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PREFACE

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

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

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

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

A s u t o s h  B u il d in g ,

Ca l c u t t a  U n i v e r s i t y . > S .  M .

November 7, 1935. j
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The present work is an humble attempt to give a critical 
exposition of the philosophy of the Medieval school of Buddhism 
that was ushered into existence by Dignaga and Dharmaklrti 
and later on systematized and developed by Santaraksita, Kamala- 
6lla, Ratnakirti and other authors of repute. Of this philosophy, 
again, the purely idealistic side has been left untouched in the 
present work. The interest and character of this work are 
purely philosophical and critical and not historical. There have 
already appeared in the field several brilliant expositions and 
accounts of Buddhist philosophy and religion, which have dealt 
with the historical side with varying degrees of fullness. The 
monumental works of Prof. Sir S. Eadhakrishnan and Prof. 
S. N. Dasgupta have provided an important place for Buddhist 
philosophy, and though, from the very nature and scope of these 
works, the treatment might appear not to be exhaustive, the 
account and exposition constitute a substantial contribution to 
Buddhist scholarship. The writings of Prof. Louis de La V&lle 
Poussin, Prof. Stcherbatsky, Prof. Guieseppe Tucci, Prof B. M. 
Barua, Prof. A. B. Keith, Dr. Nalinaksha Datta, Dr. E. J .  
Thomas and other scholars have already provided the learned 
world interested in Buddhism with elaborate and fairly wide 
account of the growth and development of Buddhist philosophy 
and religion. Any attempt in that line would necessarily involve 
a repetition or reduplication of much the same thing, though it 
is not denied that, there is room for expansion and elaboration 

even in that direction.

IN TR O D U C TIO N
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The present work has, however, steered clear of the 
historical side and is chiefly preoccupied with the dry 
metaphysical and epistemological sides of the Sautrantika 
philosophy. What particularly impressed the present writer is 
the fact that the whole course of philosophical speculations in 
Indian systems of thought, Brahmanical and non-Brahmanical 
alike, from the third century A.D. down to 1000 A.D., which 
may be described as the adolescent- and fruitful period of Indiar 
philosophy, bears unmistakable evidence of Buddhist influence. 
Even Vatsyayana and Sabarasvamin are not immune from it. 
Of course, they have borrowed little or nothing from the 
Buddhists and their chief interest in Buddhist philosophy is only 
negative, all their energies being directed to a refutation of the 
Buddhist position. But this adverse criticism does not minimise 
their debt; on the other hand, it is proof positive of their obliga
tion. It has been wry aptly observed by a modern philosopher 
that “  Every writer on philosophical subjects is indebted, beyond 
all possibility of adequate acknowledgment, to the great thinkers 
of the past But the debt is one which he makes for him
self, or at least incalculably increases, by free and bonest criti
cism. If the labours of those whom he criticizes have rendered 
bis criticism possible, it is only by criticizing that he is brought 
to the intelligent appreciation of tlreir work.” 1 The real deve
lopment of the Nyaya philosophy may be legitimately believed 
to commence with Uddyotakara, who, on his own avowal, 
derived his incentive to write his commentary from the hostile 
critics, whose sophistical (according to Uddyotakara) arguments 
went a long way to bring discredit on the Nyaya Philosophy. 
Uddvotakara’s taciturnity in regard to names is notorious. 
V&caspati Misra has supplied the lacuna and tells us that it was 
the adverse criticism of Dignnga and men of his ilk that gave 
the much-needed fillip to Uddyotakara for writing his master
piece. In fact, the sole justification for this attempt lay in the

1 H. H. Joachim, Preface to The Nature of Truth, p. 4.
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necessity of a refutation of Dign&ga’s animadversions which 
created a perilous situation for Nyaya.1

The subsequent career of Nyaya philosophy and of Post- 

DignSga Philosophy, for the matter of that, is but a progressive 
record of the daring and desperate fights between these two 
schools, which were fought on a hundred and one battle-fields. 
The fight was keen and vigorous and continued with unabated 
enthusiasm down to the days of Vacaspati, Jayanta, Udayana 
and Srldhara, on the one hand, and S&ntaraksita, Kamala^ila, 
Ratnaklrti and their followers, on the other. But we have 
omitted to mention another philosopher, a towering personality 
and a hero of a thousand and one battle-fields, I mean, Kumarila 
Bhatta. KumSrila came after Uddyotakara and be was, to all 
intents and purposes, a greater fighter, who fought clean and 
hard. Uddyotakara’s polemics smacked of rankling jealousy 
and were rather full of transparent sophistry and claptrap. So 
the Buddhists did not find it very hard to expose his fallacies. 
In  Kumarila, however, they found a veritable Tartar. I t  is not 
seldom that the Buddhists were compelled to revise their old 
theories and to reformulate them in the light of Kumarila’s 
criticism.2 In fact, a more formidable critic, so firmly posted 
in the niceties of Buddhist philosophy and dogmas, could hardly
be imagined. K u m lrila s  sledge-hammer blows were telling
in their effect and the replie.; of Suitaraksita, Dhannottara,8 
Ratnaklrti and subsequent writers indirectly acknowledged the

1 yad Aksapadah pravaro munlnam I ¿am ay a ¿fistram jagalo jagada I
kutarkikajflananivrttihetuh I kuri§yute lus)a ma)a nibanuhah II

N. V. Intro.

Cf. yadyapi bhasyakrta krtavyutpudanam etafc tntliapi Diguag«pra-
bhffcibhir arvaclna»b kuhetusfixramnsasaniutihapauena 'ccliaditnih sastram
Dft fcattvanirnayaya paryaptam ity Udd)otakarena sv;inibaudhoddy<jtena tad
•panlyata iti prayojaoavan ayam arambba iti. Tar. tl., p. 2.

8 Vide the chapters on Apoha and Manovijuana in particular.
s Vide the chapter 'Negative Judgment,' Pt. II.
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justice of his criticism in more places than one, inasmuch as they 
had to re-shape their theories in fundamental aspects.

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

The cleavage between philosophy and religion is pronounced 
wbeue religion is held to be a matter of unquestioning faith 
irreBpfcctiye of a philosophic sanction. But in India the two 
were identical. So even the atheists had their own religion, 
because philosophy and religion were one. Belief had to submit 
to the test of logic, and a faith that was not warranted by philo
sophic conviction, was rightly regarded as perverse dogmatism 
which has no right to the allegiance of a man of sound education 
and culture. I t  is this fact of intellectual honesty and spiritual 
earnestness that account for the intensity and desperate character 
of this fighting for opinions among ancient philosophers of India. 
As has been aptly observed by Prof. Dasgupta with hie charac
teristic insight, “ The systems of philosophy in India were not 
stirred up merely by the speculative demands of the human mind, 
but by a deep craving after the realisation of the religious purpose 
of life.” 1 Ignorance of this peculiarity of the Indian mind has

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

If religion was not sanctioned and inspired by philo
sophy, it was regarded as a useless superstition. If philo
sophy was not lived in actual religion, it was rightly held 
to be a mere waste of time and a dereliction from life’s true 
purpose and mission. As Prof. Sir S. Radhakrishnan observes 
with his inimitable felicity of expression, “ In many other 
countries reflection on the nature of existence is a luxury of life. 
The serious moments are given to action, while the pursuit of 
philosophy comes up as a parenthesis. In ancient India philo
sophy was not an auxiliary to any other science or art, but always 
held a prominent position of independence.” 1 The true criterion 
of philosophy and scholasticism therefore should be sought not 
in the identity of the interests of religion and philosophy, which, 
to my mind, far from being an occasion of halting apology, 
constitutes the very apex and perfection of both of them. The 
criterion, in my humble judgment, should be the crucial test as to 
whether or not the pursuit of philosophy is inspired by an un
remitting and unhesitating enquiry after truth and whether it 
is only an after-thought, a metaphysical eyewash, or a clever 
subterfuge to bolster up a pet dogma. If this criterion is accepted 
and applied, Indian philosophy will, we believe, come out in 
triumphant glory. Unquestioning, blind faith may be shameful

