*view (P. dirthi, S. drsti): the right view or outlook required of the faithful
Buddhist constitutes the first stage of the *Noble Eightfold Path: this is right
ditthi. But the Buddha at the same time claimed to repudiate all ditthis, all views
or theories (on the basis of this the *Voidists justified their comprehensive dia-
lectical destruction of all theories about reality, including even what appeared
to be orthodox Buddhist teachings). See *views. Ditthi and drsti also more literally
mean ‘seeing’, ‘perception’, etc. (see *Subjective-Creationaists). Probably the
Buddha’s meaning was that while the aspirant must have the right vision or view
of the world, he must eschew all opinions which are not based on experience.
*views (P. ditehi, S. drsti): see *view.

*viewpoint (S. daréana): from the same root as drsti, viz. drs ‘to see’, this term came
to be used of the different visions of the world enshrined in the various *orthodox
metaphysical systems. The English ‘viewpoint’ serves to bring out both the
notions of vision and metaphysical standpoint implicit in the Sanskrit.

*without author (S. apauruseya): literally ‘non-personal’ (sc. in origin), a charac-
terization by some schools of the Veda. But we may note that the *Logic-*Atomist
view, that *revelation proceeds from God, counts as a doctrine of the personal
origin of scriptures, by contrast with the apauruseya view, upheld notably by
*Exegesis. See p. 151.

*witness (S. saksi): pure consciousness as the subject of experience in finite
conditions, in *Non-Dualist doctrine, For the special *Dualist use of the concept,
see p. 119.
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*works (S. karma): as well as meaning ‘action’ and the law which controls rebirth,
karma also means the ritual and ethical works enjoined by *revelation. See p. 1o1.
The karmayoga or method of works is often distinguished from the jidnayoga,
or method of mystical *knowledge, and that of dAaktiyoga, method of *devotion.
In some degree therefore the distinction between karma and bhakei corresponds
to that between works and grace in Christian theology.

*Yoga (S. Yoga): literally ‘yoking’ or ‘harnessing’ (one’s faculties). The name
here used for the *viewpoint is written with a capital ¥: with a small y it refers
more generally to methods of contemplation in the Indian tradition. See p. 26.
*Yoga-Practitioners (S. Yogacarin): an alternative name for the *Idealist school of

Buddhism, in virtue of their concentration on yoga as the means of *enlighten-
ment. See p. 57.



BRIEF HISTORIES OF THE SCHOOLS

*aTOMIsM. Though *Atomism has roots going back to a very early period
(perhaps as far as the sixth century BC or before), it took shape as a system
about AD 100. The Paifesika-sitra (**Atomism-aphorisms’) probably date
from this time and are attributed to the legendary Kanada. After this (third
to fifth centuries Ap?) there was composed the bkdsya or commentary of
Pragastapida. From the fifth century to the tenth the school coalesced with
that of *Logic and acquired a *theistic (or perhaps one could say more
properly a deistic) character—though traditional commentators try to read
*theism into the ‘Aphorisms’, projecting the later *theism into the earlier
period. It is probable that the superimposition of *theism upon the originally
naturalistic doctrines had three main causes: first, the coalescence with
*Logic; second, the need to reply to Buddhist and other critics (who by
pointing to certain theoretical defects in *Atomist cosmology stimulated the
*Atomists to bring in the hypothesis of a *Lord who keeps the cosmos
organized); and third, the general drift towards *theism in the medieval
period. See also *Loc1c.

*DISTINCTIONISM. The origins of the *Distinctionist *viewpoint are some-
what obscure. It has been argued by Dasgupta that its earliest form was
*theistic and that it was reinterpreted in an *atheistic sense by Paiica$ikha
(some time before AD 200). It is true that *Distinctionist elements are
incorporated in the Upanisads and more clearly in the Gitd (? 200 BC or
later); and in the medieval period *Distinctionism was used as a basis for
the Vaisnavite schools and of *Saivite Doctrine. Nevertheless, it has been
powerfully argued by Zimmer that *Distinctionism has close historical
affinities with Buddhism and Jainism; and it is hard to understand how, if
*Distinctionism was originally *theistic, it lost this character. It is more
reasonable to hold that, just as non-Aryan yoga came to be incorporated in
the Upanisads, so *atheistic *Distinctionism was blended with *theism in
the course of the synthesis between the various elements of Indian religious
culture. But as a distinctive *viewpoint, *Distinctionism preserved its
originally *atheistic character. Unfortunately this thesis cannot be directly
confirmed, since the works of Kapila (the supposed founder of the school)
and of Paficadikha are lost. The first extant work of the school is I$vara-
krsna’s Samkhya-karika (‘Concise Verses on *Distinctionism’), perbaps of
the third century aD or later. Other important works of the school are
Tattva-kaumudi (‘Elucidation of Principles’) of the ninth century AD, and
commentary of Vijfiana Bhiksu (sixteenth century Ap). Since Yoga made use
of *Distinctionist categories from an early period (e.g. in the Yoga-sitra of
Patafijali, perhaps of the second century BC), the two *viewpoints are
virtually identical. See further yoc A below.
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*puALIsM. For the founder ot the school see MADHVA in the section of
Biographical Information. Among his successors who headed the Madhva
sect the most important philosophical writer was Jayatirtha (thirteenth
century AD), whose Nydya-sudhd (‘Nectar of Logic’) is a commentary on
Madhva’s dnuvyakhyana (‘Exposition’).

*ELDER DOCTRINE. The doctrines of Lesser Vehicle Buddhism probably
reached their main shape by the time of A$oka (third century AD); and the
school known as the *Elders, introduced into Ceylon at that time, and
basing its teachings on the Pili canon, has continued this conservative
tradition. The Pali language, a form of Middle Indic, indicates that those
who brought Buddhism to Ceylon were from Western India. In due course
the Pili canon, and *Elder doctrines, became established in Burma and
South-East Asia. The chief figure of *Elder Buddhism was Buddhaghosa
(6ifth century ap), whose commentaries and above all his Pisuddhimagga
(‘Path of Purity’) are classical expositions of the *Elder doctrines. The Pili
canon (committed to writing ip the first century AD) contains primitive
elements, considerably overlaid by scholastic elaborations. It is divided (as
other Buddhist canons) into three sections or ‘baskets—hence its name of
:Thrce Baskets’ (P. Tipitaka; S. Tripitaka): the Suttapitaka (S. Sitrapitaka),
B.asket of Discourses’, i.e. of the Buddha); Finayapitaka, ‘Basket of the
Discipline’, i.e. of the Sangha or Buddhist Order; and Abkidhammapitaka
¢S. Aé/zid/zarmapi_ta/ca), ‘Basket of Doctrinal Analysis’, containing attempts
at a systematic exposition of doctrines. With the demise of other Lesser

Ve.hicl-e schools, the *Elder school remains the sole living representative of
this wing of Buddhism today.