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

cowardice, insincerity of purpose and shallow dilettantism.
There might be a semblance of justification or excuse for 

the charge of scholasticism against the course
ouiinok cf B-ddiijcm of philosopl)ic thought in some Brahmanical

schools (which, we believe, we have succeeded
in proving to be without foundation); but this indictment 
cannot be brought against Bud Ihist philosophy with any show 
of plausibility. Prom the very beginning Buddhism has been 
critical in its spirit. Lord Buddha was an intellectual giant 
and a rationalist above anything else. He exhorted his disciples 
to accept nothing 0:1 trust. “  Just a3 people test the purity of 
gold by burning it in fire, by cutting it nnl by examining it on 
a touchstone, so exactly you should, 0  ye monks 1 accept my 
words nfrer subjecting them to a critical test and not out of 
reverence for m e / ’ 1 These words of the Buddha furnish the key to 
the true spirit of Buddhist philosophy throughout its career. And 
this freedom of thought encouraged by Buddha was respon
sible for the schism in the Buddhist church and for division of 
Buddhist philosophy into so many divergent schools. This 
should not be regarded a3 a matter of regret ; on the contrary, 
we should read in it the signs of pulsating life. Dead level 
monotony and formal uniformity in a religion may have a practi
cal value in that it may conduce to the solidarity and cohesiveness 
of the body of its followers. But this uniformity and solidarity 
may have been purchased at the cost of intellectual expansion. 
So the bargain is not profitable, as it may appear at first

5 tupuc chediic ca nika§iifc suvarnam jvo panditaib I parik§ya bhik^avo 

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

forward.
It  may be hoped that the importance and utility of the study 

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



material advantages. The present degradation of India is the 
Tesult not of pursuit of philosophy but rather of the want of it. 
I t  is the result of the death of philosophy, of the unreasoning 
and unquestioning acquiescence in the inevitable, which all 
philosophy in India condemns in unqualified and unequivocal 
language.

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

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

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

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

CHAPTER I 

T h e  N a t u r e  o f  E x i s t e n c e

The whole universe of reals has been classified by the 
Naiyayikas under two exclusive heads, viz., krtakas (products 
or perishable) and akrtakas (non-products or imperishable). The 
Vdtsiputnyas, an independent school of Buddhists, however, 
have grouped all realities under two classes, viz., kfanika 
(momentary) and aksanika (non-momentary). Whatever prin
ciple of classification be adopted, the conclusion is inevitable 
that non-eternal entities must be momentary, as they are perish
able by their very nature and constitution. Now, if a thing is 
perishable by its very nature and consitution, it will perish in the 
very next moment of its birth independently of the service of an 
external agent. If, however, it is not constitutionally perishable, 
it must be imperishable and no amount of external force, that 
may be brought to bear upon it, can make it cease to exist, as 
a thing cannot forfeit its own nature and assume that of another 

and yet continue to remain the same entity as before. And 
there is no medium between momentary and non-momentary, 
the two classes embracing the whole universe of thought and 
reality. To suppose, therefore, that a thing may be perishable 
by its nature and constitution and yet must be dependent upon 
an external agent to bring about its destruction, involves a 
necessary absurdity.
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I t  has been urged that as a thing is seen to perish in a 
determinate place and time, its destruction must be contingent 
upon an extraneous cause and so long as this destructive agent 
does not appear, it will naturally continue to exist. The hypo
thesis of spontaneous destruction is opposed to experience and 
hence unacceptable. There is no absurdity in supposing that 
a thing may be perishable by nature and yet may be dependent 
on an external cause for its destruction, quite as much as a seed, 
which, though possessed of a natural aptitude for producing a 
sprout, is seen to effectuate a sprout subject to its association 
with water, air, soil, and the like and not independently. 
Experience also shows that hard metals like copper and the like 
are liquefied, when impinged upon by the flames of fire, but 
revert to their pristine condition of hardness when the heat com
municated by fire is withdrawn. A jug continues to exist until 
it is crushed by the stroke of a club. So the dialectic of natural 
constitution— that if a thing is perishable by its nature it will 
perish by itself—should be accepted with a qualification, in 
the light of experience, viz., as subject to action by a destructive 
agent.

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

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

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

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

The whole allegation of Uddyotakara, that all uncaused enti
ties are either eternal verities or non-entities and negation being 
an uncaused fact will be eternal, has no force against the Saut- 
rdntika philosopher. The Sautrantika does not admit any eternal, 
uncaused category. The Vaibhasikas, however, allege that there 
are three eternal verities, viz ., ákáéa (space) pratisafikhyanirodha 
(dissociation of the mind from impurities effected by transcen
dental knowledge) and apratisafikhyanirodha (non-emergence 
due to absence of causes).1 But these Vaibhasikas are not 
regarded by us as the true followers of the Buddha. They are 
grouped along with the other heretical schools of thought, viz., 
the Naiyayikas and the like. The Sautrantikas, who maintain 
the doctrine of universal flux, have no place in their scheme of 
realities for an uncaused category. These so-called eternal veri
ties are ideal fictions (samvrtas), pure and simple. Uddyotakara 
in fathering this doctrine upon the Sautrántikas only betrays 
his ignorance of the Buddhist position.2

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

1 The import and nature of these  three eternal categories of the  

Vaibhasikas will be elucidated in the chapter on N irvana .

1 ' Yacooktam akárapam bhavato dvidhá nityatn asacceti, ta t  para-

•iddhántánabhijñatayá, yato nyáyavádinám  bauddhánám akáranam asadeva

  ye ca Vaibhásiká ákááádtvastu sattvena kalpayanti, te yu§matpak§a

ova nikBiptá na áákyaputrlyá iti na tanmatopanyáso n y á y á t '— Kamalaéila  

Pafljiká, p. 140, Tattvaeamgraha.
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and do not exist as objective realities, as the connotation of reality 
is causal efficiency (artha-kriyakáritva) and no causal efficiency 
is predicable of them. And if these be real entities, as you claim, 
they must be momentary existents, as causal efficiency is predi
cable only of things that are momentary. JSo other definition of 
reality except causal efficiency can be logically sound. Let us 
examine the definitions of reality as proposed by the Naiyctyikas. 
Sflttasambandha or sattásamaváya (participation or co-inherence 
in universal existence) is not a tenable definition, as samavaya 
is a form of relation and all relations are unreal. And 
even if it is allowed, universality (sammya), particularity 
(viée?a) and co-inhesion (samavaya), which do not participate 
in the universal, will have no existence. Nor is the attri
bution of a sui generis existence to each of them a clever 
hypothesis, as this means too many different types of existence. 
Moreover, these tentative definitions are confuted by the following 
dilemma : Is this sui generis existence (svarüpasattá) something
different from existence as such or not different ? In the former 
alternative, it will be non-existence and the categories concerned 
will be unreal. In  the latter, the sui generis existence will be 
unmeaning, as there is nothing to differentiate it from existence 
as such and the categories will be lumped into one. So also with 
regard to the other categories, viz., substance, attribute and 
action. If they are identical with existence as such, theie is no 
excuse of their being regarded as separate categories and if they 
are different, they will have no existence of their own. So we see 
that the very categories of the Naiyáyilca are reduced to unreal 
fictions by his own definition.1 The poor Naiyayika finds himself

1 The universal (sámánya)  cannot participate in any other universal,  

aB this will lead to infinite regression. The universal too cannot be attached  

to particularity, as in that case the particular will cease to be particular, if it  

becom es universal in any form. Co-inherence is regarded as one, invi

sible, eternal relation obtaining between the universal and the particular, 

substance and attribute, part and whole. There can be no universal relating  

to this entity, as the idea of the universal presupposes a number of concrete
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in the predicament of defining existence as one that is ‘ exis
tence,’ which amounts to a confession of failure.1

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

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

individuals sharing in it and as samavaya  is one, the question of its being 

a universal cannot arise. See K irn dava l i : vyakter abhedas tulyatvam  

sankaro ’ th a ’ navasthitih I rupahanir asambandho jatibadbakasamgrahab II 

1 Compare in this connexion the observations of Prof. Mctaggart in 

bis ‘ Nature of E x is te n o e /  Ch. I, Sec. 5,
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the like, are purely subjective facts without any objective founda
tion and as causal efficiency has been postulated as the test of an 
objective reality, it cannot have any application to these fictitious 
representations of the imagination. When we deny causal effici
ency to these ideal fictions, we deny it in the sense of their being 
objective realities. All these objections could be enforced if we 
held with Kumftrila and the Naiyayikas that illusions and dreams 
were conversant about realities.1 But according to our theory 
these experiences are purely subjective and are absolutely devoid 
of any objective reference. Causal efficiency therefore stands un
refuted as the test and definition of reality, as reality connotes 
real, substantive facts and not subjective fictions.2

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

1 Kumarila holds that even m em ory and dream experiences contain

an objective reference like perception. The contents of these  experiences 

are real, objective facts, though in dreams and illusions these  facts are 

presented under a wrong spatio-temporal relation. Nothing but an existing  

fact can become an object of experience and so the objects of dreams and 

illusions even are real facts though the spatial and temporal relations are 

perverted, c/. “ svapnadipratyaye bahyarh sarvatha nahi neByate I sarva  

tralam banam  bahyam  de^akalanyathatmakam II ” ¡Sloka-varttika,  p. 242.

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

That, which has causal efficiency in respect of anything, 
does execute that thing without fail, as for instance the full 
assemblage of causes. And this entity has past and future 
causal efficiency (and should therefore execute the past and 
future actions without fail). On the second alternative (if 
the permanent has no such efficiency of past and future agency), 
it will never do those actions, as exertion of practical efficiency 
results from power alone. The privation of past and future 
efficiency in the permanant can be specifically driven home by the 
following syllogism : W hat at any time does not do anything, 
that at that time is incapable of doing it, as for instance, a gravel 
is unable to produce a sprout. And this 4‘permanent ”  does not 
execute its past and future actions during its execution of present 
action (and consequently does not possess the power for the same).

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

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

The co-presence of subsidiaries, the Buddhist observes, is an 
idle hypothesis. If the permanent develops its causal efficiency 
on its own account and is not at all assisted by the subsidiaries, 
the latter become absolutely useless. And if the peculiar effect- 
producing efficiency, that manifests itself in the last moment, is 
identical with its past nature, nothing can prevent the production 
of the effect«1 If this nature is a different one, you cannot claim 
the previous entity as the cause. And if you suppose that the 
cause has not undergone any mutation, production becomes 
impossible, as its previous inefficiency will persist. But it may 
be contended that the permanent entity is one of the causes, 
and not the sole and sufficient cause. It is the entire collocation 
of causes (samagri) that produces the effect and not the cause 
alone, however powerful it might be. The relation between 
cause and effect is not one of mutual necessary implication 
(anyayoga-vyavaccheda) , but non-separation with one term

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

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

1 Tasm ad vyaptivat karyakaranabhavo ‘py ekatra anyayogavyavacche-  

dena, anyatra ayoga-vyabacchedena’ va boddhavyah, tathaiva laukika- 

parikaakanaih sam pratipatteh (op. cit. ,  p. 37). Vyapi i  is the invariable  

concom itance of the probans  (middle term) with the  probandum  and this  

is the very ground and conditio sine qua non  of all inference. This  

relation is stated in the  major prem iss of Aristotelian syllogism, in 

which the middle term  is invariably distributed, though not necessarily  

the  major term, which m ay be taken in its entire or partial extension  

according to circum stancee. Accordingly v yd p t i  has been spoken of as 

of two distinct types, to w it (1) sam avydp t i  in which the  two term s are 

co-extensive and (2) a sa m a v ya p t i , in which the  probandum  is of wider  

extension than  the probans.  The contention is whether the  relation of 

causality iB of necessity  one of co-extensive concom itance or may be a 

relation of unequal extension with one term  wider than, and hence in 

dependent of, the other. The BuddhiBt m aintains the  former view and 

the  Naiydyika  affirmB the latter possibility with emphasis.
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however, the permanent mutates, it ceases to be permanent. 
And this dilemma is unavoidable. Mo reliance again can be 
placed on recognition ((pratyabhijna) , on the strength of whose 
testimony the unchanged identity of the cause could be estab
lished. Recognition is an unsafe guide, as we see there is recog
nition even in the case of growing hair and nails and the like. 
Apparently therefore the relation of cause and effect is one of 
mutual necessary implication and not non-separation with one 
term lying independent, as the Naiyayika affirms. The analogy 
of vyapti is inapplicable, as vyapti is a relation between two 
concepts and not entities and as concepts are remotely related 
to reals, the relation is found to congrue with facts. But the 
cause, you posit, has a real existence as distinct from conceptual 
existence.1 An objection is sometimes raised in this connection 
that as there is no permanent entity, according to the Buddhist, 
he cannot have any experience of such, much less can he make 
it the term of a syllogistic argument. And if he has direct or 
indirect experience of such permanent entity, he cannot con
sistently deny his own experience. When he asserts that the 
‘ ‘ permanent ’ ’ cannot have causal efficiency, he admits the 
existence of the permanent and cannot deny it without contradict
ing himself. The objection is a frivolous one, but will be dwelt 
on at length in a separate section, because the Naiyayikas have 
made capital out of this.2 Suffice it to say here that the

1 ta sm a t aaksat karya-karana-bbavapeksaya ubbayatrapv anyayoga- 

vyavacchedab. vyaptau tu aaksat paramparaya karanamatrapekaaya  

karane vyapake ayogavyavacchedah karye vyapye anyayogavyavacchedah

 vikalparudharupapek§aya vpaptau dvividham  avadharanam. S B N T .,

pp. 38-39.

2 Cf. 1 The Nature of E x isten ce  : 1 “ It has been objected to this that,  

e.g.,  the  fourth angle of a triangle muBt be real, if we can predicate 

anything of it with truth. And thus any predication of unreality would  

contradict itself. B u t  thiB seem s to m e  to be mistaken. In  order to make  

any predication about anything, I  m u s t  have an idea of that thing, and 

the idea— the psychical event in m y mind— muBt be real. B u t  a real idea 

of euoh an angle does not involve the reality of the a n g le .” P . 1, fn. 2.
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permanent in our syllogism is a hypothetical entity and not an 
experiential fact. W hat we mean by the “  permanent ” is this : 
if the nature of causal efficiency, that is evinced in the subsequent 
entity, be the same with the nature of the previous entity, 
or if the inefficient nature of the previous entity be identical 
with the efficient nature of the subsequent entity, there will be 
either production or non-production of the effect always. So 
we do not go beyond our experiential data, as the efficient 
and the non-efficient momentary entities are real objective facts. 
W hat we seek to prove is that there can be no identity between 
the two entities on pain of either of the undesirable issues, viz., 
constant production or non-production.