*EXEGESISs. The earliest exposition of Mimimsa ritualism is the Mimamsd-
sitra (‘Aphorisms of *Exegesis’) ascribed to Jaimini, which acquired their
present form between 300 BC and AD 200. Although other numerous com-
mentaries of an early period were lost, there remains that of Sabara (? fifth
century ap). This was commented on in turn by Kumarila Bhatta (eighth
Century AD) in Slokavdruika (‘Verse glosses’), dealing with the philosophical
aspects of *Exegesis. Prabhakara, a younger contemporary, though remain-
ng loyal to the main features of *Exegesis, differed from Kumarila over
various matters—e.g, the latter accepted *negative perception as a *basis of
knowledge. Thus two sub-schools of *Exegesis were formed. This period
3130' saw the substitution of the classical doctrine of *release for that of the
attainment of *heaven as the goal of ritual endeavour. In the later medieval
period, *Exegesis was influenced by the new *Logic school. This phase is

summed up in the sixteenth century Nardyana’s work, but remains largely
unexplored.

* . . .
IDEALISM. The rise of Buddhist *Idealism can be traced to a number of
sources. First, earlier developments gave a phenomenalistic character to
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Buddhist speculation. For instance, the Sautrantika school had argued that
perception is representative and reflects outside objects, which are only
known by *inference. This suggested the *Idealist thesis that there is no
experiential evidence for an external world independent of consciousness.
Second, the *Voidist dialectic created a reaction against its rather intellectu-
alist approach and stimulated the *Idealists to stress yoga. This discipline
would result in the purification of consciousness and suggested that ultimate
reality itself is of the nature of pure consciousness. Third, docetic doctrines
of the historical Buddha contributed to an illusionist account of the empirical
world. The first great systematizer of *Idealism was Maitreyanatha (Ap 270—
350 ?) known now chiefly through the work of his disciples the brothers
Asanga and Vasubandhu (since there are differences of viewpoint in the
works ascribed to the latter, it has been argued by Frauwallner that there
are two persons of this name who have become conflated in the tradition:
but see P. S. Jaini ‘The Theory of Two Vasubandhus’ in the Bulletin of the
School of Oriental and African Studies (Vol. 21)). The *Idealist school
remained in close liaison with the *Voidists, though the *Voidist Candrakirti
seventh century AD) criticized the *Idealist position. Chief among later
philosophers were Digniga and Dharmakirti, whose interests were mainly
logical (fifth century onwards). The chief religious text of *Idealism is the
Lankavatara-sitra (‘Discourse of the Descent on Lanka’). Other important
texts are the Mahdyanasamgraka (‘Summary of the Greater Vehicle’) of
Asanga and the Vimsaka and Trimsaka (‘Twenty Verses’ and ‘Thirty
Verses’) of Vasubandhu.

JAINISM. It is probable that Mahavira or Vardhamina (see Biographical
Information), at one time considered to be the ‘founder’ of Jainism, was
merely the reformer of a tradition dating back to Paréva (eighth century
BC) and beyond. The Jain tradition has carried on in a highly conservative
way to the present day, though in the first century Ap it became divided
into two sects, the Digamébara (‘Sky-clad’) and the Svetambara (‘White-clad’),
the doctrinal differences between them being slight—they centre chiefly on
the validity of the extant canon and on the issue of whether nudism for
monks is necessary (nudism being a symbol of the complete renunciation of
worldly goods and values). After flourishing considerably in the medieval
period, especially in west and south India, Jainism now numbers probably
less than two million adherents. During the period from the ninth to the
fourteenth centuries AD, Jain writers took a considerable interest in logical
matters, but the main shape of Jain doctrine was not affected. The chief
authoritative expositions of Jain doctrine, apart from the canon (called the
Siddhénta or Agama) are the Pravacanasira (‘Essence of Exposition’) of
Kundakunda and the Zattvarthadhigama-sitra (‘Aphorisms penetrating to
fundamental principles’) of Umaisvati (some time after the third cen-
tury AD).
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*Logic. The *Logic *viewpoint probably had its origin in the attempt to
formulate rules of argument for use in disputations (a feature of the theo-
logical and philosophical life of India over a long period), and it probably
existed as early as the fourth century Bc. The Nyaya-sitra (“*Logic
aphorisms’), however, probably date from the second century AD and
already include some elements from the *Atomist aphorisms. This marks
the beginning of the syncretism between the two schools. The Nydya-sitra
was commented on by Vatsyayana (fifth century ap), Vacaspati (ninth)
century), Jayanta (tenth century) and others. By the time of Udayana (see
Biographical Information) the two *viewpoints were fully merged. How-
ever, about AD 1200 the school of Navyanydya (New *Logic) was formed—
mainly through the work of the logician Gangesa, and this wing of Nyaya
engaged in an interesting formalization of previous logic, which had mainly
been oriented towards epistemology.

*MATERIALISM. The period from the sixth century (or earlier saw an
elaboration of sceptical and anti-religious ideas, known as *Materialism or
Carvaka, after its legendary founder, *naturalism, and Lokdyara (i.e. the
do_ct‘rine that there is no world beyond the empirical cosmos). However, the
original texts of the school, or schools, are lost: and indeed there remains
merely the seventh-century Ap Tattvopaplasimha (‘Lion assaulting all
fhllosqp}}ical principles’). But there is a fair amount of information on the
Materialist arguments from *orthodox and Buddhist works which attempt
io refu'te.them. But there is a great deal of fluidity in the way in which
M.at.erlahsts are described, since there entered into this *unorthodox, anti-
religious tradition both genuinely materialistic views and sceptical ones
(represented by the above-mentioned text). There remains therefore a lot of
work to be done in disentangling the various strands of thought in the

heterodox tradition, and this is made more difficult by its virtual demise by
the late medieval period.