I t  has been sufficiently proved that a self-sufficient perma
nent cause can have no need of auxiliaries, which can have no 
function. If, however, these auxiliaries are supposed really to 
assist the main cause, they can have a legitimate function and 
can become necessary. But if they assist, they will produce 
some supplementation (atiiaya) in the causal entity and the 
question naturally arises as to the nature of its relation 
to the causal entity. Is this supplementation something 
distinct or non-distinct from the thing on which it is produced ? 
If it is distinct from the causal entity, then this adventitious 
supplementation will be the cause and not the non-fluxional 
entity ; for the effect will follow, by concomitance and non
concomitance, the adventitious supplemetation.1 In this case, 
causal efficiency will be possible only in the momentary, fluxional 
entity and not the permanent, which the opponent has sought to 
prove. If the supplementation is considered to be non-distinct, 
that is to say, identical with the permanent causal entity, we 
ask whether the previous inefficient nature continues or ceases 
to exist. On the former alternative, there will be no production, 
as the previous inefficiency will operate as a bar. On the second

1 44 tasm in sati hi karyanam  utpadas tadabhavatah I anutpadat sa

evaivam  hetutvena vyavaathitah II ” T. S. Kar, p. 400.
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alternative, the previous inefficient entity has ceased and a new 
entity identical with supplementation, designated in Buddhist 
technology as Kurvadrupa (effect-producing object) comes into 
being and so the cause becomes fluxional.

The hypothesis of the permanent cause as discharging 
successive functions in association with successive subsidiaries, 
has transpired to be illusory. But there may be another alter
native, viz ., that a permanent entity exerts its several causal 
efficiencies all at once and not in succession. But this will not 
stand the following dilemma. This “ permanent/ * endued with 
tl.e power of producing all its effects simultaneously, either con
tinues to exist or does not continue after production of its effects. 
On the first alternative there will be production of all its effects 
just as much at one time as at another. On the second, the 
expectation of its permanency is as reasonable as expecting a 
seed, eaten by a mouse, to germinate.1

The Naiyayika will perhaps seek shelter under his pre
cious theory of samavaya (co-inherence)— a relation, which, 
they claim, has the miraculous efficiency of harmonising identity 
with difference. Certainly the subsidiaries produce some supple
mentation in the permanent causal entity, but the supplementa
tion, though a distinct entity, coinheres in the causal entity and 
thus becomes a part and parcel of its being. But the question 
naturally arises that if the supplementation in question is some
thing distinct, how can it have a relation with the basic entity 

without producing another supplementation. And this second 
supplementation, too, being a distinct entity, will hang loose and 
can be connected with the help of another supplementation and 
so on ad infinitum. The co-inherence theory thus transpires to 
be a dodge to take in the credulous, unenquiring fellows. But 
the never-ending series of supplementations is not the only 
difficulty in the theory of successive subsidiaries. There are

1 dvitlye sthayitvavrttya6a muBikabhakBitabijadav ankuradijanana- 

prarthanam anuharet. S D S . ,  p. 24.
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many-sided regressions in infinitum . There will be infinite 
regressions of all the factors involved in production. Thus, the 
seed, the subsidiaries, and supplementation are the three necessary 
conditions of production. We have seen that there will be a 
never-ending series of supplementations and these supplemen
tations can be produced with the help of subsidiaries. And 
these subsidiaries can be of help if they produce supplementation 
in the supplementations themselves— otherwise they will not be 
required. Thus, there will be an infinite chain of supplemen
tations afforded by the subsidiaries. So with regard to the 
basal cause and so with regard to the subsidiaries in their 
mutual relations. It is plain, therefore, that nothing can be 
explained by relations, as these relations will for ever fall apart 
and infinite regressions in each and every case will be inevitable. 
But the theory of flux is wonderfully immune from these diffi
culties—as it does not posit any relation at all. The factors 
being momentary units stand self-contained and self-sufficient.

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

Trilocana,1 the teacher of Yacaspati Mi£ra, contends that 
the whole controversy of the Buddhist turns upon a false basis. 
The permanent cause is absolutely independent of the subsidiaries 
and is not at all assisted or benefited by them. It is the effect

1 From  frequent references to, and quotations of opinions of, Trilocana 

m ade by Eatnakirti in his treatises on Mpo/m’ and ‘Ksanabhahgasiddhi ' it can  

be legitim ately inferred that Trilocana was an author of repute and he m u st  

have written either a com m entary or an independent standard work on  

N yaya  philosophy. It  is certainly a pity that all his works are lost. That 

Trilocana profoundly influenced Vacaspati Mi^ra is not open to doubt, 

as the latter has recorded hi6 debt to the former in unmistakable language.  

(Cf. Trilocana-gurunnitamarganugamanonmukhaih | yatham anam  yathavastu  

vyakhyatam idam Idriam || Tat. T-, P- 133.)
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which is so benefited being dependent upon the subsidiaries as it 
cannot come into being if the set of subsidiaries be absent. For, 
causal power (samarthya) is of two kinds : natural and adventi
tious, the latter consisting in the presence of subsidiaries. There 
is no logical difficulty, therefore, that the cause does not produce 
the effect always, as the requisite power constituted by the subsi
diaries is lacking. But this is mere shifting of the ground. How 
can the effect, which is not yet born, have any necessity for the 
subsidiaries? We could accept this view, however, if the 
effect could independently come into being. But then the 
subsidiaries and all that they connote become unavailing. If the 
effect is independent, how can the seed be the cause? And if the 
seed is the cause, why should it fail to produce the effect? Nor is 
it supposable that the effects are perverse and sometimes do not 
come into being inspite of the causes, as in that case they will 
not be the effects of those causes. But it may be contended 
that a particular entity is regarded as the effect of a cause, not 
because it happens when the cause is there, but because it 
disappears when the cause disappears. But this interpretation 
of causal relation is indefensible. Logically we can set down 
the absence of the effect to the absence of the cause, only if the 
presence of the effect is dependent upon the presence of the 
cause. Otherwise the effect will be independent of the cause 
and the disappearance of the cause will not entail the disappear
ance of the effect. So the presence of the cause must be 
invariably followed by the presence of the effect, just as much 
as the absence of it is followed by the absence of the other. 
Otherwise the so-called cause will cease to be the cause at all.1 
Nyayabhu^ana2 however, contends that the argument, that a

1 “ tadbhave'pi na  bhava^ced abhave* bhavita kutah I

tadabhavaprayukta6ca so ’bhava iti ta t  kutah II ”  S B N T .,  p. 41.

2 Nyayabhusana is the  n am e of a very old com m entary on the Nyaya-  

sara of Bhaearvajfia and it exercised a very pronounced influence on the  

later developm ent of Nyuya thought and perhapr created a sub-section of



T H E  NATURE 0 ^  EXIST E N C E 17

cause should discharge all its future functions even while it 
discharges its present function, because the future causal 
efficiency is present in it at the time, is a case of plain self- 
contradiction just like the statement— ‘ My mother is barren / 
How can the future causal efficiency function in the present ? 
If it did, it would cease to be future efficiency. Certainly causal 
efficiency for blue cannot result in the production of yellow.