*NON_-DUALISM. This school owes its main shape to Sankara (see Bio-
graphical Information) in whose writings there is a confluence of Upanisadic
+and Mahéyﬁna ideas. He commented on the Brakma-sitra (‘The *Power
aPhOI"lsms’) of Badardyana (sometimes entitled Fydsa or ‘arranger’, ‘com-
poser’), perhaps of the fourth century AD. These writings were mediated to
ankara by the *orthodox Gaudapada (early eighth century AD). Sankara’s
powerful idealistic interpretation of the Brahma-sitra had an immediate
l\r;ipaCt’ ?nd his school was carried on by Mandana Miéra, Sureévara,
Sa}casp ati Miéra (ninth century AD) and others. In the twelfth century,
riharsa and others made use of dialectical methods to defend *Non-Dualism,
somewhat in the style of *Voidist methods. The last two important figures
of the. traditional school of *Non-Dualism (as opposed to modern inter-
pretations) were Madhusiidana and Appaya Diksita (sixteenth century AD),
both of whom wrote extensive religious, as well as metaphysical, works.
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*pERSONALISM. The circumstances of the arising of the *Personalist school
are not altogether clear, but by the second and first centuries different forms
of the doctrine were in existence, as an offshoot from the *Elders. They
reacted against the break-up of the individual into *groups of *states which
are essentially impersonal, and postulated a *person behind the *groups, to
form a continuous personal entity which could persist into nirvana (this
helped to establish the continued existence of the Buddha in line with
*transcendentalist views—see Glossary). By the seventh century Ap they
acquired considerable influence, but were under continual fire from other
schools as covertly reintroducing the doctrine of a *self, and later vanished
from the Buddhist tradition, with the demise of Indian Buddhism. Only a
handful of manuscripts explaining their position survive, and their main

doctrines have been discovered through the recorded criticisms of their
rivals.

*QUALIFIED NON-DUALISM. For the founder see RAMANUJA in the
section on Biographical Information; and for one of the principal exponents
see VENKATANATHA. After Ramanuja the school became divided into two
sub-schools, which differed mainly on the nature of *grace. The Vada-galat
school holds the ‘cat-principle’, viz. that the *Lord transports the *self to
*release just as the mother cat transports its kitten, without effort on the
part of the latter. Thus once one is committed in *devotional love to the
*Lord, he does the rest. On the other hand the Zen-galai adopted the
‘monkey-principle’—the mother monkey leads her young along by the hand,
and so the individual has to be active in co-operation with the *Lord if he is
to attain *release. Later religious developments were considerably influenced
by the *Qualified Non-Dualist doctrines, which became the most widespread
basis (though modified often) for *devotional religion.

*REALISM. The Sarvastivada school is as old as that of the *Elders, and the
fairly close affinities between the two are notable; while the differences can
be explained partly through the operation of geographical separation upon
an oral tradition. The canon of the *Realists was in Sanskrit, and the school
had its principal influence in north-west India. The 4bkidkarma (‘Doctrinal
Analysis’) of the *Realists is preserved in Chinese and Tibetan translations.
By the early second century great commentaries (»ibhdsa) were composed,
and thus the school is often referred to as the Paibhdasikas. The chief exposi-

tion of *Realist doctrines is to be found in the 4bkidharma-kosa of Vasu-
bandhu (see *IDEALISM).

*SAIVITE DOCTRINE. Southern Saivism probably had quite ancient roots,
and there grew up a corpus of sacred literature, the Sivdagamas (‘Scriptures
of Siva’). Added to these were Tamil texts, the Zevaram, including poems by
three great teachers, Appar, Tirujiiana-Sambandhar and Sundaramirti; they
carried on a tradition of doctrine started by Tirumular (first century AD),
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and lived probably in the eighth century. At a slightly later period, there
was the fourth and greatest of the Tamil-speaking poets and teachers,
Minikkavachakar, whose 7iru-vdachaka is an extraordinarily fine devotional
poem of some length. The theology implicit in this literature was expounded
in the Siva-jfiana-bodham of MEYKAND A (q.v.). The most important other
philosophical exponent of Saivism, Srikantha possibly belonged also to the

thirteenth century. As well as in the south, forms of Saivism flourished
particularly in Gujerat and Kashmir.

*vorpism. Although it has been said that the Madhyamika doctrines were
the creation of NAGARJUNA (q.v.), his approach is essentially a development
of ideas found in the so-called ‘Wisdom literature’, the Prajidapdramitd
texts, the oldest of which, the 4srasahasrika (‘Eight thousand verses’), dates
from the first century Bc or earlier. It is probable that Nagirjuna was
acquainted with the famous Saddharmapundarika (‘Lotus of the Good Law’).
But there is no doubt that it was Nagarjuna who gave definitive shape to the
dialectical method, and he was clearly a thinker of considerable brilliance
and originality. His work was carried on by his pupil Aryadeva (late second
century Ap). During the fifth century there was a division within the *Voidist
school, between those (headed by Buddhapalita) who held strictly to the
method of reductio ad absurdum, i.e. of convicting all theories of being
contradictory—and thus establishing *Voidism negatively; and those
(headed by Bhavaviveka), who employed positive apologetic arguments for
Absolutism. With Candrakirti (sixth century Ap) we get the reaffirmation
o‘f the dialectical method, and he and Sintideva (seventh century) were
h‘lghly influential. Candrakirti’s most penetrating work is his Prasannapadd
(_ClEfar—worded’), an exposition of the Madkyamika-karika of Nagarjuna,
Santl’cie:\/a’s Bodhicaryavatara (‘Manifestation of the practice of enlighten-
ment’) is a very popular Greater Vehicle text. Candrakirti, though criticizing
the *Id.ealists, recognized *Idealism as valid at the *ordinary level of truth,
and this prepared the way for a full syncretism between the two schools.

It'Was this form of *Voidism that became the dominant philosophy of
Tibetan Buddhism,
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BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION

BUDDHA, THE. The title ‘Buddha’ is ascribed to Gautama (Pali: Gotama)
(family name) or Siddhartha (P. Siddhattha) (personal name) of the Sakya
clan (hence he is known to as Sikyamux_xi or ‘sage of the Sakyas’). Another
common title ascribed to him is Tathagata (the meaning of which is debat-
able: but it probably means ‘One who has gone thus’, i.e. disappeared into
a state that can only be indicated, not described). Probably born in 563 Bc,
at Kapilavastu, near the borders of modern Nepal, he was son of a local
prince, Suddhudana, and of Mahamaya (or Maya). According to scriptural
accounts he was brought up in some luxury and shielded from the painful
features of worldly existence. But after growing up, he became acquainted
with the facts of disease, old age and death, and with the fact that there were
recluses who withdrew from the world in order to attain a higher peace
and insight than the tribulations of ordinary life could bring. At the age of
twenty-nine he therefore left his young wife (Yasodhard) and new-born
child (Rahula), in order to go out as a wandering recluse in search of the
solution to the problem of *suffering. For some six years he, sometimes in
company with five other ascetics, experimented with methods of self-
mortification and austerity in the hope of achieving illumination; but con-
cluded that such extremes are not helpful. Finally, under the Bo-tree at
Bodh Gaya he achieved *enlightenment, while seated in meditation. He
thereafter went to Sarnath, just outside Banaras, and preached his first
sermon to the five ascetics, who had in the meantime deserted him because
of his repudiation of self-mortification. He spent the next forty or more
years of his life in continuing his teaching, and founding an order of
recluses, the Sangha, including both monks and nuns. He died, of a digestive

illness, at Kusinara, not far from his birthplace, aged 8o. Thus he achieved
final nirvana.

cArAKA. One of the principal Indian writers on Ayurveda (literally ‘science
of life’, i.e. traditional medicine). According to a Chinese source he was
court physician to the emperor Kaniska (first century Ap). At all events, he
was probably a contemporary. He wrote the Caerakasambhita, but left it un-
finished, and it was completed by someone else, probably Drdhabala (ninth
century AD).

cArvAkA. The legendary founder of the *Materialist school, sometimes
called Carvika after him. Little or nothing is known of him, or whether
indeed he was an historical personage at all.

KUMARILA. Kumirila Bhatta was, together with Prabhikara, one of the two
great commentators on the Mimamsd-sitra (i.e. “Exegesis aphorisms’) of
Jaimini (third or second century BC). The philosophical portion of the
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commentary is the Slokavarttika (‘verse glosses’). He probably lived in the

late eighth century Ap. The followers of Kumarila are rcferred to as the
Bhattas.

LAKksMI. Laksmi, or SH, is the divine consort of Visnu, and is goddess of
beauty and good fortune.

MADHVA. Born in 1197, Madhva came from Udipi, near Mangalore in
South Canara, on the west coast of India south of Bombay. He was deeply
opposed to the *Non-Dualism of Sankara, partly because of his Vaisnavite
affiliation. As a young man, he toured South India, establishing a powerful
reputation for ability in doctrinal debate, chiefly against *Non-Dualists. A
tour in the north followed, and he seems later to have suffered some persecu-
tion from his opponents. However, little is known for sure of his biography,
since the accounts of his life have a largely legendary character. These have
led some to see Christian influence: e.g. he is supposed to have walked on
water, etc., and to be the manifestation of Viyu (¢.».), the god of wind or
‘holy spirit’. He died at the age of 79 in AD 1276. His principal works were
commentaries on the Brakma-sitra (the holy *Power aphorisms of Badara-

yana), on various Upanisads and on the Gitd, as well as a work called the
Tartvoddyota (‘Light on Principles’).

MAHAVIRA. This is the title ascribed to Vardhamana, the Jain teacher:
literally it means ‘Great Hero’. Other titles gven to him (and to other great
teachers in the tradition) are Jina or ‘Victorious One’ and Tirthamkara or
“*Fordmaker’. He was, like the Buddha, a ksatriya or member of the warrior
or noble class, not a Brahmin, and was born in Vaisali, north of Patna in
Behar, son of a prince, Siddhartha, and of Trisala. He married Yaodi, and
became father of a daughter. But at the age of thirty, after the death of his
parents, he became a wandering ascetic (thus like the Buddha he too left
his wife and child). After twelve years, he attained the experience of libera-

.tion and O.mniscience. He spent the rest of his life (forty-two years) preach-
ing, and died of self-starvation in 477 or 467 BC.

MESY.KA;N DA. The author of the Sivajiianabodham (‘Explaining the knowledge
of Siva’), the principal text of southern Saivism, i.e. of *Saivite Doctrine as

here expounded. He probably lived in the early part of the thirteenth
century AD.

NAGARJUNA. Probably he was a Brahmin of South India. The details of
his life, however, have become obscured by legend. Thus Tibetan sources
describe him not merely as a metaphysician but as an alchemist. It is possible
that an alchemist of the same name and roughly the same date has been
confused with the philosopher. There is evidence connecting the philo-
sophical Nagarjuna with the great Buddhist centre of Nagarjunikonda in
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Andhra Pradesh, and he had relations with a king of that area. However,
the main scene of his philosophical activity was at the Buddhist university
of Nilanda in North India. His main work is the Madhyamika-kdrikd
(‘Middle school verses’), the basic text of the *Voidist school. He wrote five
other larger treatises, some minor works and the Casuf-stava (‘Four hymns’),
which is of a devotional character.

PURANDARA. A later *Materialist writer, probably of the seventh century
AD.

RAMANUJA. Born in AD 1017, according to tradition, though possibly up
to a century later, in Bhitapuri, in South India, Rdmanuja was married at
sixteen, and shortly thereafter went to Karici (Conjeevaram) to study. After
a difference with his teacher, he set out for Srirangam (near Trichinopoly)
to sit at the feet of Yamuna, whose doctrines corresponded to what Rima-
nuga later formulated as his system of Qualified *Non-Dualism but Yimuna
died before Raminuja reached there. Ramanuja, however, carried on
Yamuna’s work. About the age of thirty, or shortly thereafter, he renounced
domestic life, and set up as a sannydsin and religious teacher. Tours in
South and North India, including Banaras, and Puri, where he established a
monastery, were followed (? AD 1096, according to the traditional dating)
by persecution by Rajendracola, a Saivite king. He fled to the Hoysala
country, where he succeeded in converting a Jain king. Later he was able
to return to Srirangam, and died there at an advanced age (allegedly in
AD 1137, which would make him 120 years old). His principal works are a
commentary on the Brakma-sitras (the holy *Power aphorisms of Badara-
yana), the Pedantadipa (‘Lamp of Vedanta’), Vedantasamgraha (‘Epitome
of Vedanta’) and Vedantasara (‘Essence of Vedanta®), and a commentary
on the Gitd.

$§ANKARA. Probably born in 788, at Kaladi in Kerala, Sankara was a Saivite
Brahmin. Taking a vow of celibacy at an early age, he devoted himself with
great energy not only to the composition of philosophical and religious
treatises, but also to travel and the reform of religion. In the course of his
travels, he founded monasteries at four points in west, north, south and east
India. He made numerous converts, and in a short life of thirty-two years
succeeded in leaving a lasting imprint on Indian theology. His teacher
Govinda followed Gaudapida, who formulated a version of *Non-Dualism;
but it was Sankara who gave the system definitive shape. His principal work
is the commentary on the Brakma-sitra (‘The *Power aphorisms’); and he
also wrote important commentaries on the principal Upanisads and on the
Gird. Other writings include hymns of a devotional character.

s1va. Literally ‘Auspicious One’, a name ascribed to Siva because of his
awesomeness, to ward off the terrible power of the God, Siva ranks as one
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of the two great Gods of later Hinduism: he and Visnu being regarded by
their respective followers as Supreme Being. The cult of Siva goes back to
prehistoric times, judging from evidence found in excavations of the Indus
Valley civilization. He combines opposing characteristics—he is the great
ascetic, the mahdyogr; but also closely associated with fertility, the lingam
or sacred phallus being his emblem. His consort Kili is usually depicted as
peculiarly fierce and destructive—for the divine Being is both *creator and
*dissolver or destroyer of the cosmos. Brahma (the personal form of Brahman
the holy *Power), Visnu and Siva are regarded as the three forms of the
Supreme Being, though Brahma is not normally the object of a cult: thus

later Hinduism represented Siva and Visnu as alternative manifestations of
the one underlying *Power.