The contention of Nyay&bhusana, RatnakTrti observes, is 
but a mere jugglery with words. If the permanent cause possesses 
permanent causal efficiency, why should it function at some 
future time and not in the immediate present, on the basis of 
which future efficiency is postulated ? The opponent may 
answer, * because, we see it actually functioning in the future.’ 
Yes, but as this is incompatible with its permanency, you should 
regard it as momentary. You cannot suppose that it is the 
nature of the permanent to function in the future, because such a 
supposition is logically absurd. A thing is supposed to have a 
particular nature only when there is logical necessity for such a 
supposition ; and no hypothesis, however convenient, can be 
accepted if it violates the canons of logic.1 The Buddhist

thinkers, who were called B hu san iyas .  See  Bibliography  of N y a y a  

Philosophy  by Principal G opinath Kaviraj and the  introduction to  N y a y a - 

sara by Dr. S. C. Vidyabhusana.

1 S B N T .,  pp. 41-42.

R e fer en ce s :

T. S ., sis. 350-546.

S B N T .,  pp. 20-53.

It  m ay be interesting to observe in th is  connection that Mr. Bertrand  

Russell arrives at the  sam e conclusion th at  there is no persistence in the  

world, each entity  being m om entary and the  idea of persistence is only  

an illusion due to continuity  in the series. H e  takes his cue from the  

cinematograph and avers that  not only the  c inem a-m an, but “ The real 

m an too, I believe, how ever the  police m ay swear to his identity, is really  

a serieB of m om entary m en, each different one from the  other, and bound  

together, not by a num erical identity, but by continuity  and certain  

intrinsic la-'vs. And w hat applies to m en  applies equally to tables and chairs,



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

th e  fiuni, m oon and stars. E a ch  of th e s e  is to  be regarded, not as one  

single persistent entity , but as a  series of entities, succeed ing each other  

in tim e, and lasting only for a brief period, though probably not for a mere 
mathematical in slant.** (P. 129.) The B u d d h is t  philosophers long ago anti

c ipated Mr. Bertrand Rusteell and I  am  tem pted  to believe they are more  

logical and consistent than Mr. B usse ll .  Mr. Russell seem s to suffer from a 

confusion in this respect. H is  abhorrence for th e  14 in f in ite s im a l/ '  which he  

borrows from  m o d e m  m athem atical speculations, is responsible for this  

aberration. N ow , m om ents  cannot be finite divisions of tim e, as this m eans  

that there are no m om ents at all. I f  a span of t im e consisting of m any  

smaller divisions be regarded as th e  unit, th e  sm aller div isions will have no  

m eaning. The mathematical instant, of which he speaks, is not an 

empirical fact but a logical presupposition. Nor does the  introduction of 

the  “ in f in ite s im a l"  re-open the  gates of the puzzles of Zeno. The  

B ud dh is t  philosopher does not adm it the  reality  of m otion, Motion is only  

a “  logical construction 99 or a  41 sym bolic  fiction" to quote Mr. R ussell's  own  

words. There being no perm anence anywhere in the  world, no single thing  

oan be in  two places. The th in g s  are different and distinct. That the "arrow  

in its  flight is truly a t reBt " (p. 81)-is .also the finding of the Buddhist  

philosopher, but only subject to  a proviso, viz., that the arrow is not one  

but m any arrows successive ly  appearing in the  horizon, which give rise to  

th e  illusion of a persistent'identity  owing to  continuity of similar entities.  

The B uddhist  em phasises the aspect of sim ilarity as th e  cause of the illusion  

of perm anence, which Mr. R u sse ll  om its  to em phasize . Continuity alone  

cannot be credited w ith  this capacity for producing illusion, as continuity  

of dissimilar things does not have th is effect. The syllables of a word are 

quickly uttered, but the qu ickness of succession does not stand in the way  

of their  being perceived as discrete and distinct entities. So by continuity  

we m u st  understand uninterrupted succession of sim ilar entities, which  

should be em phasised for the sake of clarity and precision. The “  intrinsic  

laws " of which Mr. R usse ll  speaks, are regarded by the  Buddhists as the  

law of causality, in the language of the  B uddhist , as the  law of relative  

origination (pra t i tyasam utpada ). The superstitions of ages which have  

clustered round the concept of cause  have been sm ashed into sm ithereens  

by th e  sledgeham m er blows of the  B uddhist  dialectic  and it has been  

formulated in a m anner which can be accepted without prejudice to facts.  

Mr. Russe ll  seem s to  play into the  hands of sceptics, when he declares
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cations, which are insurmountable, the theory of flux should be 
adopted as it is the happiest possible explanation of the world of 

reality.

the causal relation to be a mere case of probability. The failure of 

prophecy, by which he sets bo much store, does not go against the law of 

causality. I t  is due to imperfect knowledge. The nature of the causal  

relation will be explained in the third chapter of the present book and to 

ask for a logical a priori explanation will lead to scepticism  or idealism, 

as will be shown in Chapter IV. Vide. Myst ic ism  and Logic.
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CHAPTER II

L ogical  D i f f i c u l t i e s  e x p l a i n e d  

Section 1

The doctrine of flux rests on the fundamental principle that 
co-existence of two contradictory qualities is impossible in one 
and the same substratum and that this fact alone constitutes the 
ground of difference of mutually different objects. But even this 
fundamental position has been challenged. It is argued that 
there is no logical repugnance in the fact- that a thing may 
possess different attributes without prejudice to its integrity. The 
Buddhist assumes that the seed which is admittedly the cause 
of the germinating sprout, is the cause as well of the supplement
ary phenomena, viz., changed soil and the like, found in associa
tion with the sprout.1 Now, is the causal efficiency in 
respect of the subsidiaries the same efficiency which produces the

1 This would appear bo be an unusual view, bub it follows from the  

Buddhist theory of causation, which will be elucidated in the next chapter.  

B u t  I  think it to be still necessary that som ething should be said in 

advance on this knotty issue, as I  am afraid that the point m ay escape  

the  reader. To be brief, the B uddhist holds that several factors,  

the  basic cause and the subsidiaries, combine to produce a self-same  

effect. For instance, the sprout is believed to be the joint product 

of seed , soil, water and the like and each of these causal factors is 

credited w ith  independent productive efficiency for the same. If wo 

look closely we cannot fail to note that the sprout is not an isolated  

product, though perhaps the m ost remarkable and m ost expected, but 

that there are other phenomena* associated with it, to wit, the  changed
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sprout ? If the two efficiencies are identical, the soil, etc., and 
the sprout will be identical in nature. If, however, they are 
different, the self-same seed will be split up into different enti
ties, because different efficiencies, being exclusive of each other, 
are mutually contradictory and cannot inhere in the same entity 
on your own theory. Such is the case with regard to the burn
ing lamp, which consumes oil and burns the wick at the same 
time. And so also with regard to the colour-form amalgam 
(rupa), which produces an after-entity vested with colour, taste 
and smell. And these effects being different from each other, 
presuppose different causal powers, which will spilt up the 
causal integer into so many different causal entities. Moreover, 
the seed is efficient in regard to the sprout but it is inefficient 
with respect to the ass and the like ; and efficiency and ineffi
ciency, being contradictory, will divide even one and the same 
seed-entity into different entities—a contingency which even 
the Buddhist will demur to accept. So efficiency and inefficiency 
can subsist in perfect accord in the same causal entity and can
not of necessity make it different at different moments. The 
whole plea of the Buddhist that contradictory attributes cannot 
co-exist in the same substratum therefore falls to the ground and 
with it his theory of flux.