UpAYANA. The *Logic-*Atomist writer of the tenth century ap, whose
chief work, the Kusumanjali (‘Handful of Flowers’) is regarded as the
principal text-book of natural theology in the Indian tradition: therein he
collects together the arguments for the existence of a *Lord.

VARDHAMANA. See MAHAVIRA.

vAYU. The Vedic wind-god: conceived by Madhva as an important inter-
mediary between the *Lord and men.

VENKATANATHA. One of the principal Qualified *Non-Dualists, Venkata-
natha was born at Kifici (Conjeevaram) in AD 1268. He was early recognized
as showing promise of being one of the pillars of the Raminuja school, and
spent his life in composing philosophical religious works, and in pilgrimages
to the north. In 1326, Srirangam, where he then was, was pillaged by the
Muslims, but he escaped by hiding among the corpses, and then fled to
Mysore; when the temple at Srirangam was restored, he returned there. He
died in 1369. His principal works are a commentary on Ramanuja’s Brakma-
satra commentary, and an extensive logical work, the Nydyaparisuddhi
(‘Classification of Logical Method’). In addition to philosophical and theo-

logical works, he wrote a number of poems, and a drama based on the life
of Krsna.

VISNU. One of the two great gods of Hinduism (see §1va), though only
a minor deity in the Vedic writings. His consort is LAksMI (g.v.). A gentler
figure than his great rival, Visnu is associated with the doctrine of *incarna-
tions, in which he descends to earth in various forms. His seventh and
eighth *incarnations are as the heroes Rama and Krsna. By the medieval
period the Buddha was counted a ninth *incarnation; and Vaisnavites look

forvsfard to a tenth, as Kalki, who in the distant future will come to earth to
rid it of evil.
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Asterisked expressions are also found in the Glossary, and the major schools
are also found in the Brief Histories of the Schools.

abadhitva  see *non-falsification

abhava see *non-existence

Absolute, Absolutism 30, 36, 42, 54,
567 60, 75, 100—1, 104—5, 107, 109,
114, 127-8, 130-31, 135, 140, 144,
150, 152, 177, 213, 217

*accessory cause(s) 181

acintya see *inconceivable

acintyasakti see *inconceivable
*energy

acit  see *non-intelligent

*active tendencies 42-4, 46, 51

adharma  see *rest-medium

adhydsa  see *projection

adravyatd see *insubstantiality

adrsta  see *unseen force

Advaita  see *Non-Dualism

advaya see *non-dual

ahamkidra  see *individuating factor

ahimsa@  see *non-injury

gjiva  see *non-living

akasa  see *space

dlayavifiiana  see *store-consciousness

*analogy 179, 206—7

anatma  see *non-self, doctrine of

anattd  see *non-self, doctrine of

dnava see *obscuring substance(s)

anicca see *impermanence, doctrine

of
anirvacaniya
anisvaravada
anitya
of
antaryamin
anu
ism
anubhiiti  see *intuition
anumana see *inference
anupalabdhi see *negative perception
apauruseya  see *without authorship
apeksabuddhi see *connective under-
standing

*appearance theory of causation 86,
186

see *indefinable
see *atheism
see *impermanence, doctrine

see *inner controller
see *atom(s), *atomism, *Atom-

aprthaksiddhi  see *inseparability
arahat see *saint

arhat  see *saint

artya see *Noble Eightfold Path,

*Noble Truths

arthaparti  see *implicaton

aripa  see *incorporeal

arya see *Noble Eightfold Path,
*Noble Truths

Aryanreligion 31-2, 37,72

asatkdryavida see *non-identity
theory of causation

asttka  see *orthodox

asvatantra  see *independence

*atheism 23, 26, 30, 62, 76, 87, 96,
121, 131, 143, 153, 159

Atmabodha 216

atman  see *self, Self

*atom(s) 25, 79, 83, 86, 8992, 94,
117, 151, 185~7, 193—4, 211; Ssee
also *atomism, *Atomism

*atomism 72, 74, 81, 87, 95, 111, 168,
185

*Atomism 25-~6, 31, 73, 86, 8996,
122, 125, 129~-10, 132, 143, 149,
1515, 158, 166, 168, 170, 172, 174,
178, 181-2, 185-6, 191, 193, 195,
200—1, 206, 209, 211: see also *Logic

atta  see *self; 211-12

attachment 456

attagarahi 212

arthanigtka  see *Noble Eightfold Path

avatdra see *incarnation(s)

avidyd see *ignorance

avifja see *ignorance

avyakatani see *undetermined ques-
tions

avydkrtani see *undetermined ques-
tions

*awareness 38, 42

ayatana  see *sense-fields

badhitva  see *falsification

*basis (bases) of knowledge
170-80, 195, 200, 206, 207

being 105, 175, 188, 18990, 197

Bhagavadgita 24, 76, 126-7, 132-3,
216

bhakti  see *devotion

bhaktimirga see *devotionalism

bhava see *existence

bhatad:  see *substratum

bodhi  see *enlightenment

Bodhicarydvatara 214

150,
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Bodhisattva(s)

Brahma 47

brahmaloka 216

Brahman see *Power: 217

Brahmanism 24, 26, 37, 70, 73, 75,
101, 127

Brahma-siitra 215

*brightness-*strand 78-80, 82, 87

buddha see *enlightened one

Buddha(s), concept of the 29-30, 35,
53, 55, 59—6r1, 104, 128, 140, 151,
153, 212, 215, 217

Buddha-fields 104, 217

buddhaksetra see Buddha-ficlds

buddhi  see *intellect

Buddhism 24, 27-9, 31, 33-61, 63,
76, 84-7, 99, 104, 110, 121, 128, 137,
142, 165, 187, 193, 209, 211-12

29, 53, 60, 131

Carvika school

*categories 92—3, 172, 200

Catuhstava 214

catuskoti see *four-cornered negation

causation, theories of 181-94, 203;
see also *identity theory, *non-
identity theory, *appearance theory

Ceylon 29

Christianity 34> 37, 55, 61, 75,
118~19, 129, 211, 215-16

*cogitation 207

*cognitions 42, 44, 50

*concentration 38, 41, 85, 103, 167,
189

*conjunction g2

* : .

connective understanding 9o, 92,
152

*consciousness

see *Materialism

. ] 42, 446, 58, 142, 165
constguctxve perception 178, 180,
187

*corporeal phenomena, *plane 42—3,

.. 49750, 194

craving  33-3, 46, 165

*creator, *creation 47, 81, 100, 102,
104, 107, 109~10, 112, 122, 128, 134,
137, 149, 152, 155, 176, 192, 211