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

soil, fermented water and so on. Now, what would be th e  cause of these  

phenom ena? Certainly, the previous entities, viz . ,  the seed and the  

so-called subsidiaries, each in their individual capacities, as co-operation 

in the Bense of m utual service is denied. So the seed should be looked 

upon as the cause not only of the sprout, but also of the other pheno

m ena found together, precisely in the sam e fashion as the subsidiaries 

are believed to be the  cause of the  sprout.



22 B U D D H IS T  DOCTRINÉ OF FLU X

may connote contrariety, but not contradictory opposition. 
Contradiction is a relation which exists between two particular 
terms—where the affirmation of one necessarily implies the 
denial of the other and vice versa—they being mutually exclu
sive. Thus, the existence of a particular power is contradictorily 
opposed by the non-existence of that power and not by the exist
ence of a different power. The production of sprout is opposed 
by the non-production of sprout and not by the production of any 
other entity. Besides, perceptual evidence testifies to the identity 
of a particular entity though it might be possessed of manifold 
distinct attributes or powers. Thus, for instance a single jug is 
seen to possess two distinct attributes—substantiality (dravyatva) 
and the generic nature of a jug (ghatatva) and there is no con
tradiction between them. And even two contradictory qualities, 
e. g., efficiency and non-efficiency, can co-exist without logical 
opposition in one and the same entity, provided they relate to 
different objects. There is no repugnance in fhe fact that the 
seed is efficient in regard to the sprout and not so in respect of the 
ass. But the opposition is manifest if two contradictory qualities 
are supposed to relate to one and the same substance. Thus we 
cannot conceive by any stretch of imagination that the two con
tradictory qualities, such as efficiency and non-efficiency in 
relation to the self-same product, can co-exist without splitting 
up the identity of the thing concerned. If there is no contra
diction between such exclusive attributes, there will be no con
tradiction anywhere in the world and all distinctions will be 
nugatory.

It  has been urged by the opponent that though contradiction 
is undeniable between two mutually exclusive attributes at one 
and the same time, there is no reason why these t>wo characters 
may not be found in the same entity at different times. There 
is no contradiction in the fact that the self-same seed produces 
sprout in one place and does not do so in another place. And if 
efficiency and non-efficiency can co-exist without opposition in 
the same entity by virtue of the different place-relations, there is



no earthly reason why there should be any opposition if two 
mutually exclusive attributes should appear in the same sub
stratum if the time-factors are different. The same crystal that 
was inactive before, may become active at a subsequent moment, 
and the same seed that was lying inactive in the granary, may 
subsequently develop causal efficiency for sprout without involv
ing any logical absurdity. There is no logical inconsistency 
between permanent efficiency and inconstant production subject 
to variation of time.

The whole controversy, the Buddhist rejoins, is based upon 
an apparent misapprehension. We do not hold that difference 
of place is an antidote to opposition in contradiction, we only 
insist that there is no contradiction in such cases. Causal effi
ciency in a particular place is opposed by its absence in that 
place only and not in a different place, nor by a different sort of 
efficiency. But this analogy of difference in place cannot be 
extended to difference in time, as contradiction is a relation of 

opposition constituted by two mutually incompatible attributes 
and time and place relations have no direct bearing upon it. 
The principal factor of contradiction is mutual incompatibility 
and as permanent efficiency has been redargued by the dialectical 
necessity of constant production or nonrproduction, permanent 
efficiency and variable production have been found to be mutually 
incompatible. But as there is no incompatibility in the fact that 
the seed produces a sprout in a particular place but is inactive 
outside thai place, we cannot regard the seed per se as different 
entities. On the contrary, the unity of the seed is attested by 
strong, unmistakable perceptual experience, which must be 

accepted as absolutely authentic as there is no invalidating evi
dence, cl priori or a posteriori.1

1 n a  cai 'vam sam anakalakaryanam  de^abhede’pi dbarmibhedo  

yuktah, bhedaaadhakapramanabhavat indriyapratyaksena nirastavibbram- 

a^ankena ’bhedaprasadhanac ca. S B N T .,  p. 46.
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Section 2

C o n c o m ita n c e  of  E x i s t e n c e  w i t h  F l u x

The entire theory of flux is pivoted on the truth of the 
proposition‘whatever is existent is momentary.* And existence 
has been proved to consist, in causal efficiency alone and this 
efficiency is exercisable in succession or simultaneity. But as 
succession and simultaneity are not predicable of a permanent 
non-fluxional entity, all existents are perforce proved to be 

momentary. But what is the proof that causal efficiency is not 
competent to a permanent entity ? Because succession or non- 
succession, in which causal efficiency can be exercised, is incom
patible with it. Permanency consists in the identity of a thing 
in both previous and subsequent moments and succession or 
non-succession implies difference of identity in different moments. 
And identity and change, the connotations of permanence and 
succession on the one hand and non-succession on the other res
pectively, being contradictory in nature,-cannot co-exist in a 
permanent substratum.1' And succession or non-succession being 
the condition precedent, in Sanskrit terminology vyàpaka 
(pervader or container), the absence of the former in a non- 
momentary entity will necessarily entail the absence of the latter, 
according to the rule tha t  the exclusion of the continent implies 
the absence of the content.2

The Naiyàyika has raised a storm of controversy over the 
above position of the Buddhist. He contends that the rule—the 
exclusion of the continent implies the exclusion of the contained— 
cannot be enforced in the case of the ‘ permanent,’ which is the 
subject of the syllogism advanced by the Buddhist : “  whatever is

1 “  ta thâ  hi pürváparayor ekatve n ityatvam , ksanadvaye 'pi bhede  

kram itvam . tataáca n ityatvam  kram âkram itvam  ce 'ty abhinnatvam  bhin- 

natvam  c e ’ tyuk tam  bhavati. etayoé ca  parasparaparihârasthitilaksanatayà  

virodhab. ta t  kath am  n itye  kram âkram asam bhavah. ” S B N T .,  p. 55.

2 “ vyâpakavyâvrfctyâ vyâpyavyâvrttir  iti nyâyena vyâpaka-kramâkra- 

m avyàvrttyà ’ksanikât sattvavyàvrtteh  siddhatvàc c a ,” S D S . ,  p. 20,
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lacking in causal agency, in succession or non-succession has 
not causal efficiency, as a rabbit’s horn. The supposed ‘ perma
nent * entity has no such agency (and therefore has no causal 
efficiency).”  1 Evidently the argument is not a hypothetical 
argument of the type of reductio ad absurdum that is employed 
to enforce an undesirable contingency in the adversary’s position 
(prasanganumana), because the probans, ‘the absence of succes
sive or non-successive agency ’ is a proved fact and not assumed 
(for argument’s sake) on the affirmation of the adversary and 
lastly, it does not tend to establish the contradictory position— all 
the three conditions of prasanganumana being conspicuous by 

their absence.2 Nor can it be regarded as an independent 
argument (svatantra), as the subject (the permanent) is non
existent and a middle term unrelated to an existent subject 
(airayasiddhahetu) is not competent to prove any conclusion. 
The subject of the present syllogism is the permanent entity, 
but such a thing is a chimerical abstraction on your own theory 

and as such cannot be cognised either by perception or by 
inference, as they are cognisant of real entities alone.