*cycle of existence 41, 49, 55, 58

darsana  see *viewpoint

*dependence 11718, 143

detachment, phenomenon of  7s,
1414

*devotion 61, 113, 214

*devotionalism  59—Go, 101, 104, 106,
113—14, 121~2, 126—45
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*devotional meditation
dhamma see *state,
Body: 212
Dhammapada 211
dhammayogins 218
dharma sce ‘*state, *law,
Body, *motion-medium

133—-45
*law, *Truth-

*Truth-

dharmabhiitajiana  see *attributive in-
telligence
dharmakaya see *Truth-Body

dhydna see *meditation
Digha-nikaya z12
dik  see *dircctional space
*diplomacy 184
*directional space
*discrimination
*disjunction 92
*dissolution of cosmos
112, 117, 156
*Distinctionism 25, 30-32, 35, 37,
45, 54, 62, 76-88, 89, 91, 96, 101,
111, 115, 117, 119, 122, 128, 130,
132, 137, 141—3, 150, 153, 153, 1817
191-2, 21§

93—4
25, 82—3, 87-8

82, 86, 109,

ditthi  see *view(s)
dravya see *substance(s)
drsti  see *view(s)

drstisrstivadin  sub-school of *Non-
Dualism  see *Subjective-Creation-
ism

dubkha  see *suffering

dukkha see *suffering

Duaita school see *Dualism

*Dualism 27, 31, 103, 115-24, 130,
143, 156, 174, 190, 206; see also
Madhva

‘eel-wrigglers’
Eightfold Path
Path
*Elder Doctrine, school, etc, 28-9,

31-2, 36-9, 42, 51, 55, 57, 59 127,
130-1, 133~7, 139—41, 143, 151, 153,
164, 213, 215~16

*energy see 122, 140—41, 192—3

*Enjoyment-Body 30

*Enlightened One see Buddha, the

*enlightenment 157, 177

epistemology 96, 170-80

Essay on Miracles 212

*eternalism 159, 165

*evolution 25, 77-81, 86, 89, 101,
117, 177, 181, 191

478
see *Noble Eightfold
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*Exegesis  25-7, 31, 72—5, 130,
132-3, 141, 143-4, 150-1, 156~7,
170, 179, 195-7, 202, 206

*existence 45—6

Existentialism 39

external world 177

*falsification 171-2, 174

*feelings 42-6

*force-strand 78-80

*Ford-makers 62-3

*four-cornered negation 35, 46, 54,
1968

Four *Noble Truths

33, 45-6
free will 164-5 ’

*grace 111, 149, 159

*groups, doctrine of 42~5, 48, 58,
165, 212

*gross quantum 9o

Greater Vehicle 29-31, 36-7, 48,
51-3, 59-6o, 97, I10I, 104, 126-9,
131, 135, 140-1, 152, 173, 182, 19T,
197, 210, 214

guna see *strands, *qualitied, *quali-
tyless, *property

*heaven(s) 26, 34, 49, 63, 71-2, 131

hetu  see *sign

*higher truth, knowledge 56, 68,
98—9, 101, 103, 129, 150, 172, 174,
191

Hinduism 27, 30, 36—7, 96-7, 101,
214-15, 217
Arasva

see *minute quantum
humanism 39

*Idealism, *Idealist school 3o0-1,
57—8, 104, 128, 130, 142, 144, 160,
173, 176—7, 179, 188

*identity theory of causation 86, 91,
111, 181—94

*ignorance 136, 46, 82, 85, 99, 104,
112, 117-8, 120, 179, 191, 198

*illusion 27, 86, 98, 100-102, 105-6,

113, 119, 129, I70, l72—6) 182!
188—90, 198

Imitation of Christ 213

imperatives 196—7

*impermanence, doctrine of 28, 33,
37, 43, 49, 512, 60, 179, 185, 209,
212

*implication 179, 206

SUBJECTS 251

*impurities 123

*ncarnation(s) I5I

*inconceivable *energy 192

*incorporeal *plane 49-51

*indefinable 100, 176, 199

*independence 117-18

*individuating factor(s) 79, 82

*inference 71, 87, 91, 95-6, 149—50,
155, 158, 166, 170-2, 179, 199,
195—208, 199—200, 202~G, 208

*inferendum 172, 202—-6

infinite regress 185-6

*nherence 92~5, 152, 188

*inner controller 110, 120

*inseparability 93, 108

*insigsht 34, 46, 50, 56-7, 129, 142,
21

¥nsubstantality 30, 54, 184

*intellect(s) 78, 8o, 83-5, 87

*ntuition(s) 167, 190-9I, 203—4, 208

Islam 39, 215

*isolation 84, 126, 143

issara see *Lord

Iévara see *Lord

Isvaravada see *theism

Jainism 27, 30-32, 35, 37, 45, 62-9,
76, 83, 85, 87, 112, 116, 119, I2I,
130, 137, 142—3, 150~1, 153—4, 164,
169, 179, 197-8, 214-15

jhain 218

jhdna  see *meditation

Jjiva see *life-monad

Jjivanmukta 2265 see also *living re-
lease

Jjivanmukti  see *living release

jAdna see *knowledge

Judaism 39, 141, 215

kaivalya see *isolation

kamaloka see *sensual *plane

karma 130, 46, 52, 58, 63, 69, 92—13,
96, 101, 112, 118, 149, 152, 156, 159,
163—4, 168, 186, 216

karmayoga 234

kevalanvayi see *no-negative infer-
ence

kevalavyatireki see *no-positive in-
ference

khandha see *groups; 212

khantka see *momentary, *momen-
tariness

*knowledge 94, 98, 103, 128, 142,
144, 218



252

ksantka see *momentary, *momentar-
iness

kusaladhamma 211

Kusumanjali 152

Laksmi 117

*law 151

Lesser Vehicle 28, 31, Go—61,
182: see also *Elder Doctrine

*life-monad(s) 30, 63—4, 83, 102-3,
108, 110, 112, X17—19, 123, 128, 168,
198

lingam  see *sign

*living release 84, 121—2, 226

*local space 63

*locus 202

*Logic school 25-6, 31, 73, 86,
89-96, 122, 125, 129, 132, 143, 149,
151, 153—5, 158, 166, 168, 172, 174,
178, 181-2, 185-G, 191, 195, 200-9,

136,

211

loka see *plane

lokayata see *Materialism

lokottaravadin  see *Transcendental-
ists

*Lord 257, 55, 73, 76-7, 81, 85-7,
945, 100—2, 104—5, 107, I1IO-I1I,
114, 117-18, 121, 123, I126-30,
133—5, 138, 140-1, 143, 149-58,

163, 192—3, 215-6

see *Voidism
see Greater Vehicle

Madhyamika
Ma/zriy&mz
mala  see *impurities
manas see *mind-organ
Mangalore 118

Mmanifestation 191, 196—7
Many, Law of 173

dra 29
Marxism ~ 39

:mass-strand 78—80, 87
Materialism 24, 27, 30-1, 34, 48,
62, 70~72, 96, 110, 128, 130, 143,

158-G2, 171
mdaya see *illusion, *creative sub-
Stance

*meditation(s) 41, 49—50, 57, 63, 83,
. 85, 87-8, 103, 121, 126—45
meditational knowledge

*knowledge, *insight
memory 109, 166, 173, 178—80
Milinc{apaﬁ/za 212—13

imamsa school see *Exegesis

129: see

*momentary *states

mukti

naya
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*mind-organ 43, 79, 87, 94, 169

*minute quantum 9o
moksa
*momentariness,

see *release

doctrine of 51—-3,
176, 182—3, 186-8, 193, 209

see *momentari-
ness, doctrine of

monism 38, 97, 140—~1
*motion 92

*motion-medium G4

see *release, *living relcase

mysticism 39—41, 105, 121, 138-45,
214

see *psychophysical com-

namariipa
plex
nastika see *unorthodox

*naturalism 7o

natural theology roo, 14958

*nature 25, 77-81, 85, 89, 101, IX1,
115, 117, 122, 153, 158, 181, 19I—2

see *perspectives

negation 218: see *four-fold nega-
tion, *negative perception

*negative perception 179, 200

New Testament 118

nicca see *permanent entities
nirmanakdya see *Transformation-
Body

nirvana 17, 33—4, 136, 41—2, 45—G,
49-50, 52, 59, 128—9, 134, 140, 164,
184, 213—4

nirvikalpa sece *non-constructive

nirvisesa see *featureless

nitya see *permanent entitics

*Noble Eightfold Path 33, 36, 38

non-Aryan religion  31-2, 37, 74

*non-constructive perception 178

*non-dual experience 55, 6o,
104, 151, 178, 184, 216

*Non-Dualism  27-8, 31, 83, 97-105,
113, 118-9, I2I, 127—30, 134, 136,
144, 150, 152, 166—7, 172-6, 182,
188-91, 198, 204, 207, 209—10, 215,
217

102,

*no-negative inference 203, 205-6,
208

*non-existence 200-—1

*non-falsification 172, 20~

*non-identity theory of causation 86,
91, 93, 18194

*non-injury 62-3, 84

*non-intelligent substances IS

*non-living matter G3



INDEX OF SUBJECTS 2853

*non-self doctrine 28, 33-5, 45, 47-8,
51, 166

*no-positive inference 203—204

Nyaya see *Logic

*obscuring substance 122

9nt_ological Argument 157

ordinary truth, knowledge 56, 5960,

. 9_8,_ 129, 150, 172, 174

origination, doctrine of 45-6, 54,
183—5

Orphism 82

*orthodox, *orthodoxy 23—4, 27, 32,
48, 53, 71, 76, 89, 95, 143, 138,
1G8, 170, 195

padartha  see *categories
pc:/c;a see *locus
%}}5 16, 44

alh canon 28, 34, 36, 42, 211—12
Panenhenic mysticism 138
Panfi@  see *insight
pantheism g7, 114, 126, 217
Papadesand 214
paramartha  see *higher truth
paratantra  see *dependence
panndma  see *evolution
Particularity 2g, g1
pa_ttccasc.zmuppdda see *origination,
. doctrine of

beace 34, 46, 129
*, .

Permanent entities 38, 6o, 140, 161,
183, 194: see also *substance(s)
ersonalism 29, 31, 51, 53, 165, 212

berspectives, doctrine of 66, 68

p{za:m see *sense-contacts
Pyam 211

planes of existence 49-51

Platonism 57

*potentials 8

"‘pow h 7930, 85_6’ 89

er, the holy 27-8, 97-8, 1004,
106~7, 109, I13~14, 119, 127, 132,
137, 152, 173, 175, 186-9

Pryjng  see *insight
TyAapdramita 213

prakrii  see *nature

pralaya  see *dissolution

pramana  see *basis of knowledge

prasada see *grace

pratibimba  see *reflection

Pratityasamutpada  see *origination,
doctrine of

Pratyaksa  see *perception

Predestinationism 118-19, 164

*projection 98, 103

*property (-ies) 92~3, 178, 186G, 188
protoscience 31-3, 143, 193, 208
prthakatva  see *separateness
*psychophysical complex 46
pudgala  see *person

pudgalavada see *Personalism
puggala  see *person

Pure Land 59

*purgatory (-ies) 26, 34, 49, 63, 164
purusa  see *soul(s)

*Qualified Non-Dualism 27, 31-2,
102, 106-14, 130, X34, 143, I5S,
164, 166-8, 175, 185, 188, 190, 199,
204, 206, 208

*qualities 101; see also *strands

quasi-religions 39

rajas see *mass-strand

*Realism 29, 31, 51—2, 183, 193, 194

*reflection 103

*reladve particulars 115-16

*relativism, doctrine of 66, 1978

*release 23, 25-7, 39, 34, 38, 48,
55"6’ 58, 62_3’ 69: 72y, 77, 81_3;
85—7, 95-8, 103, 107-8, 112-13,
118, 123, 128, 130, 143, 150, 159,
168, 172, 192

*revelation 27, 70—4, 95-7, 101,
103~4, 1067, 133, 137, 149—50, 163,
169-71, 180, 189, 207, 216

Rg-veda 215

7si  see *seer

rapa see *corporeal *plane

Sabda see *testimony

sagga see *heaven(s)

saguna  see *qualitied

sahakdri see *accessory cause(s)

*saint 28, 34-5, 41, 45, 52, 56, 60, 64,
161

*Saivite Doctrine 27, 31, 1225, 130,
132, 140, 143, 152, 156, 215§

sdksi see *witness

samadhi see *concentration

samanya see *universal(s)

sdmanyatodrsta  see *transphenomenal
inference

sambhogakdya see *Enjoyment-Body

samjia  see *cognition(s)