I t  may be contended that even an unreal fiction can be visu
alised by imaginative intuition (kalpanajnana). But this imagina
tive intuition may be fivefold, viz., (1) generated by the power of 
perception and bringing up its rea r; (2) generated by the cognition 
of a characteristic mark ; (3) generated by a memory-impres- 
sion!; (4) cognisant of a doubtful entity ; (5) and lastly, cognisant

1 yasya kramakramikaryavisayatvam na 'sti na ta t 6aktam, yatha  

¿a^avisanam. na 'sti c a  nityabhim atasya bhavasya kramakramikaryavisa

yatvam  iti vyapakanupalambhah. S E N T ., p. 55.

2 nanu vyapakanupalambhatab sattvasya katham  svasadhyapratiban- 

dhasiddhih, asya ’py anekadosadustatvat. tatha hi na tavad ay am  pra- 

sangahetuh, Badhyadharmini pramanasiddhatvat, parabhyupagamasiddhat- 

vabhavat, viparyayaparyavasanabhavacca.— S B N T .,  p. 56. For a fuller 

account of Prasahganumana  see infra the  chapter entitled “ Prasahganu-  

m a n a ” P t .  I I .
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of an unreal fiction.1 The first two alternatives will affirm the exist
ence of the permanent and consequently a denial of the same will 
involve a necessary contradiction. The third, subject to possible 
aberrations, is not susceptible of sublation, as memory-impression 

presupposes previous experience and the latter is impossible with
out a real datum. The fourth is not a possible hypothesis, as 
neither existence nor non-existence can be categorically predicated 
of a doubtful entity. The fifth alternative, viz., pure imagina
tion giving purely imaginary data, is to be positively scouted, as 
in that case the fallacy of subject-less reason will have no raison 

i 'ê tre  as an imaginary subject will be available everywhere.2 So 
no inference is possible with a fictitious subject (minor term). 
The same argument holds good of the example also.

Moreover, it has been trotted out that there is opposition in 
contradiction between a permanent entity and caudal agency, 
successive or non-successive. But opposition can be understood 
if the terms in opposition are apprehended quite as much as heat 
and cold, eternity and conditiçnality are known to be in opposi
tion from concrete data as snow and fire and the like.8 Again, 
negation is cognisable if there is a positive substratum actually 
cognised, as, for instance, thenon-existence of a jug is cognised 
on the ground actually perceived. Perception of an actual sub
stratum is thus the necessary condition of cognition of negation. 
Furthermore, a relation, whether oppositional or otherwise, is 
understandable if the subject and predicate, the two constituent 
terms, are real, concrete facts. If the non-momentary entity 
that is sought to be denied is known by experience, denial of it 
will be a contradiction. If the non-momentary be an entitative

1 api ca tat kalpanâjüânam pratyaksaprçjihabhâvi vâ syat, liàgajanm a  

va, samskârajam vâ, sandigdhavastukam  vâ, avastukam  vâ. S B N T .,  p. 67  

et aeq.

2 antim apakse tu  na kaécid hetur anâérayah syât, vikalpamâtragiddb- 

ABya dharmii^ah sarvatra sulabhatvât. Ibid,  p. 57.

3 Ibid,  p. 61.
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fact, negation of causal agency, which is the equivalent of 

existence, will be a contradictory reason. If the subject be of a 
negative character, there will be a subjectless middle term and 
also a logical seesaw ; if it be conceived to partake of a dual 
nature (both existence and non-existence) the reason will be 
inconclusive (anaikantikamV So the whole argument intended 
to prove the contradiction of a * permanent ’ with existence is 
vitiated by a triple fallacy.1

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

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

1 Ibid,  p. 62. The logioal seesaw^ in the  second horn of the d ilem m a  

arises in this way : The non-m om entary cannot be a reality because causal  

agency in succession or non-succession is incom patible with it  and the  

latter is incompatible, because th e  non -m om en tary  is unreal.
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unreal things and, when this requisite condition is present, the 
perception in question is inevitable. So the denial of a rabbit’s 
horn and the like is not possible when there is such competency 
constituted by the necessary conditions set forth above. And 
when such fictions are negated, it simply implies that the neces
sary condition of their perception is lacking.1 Nor is inference 
competent to prove the non-existence of an absolutely unreal 
fiction, because negation is intelligible if the object of negation 
(pratiyogin) and the locus or substratum (diray a or dharmiri), 
on which the non-existence of anything is cognised, are real 
positive entities. Even illusory perception of an absolute non
entity is impossible. When the silver is perceived in the mother- 
of-pearl by illusion, the silver as such is a real entity and when 
true perception of the mother-of-pearl sublates the previous cog
nition of silver, what is sublated is the wrong spatio-temporal 
relation and not the reality of silver, which exists in another 
place and time. So the permanent non-momentary entity, the 
negation of which can prove the existence of the momentary, 
must be a real, existent fact, as nothing but a real can be negat
ed. And if it is a real entity, absolute negation of it will be a 
contradiction in terms.2 The doctrine of momentary reals, 
therefore, stands self-condemned.

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

1 du^topalambhasamagri 6a6a6rhgadiyogyata I

na tasyam  no 'palambho ’eti nasti aa’ nupalambbane II

N. K U .,  Ch. I l l ,  3.

2 vyavartyabhiivavattai *va bhavikl hi vi^eayata I 

abhavavirahatmafcvam vasfcunab pratiyogita II

N. K U .,  Ch. I l l ,  2.
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negation of the less general, which is included in the denotation 
of the former. The non-existence of the tree necessarily con
notes the non-existence of the ¿im§apa} a particular species of 
the former, on the general maxim that the exclusion of the 
continent involves the exclusion of the contained, without any 
reference whatsoever to the place where such non-existence may 
be cognised.1

And if negation be supposed to contain a necessary refer
ence to a substratum or locus, an imaginary substratum or locus 
will answer the purpose. Because the subject-predicate rela
tion is found to be used as much in connection with a real entity 
as with an imaginary fiction. Thus, for instance, such proposi
tions, as ‘ there is no sharpness in a rabbit’s horn,’ ‘ there is no 
fragrance in a sky-lotus,’ ‘ there is no stunt in a barren woman’s 
son,’ are as much allowable as the propositions, ‘ there is bovine 
nature in a cow,’ ‘ there is whiteness in the clo th / and the like.2 
Moreover, your assertion that ‘an unreal fiction cannot be a 
subject/ does not militate against our position, if you mean that 
it cannot be the subject of a real predicate. But if your impli
cation is that the unreal cannot be the subject even of an unreal 
predicate, you contradict yourself, because by denying all predi
cation respecting an unreal fiction, you yourself make it the 
subject of your denial.8 Certainly it is sheer autocracy to forbid 
others from doing what you yourself do.4 The absurdity 
of the adversary’s position will be demonstrated by the following

1 tasmad vaidharmyadrstante nesto ’vaSyam iha’ ¿rayah | 
tadabhave tu tan ne ’ti vacanad api tadgateh II T.S.P., 145.

2 Vide SBNT., p. 62, 11. 9, et  seq.

3 ‘yenai ’va hi vacanena 'vastuno dharm itvam  ni^iddham tenai 'va 

vacanena 'vaBtuno dharmitvabhavena dharmena dharm itvam  abhyupa- 

gatam .— SBNT., p. 63. The em ended reading in the  foot-note has been  

further em ended as above.