Samkhya see *Distinctionism

samsdra see *cycle of existence

samskara see *active tendencies
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samyoga see *conjunction
Samyutta-nikaya 213
sankhdara see *active tendencies
safifia see *cognition(s)
Sanskrit 15-17, 44, 73, 105, 108, 167,
173, 196
santi see *peace
santi see *peace
Sarira see *body
Sarvastivadin school
213
sassatavada
sasvatavada
Satan 29
sati see *awareness
satkdryavada see *identity theory of
causation
sattva  see *brightness-strand
*seers 170
*Self 28, 97-9, 102-3, 106, 139, 150,
I52, 166, 168, 190, 193, 200,
211-12
*self (*selves) 17, 25-8, 33, 42, 53,
7% 74, 89, 92, 94-5, 97, 99, 104,
Il4, 120, 154, 156, 159-69, 174,
208—10, 212
*Self-luminous 166~y
Semitic faiths 39, 134, 140, 163, 215
*sense-contacts 45-6
*sense-fields 46
*sensual *plane 49
*separateness 92
*sign 172, 2025
iva, aivism 27, 11,
I122-5, 140
skandha  see *groups
:mm‘ see "‘awareness, memory
soul(s) 25, 43, 77-8, 81-2, 84, 86—,
;Zg’ 126, 138, 143, 154, 158, 192,
*soul-pluralism 37-8, 88, 121, 128,
.. 133, 136, 139, 141, 143
space 49, 63, 79, 83, 89, 93
STstL  see *creation, *creator
Sruti  see *revelation
:States 51__2: 57: 161, 165, 177, 183
*store-conscxousness 58, 177
*strax}ds. 77, 81, 85, 87, 101, 181
Subjective-Creationist subschool of
*Non-Dualism 176
*substance(s) 57, 90, 92—4, 104, 116,
152, 165, 171, 175-G, 178, 185-7,
193, 201, 209
*substratum 79

see *Realism;

see *eternalism
see *eternalism

101, 115,

*suffering 33, 45

Sufism 39, 215

*$inya see *void, *voidness
*Siinyatd sec *voidness, *void: 213-14
*Sanyavadin school  see *Voidism
Sutta-nipgta 211-12
svabhdvavada see *naturalism
svaprakasa see *self-luminous
svarga see *heaven(s)

svatantra sce *independence
syddvada see *relativism

taphd see *craving

tanmatra sce *potentials

Tathagata 215, 217

tathata 213-14

tat tvam asi  see ‘“That art thou”

Teleological Argument 149, 1536

*testimony 71, 170, 173, 179—80, 195,
206

*theism 26, 32, 81, 85-6, 94, 96, 100,
105, 111, 121, 130, 149—58, 204,
214-16

Theravadin school
trine

*Three-Body Doctrine 30, 55, 5%
61, 104, 135, 151, 217—18

Tirthamkaras see *Ford-makers: 214

*Transcendentalists 52

*Transformation-Body 30

*transphenomenal inference 91, 208

transtheism 214—16

trikdya see *Three-Body Doctrine

truth  see *higher, *ordinary truth

*Truth-Body 30, 55, 61, 104, 135,
151, 212

trsna  see *craving

see *Elder Doc-

*undetermined questions
67, 72, 197

*universal(s) 93, 116, 172, 178, 201

*unorthodox, *unorthodoxy 234, 27,
30, 71, 85, 967, 101, 105, 180

*unseen force 92-4, 96, 163

upadana see *attachment

upadhi see *limiting conditions

upamana see *analogy

Upanisads 24, 26-27, 38, 70, 76, 97,
102, 112, 1267, 136-8, 140, 158,
163

upayakausalya

33_4) 47,

see *diplomacy
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Vaisestka school

Viayu 118

Veda 15, 24, 26, 32, 72, 74, 85, 101,
103—4, 118, 127, 132, 136, 151, 215

vedand see *feelings

Vedanta 17, 25, 27, 31—2, 113, 122-3,
176, 205, 207, 216; see also *Dualism,
*Non-Dualism, *Qualified Non-
Dualism

vidya see *knowledge

*view(s) 36, 38, 54, 183

*viewpoints, six 24-3, 30

vijiana see *consciousness

Vijanavadin school see *Idealism

visesa  see *particularity, *relative par-
ticulars

Visistadvaitin school see *Qualified
Non-Dualism

Visnu, Vaispavism 77-76, 81, 106,
117, 119, 123, 130, 132, 151

see *Atomism

255

*Voidism, *Void Doctrine 30-1, 48,
53-4, 57, 59, 99, 104, 128, 130, 135,
142, 144, 182—4, 188, 213

yyavahdrika see *ordinary

*witness

99, 102, 119, 174, 190
*works

101; see also karma

yoga 26, 35, 3940, 56-7, 63, 76-83,
89, 126, 128-9, 143, 150

Yoga school 17, 25-6, 31-2, 76-88,
113, 121, 129, 131-2, 137, 141, 153,
157, 213

Yogabhasya 157

Yogacarin school see *Yoga-practi-
tioners, *Idealism

*Yoga-practitioners  see *Idealism; 57

Yogasatra 157

Zen Buddhism 184
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Anselm, St 157
Appleton, G. =211
Aurobindo Ghosh 18

Bodhidharma 39

Bochme, J. 39

Buddha, the 17, 24, 27-9, 33-50, 72,
143, 157, 161) 1657 I839 I96_7’
211—-13, 218

Caitanya 215
Caraka 162—3
Conze, E. 213

Coomaraswamy, A. 211-12

Davids, C. A. F. Rhys 21112
Dasgupta, S. N. 15, 19, 216-17
Descartes 166

Divine, Father 41

Eckhart

39, 215
Eliade, M.

211, 218
Freud, S. 38
Gandhi 62

Hiriyanna, M. 18
Hitler, A. 41

Horner, I. B. 211
Hume 17, 28, 212

Isaiah 40

John of the Cross, St 39
Jung, C. G. 358

Kumirila 150
Lao-Tze 39
Leibniz 40
Lucretius 24
Luther 40

Madhusiidana 216
Madhva 27, 91, 115-22, 141, 1356,
158, 164, 173~4, 1912, 215

Mahivira 24, 62
Meykanda 27, 122
Muhammad 40
Murti, T. R. V. 213-14, 217
Nagarjuna 97, 142, 182—4, 213-14
Nikhilananda, Swami 216

Parrinder, E. G.
Paul, St 40
Plotinus 39

214

Quine, W. V. 13

Radhakrishnan, S. 18, 40, 215~17

Riamanuja 27, 106-14, 1120, 121,
133~4, 140, 143, 149, 152, 155-6,
167-8, 173—5, 189, 215-16

Sankara 27, 76, 83, 86, 97106, 109,
111, 113, 120, 126-7, 129, 136, 140,
150, 166, 168, 173, 175~6, 179, 186,
189—90, 199, 209, 214, 216

Santideva 213

Sartre, J.-P. 13

Smart, N. 214

Staal, J. F. 218

Stace, W. T. 138

Swamidasan, J. 19

Tillich, P. 39, 214
Tucci, G. 18

Udayana 96, 153

Vardhamdna 24, 62
Venkataniatha 106

Wesley, C. 40
Wittgenstein, L.
Wordsworth 17

15,39

Zachner, R. C.
Zimmer, H.
214-15

138, 2¥1—-12
32, 76, 138, 211-12,
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