4 parastu pratisidhyata iti vyaktam idam I6varacestitam. Ib id ,

p. 63.
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dilemma: When you aver that the unreal cannot be the
subject of a syllogistic argument, do you deny the character of 
subject of this unreal, or any other or of nothing at all ? On 
the first alternative, the character of subject is not denied of the 
unreal, because the absence of subjecthood (dharmitvabhava) is 
predicated of it. On the second alternative, nothing is predicated 
of the unreal, as the subject of predication is quite different 
from it. The third alternative is devoid of meaning, as the 
predicate i absence of subjecthood ’ is not related to any subject at 
all. So the denial of subjecthood of an unreality is impossible 
in any circumstance.1 The very statement that * the unreal 
Cannot be the subject of a predicate ’ presupposes the subject
hood of the unreal, otherwise the whole statement will be un
meaning. If you want to avoid the contradiction of making the 
subject of an unreality, you will be perforce reduced to silence. 
An unenviable position for sooth ! If he keeps silent, he cannot 
prove his thesis; and if he chooses to speak, he contradicts 
himself. Perhaps the Naiyayika will rejoin: ‘ Silence is the
proper course for a logically minded person when an unreal topic 
is broached.* Certainly this is cleverness par excellence. 
After discoursing to the best of his ability on the nature of the 
unreal, he now seeks to back out by a subterfuge seeing 
defeat inevitable. Certainly discourse on an unreality is not
prohibited by a royal mandate. It is established, therefore, that 
a syllogism, having the non-monentary, whether an unreality or 
doubtful reality, as the minor term and absence of succession and 
simultaneity as the middle term and non-existence as the major 

term, is a perfectly logical syllogism, as all the objections 
against it have been proved to be devoid of sense and substance.2

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

1 Ibid, pp. 63*64. Cf. tasmad anupakhye vipakse hetor vyati- 

rekanivrttau va vyatireke va Bahrdayanam mukatai ’vo ’ cita. Tab. Ti, 

p. 173.

* Ibid, pp, 63-64.
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(2) one that is objectively unreal, for instance, pure unqualified 
negation; and (3) one partaking of a dual character, as for 
instance, mere non-perception.1 That an objectively real 
attribute cannot be predicated of an unreal subject is perfectly 
reasonable. But to maintain that even the second and the 
third category of predicables are not predicable of an unreal 
subject is an evident piece of contradiction. So the charge of 
the fallacy of subjectless reason (ášrayásiddhahetu) falls to the 
ground. The charge could be substantiated if the non-momen- 
tary subject could not be apprehended, as an unknown entity 
is not amenable to any predication. But the very fact of its 
denial shows that it is not absolutely unknown. The unreal, 
therefore, is cognisable quite as much as the real, though the 
nature and process of understanding is necessarily different 
in each case. Perceptual and inferential cognition and deter
minative reflection arising in the trail of perception are directly 
or indirectly caused by the generative power of an objective 
reality. But an unreal, imaginary datum has no such generative 
power and is conjured up by pure imaginative intuition. Cer
tainly negation is no concrete reality, with a distinctive shape 
and form, that can be envisaged. But it is a concept which has 
a pragmatic value and this pragmatic value can be possessed 
even by a purely subjective concept, visualised by pure imagina
tion.2 Accordingly our thinking principle must be credited 
with this faculty of pure intuition, independent of the influence 
of an extra-mental reality, otherwise these purely subjective 
ideas will be left unaccounted for. And even the most staunch

1 “ trividho hi dharmo dr^tab, kaécid vastüniyato  níládib; kaécid 

avastuniyato yathá sarvopákhyávirahah; kaécid ubhayasádhárano yathá  

anupalabdhim átram ." Ibid,  p. 64.

2 “ aákaafc páramparyena vaBtusámarthyabhávini hi vastu-prafcífcih, 

yathá pratyaksam anum ánam  pratyaksaprs^habhávl ca vikalpab> avastunas  

tu Bámarthyábhávád vikalpamátram eva pratltih, na hy abhávab kaécid  

vigrahaván yah Báksátkartavyo *pi tu vyavahartavyah. ea ca vyavabáro  

yikalpád api sidhyaty e v a /*  Ibid,  p. 65*
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realist caninot avoid using these purely subjective concepts, as 
all predication about them, affirmative or negative, necessarily 
presupposes their existence. And as they cannot have an 
objective existence, they must be accepted as subjective facts 
or pure ideas. So there is no logical or psychological difficulty 
in accepting the non-momentary, permanent entity as a usable 
concept, though it is avowedly a pure idea and not an objective 
reality. The demand of the Naiyayika and other realists that all 
our ideas are derived from experience of external objective data is 
extravagant and leads to self-contradiction. So the non-momen
tary is a possible datum and, hence, the accusation of a 'subject- 
less reason’ falls to the ground. It has been urged that if an 
imaginary concept can become the subject of a predication, 
then the fallacy of subjectless reason will be an unreal myth, 
as an imaginary subject will be always and everywhere available. 
But the apprehension is baseless. The fallacies of reasons in 
relation to an unreal subject and a dubious subject (áérayásiddlna 
and sandigdháéraya hetu) occur, when a real predicable is 
predicated of an unreal and a doubtful subject respectively. 
The imaginary subject remains a doubtful real before the reason 
is applied and is accounted as unreal when the reason is driven 
home.1 There is no room for the aforesaid fallacies, however, 
as the probans (hetu), the probandum (sadhya) and the subject 
(dharmin) are all imaginary concepts alike. The homologues 
(dr§tdnta), space, a rabbit’s horn and the like are equally 
imaginary concepts. All the objections of the Naiyayika could 
hold good if either the subject or the predicate were real. 
So the charge of the fallacy of subjectless reason cannot be 
brought home when the subject and the predicate are both 
unreal fictions and even the most rabid realist cannot deny 
to the mind, on pain of self-contradiction, the faculty of

1 vikalpas càyam  hetüpanyaeät pürvam sandigdhavastukah, samar- 

thite tu hetäv avastuka iti brümahA Ibid,  p. 66.
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pure imaginative intuition visualising even an unreal, airy 
nothing.1

The plea of Udayana that the object (pratiyogin) of 
negation must be a real, objective fact, attested by experience, 
has been found to be a hollow assertion. His second plea that 
negation can be perceived in a real substratum, actually ex
perienced, remains to be examined.2

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

1 “ tad evam  avastudharm apeksaya 'vaatuno dharm itvasya vikalpa-  

m atrena pratiteS c a ’pahnotum  a^akyatvan na 'yam  a£rayasiddho h e tu b ."  

Ibid,  p. 66.

2 Vide  N . K U . ,  Ch. I l l ,  2.

I t  m uat be stated  here, to avoid m isunderstanding, tha t  the  

view oriticised by Ratnaklrbi is not, historically speaking, the  v iew  of 
U d ayana but that of Trilocana, probably the teacher of Vaoaspati Mifira. 

Ratnakirti has criticised Nyayabhu^a^a, Sankara, probably the sa m e  as  

SaAkarasvamin the  Naiyayika, quoted in the  Tattvasahgraha and theNy&ya- 
manjari, Trilocana and Vacaspati Mi6ra, but not Udayana. H ad  Ratnakirti  

lived after U dayana, he could not but have criticised him. W e shall  

not, therefore, be wrong if we place Ratnakirti before Udayana. M M .  

H ara Prasad Sastri th inks Ratnakirti to be a younger contemporary  

of Vacaspati Mi6ra, which is very probable. B u t  the  date of Vaoaspati  

cannot be 898 Saka era, as that learned antiquarian holds, since that  will 

m ake him  a contemporary of Udayana, who wrote his Lakaanavall in th e  

Saka year 905. So we should think it to be in Sam vat and this will rem ove  

Vacaspati from U dayana by 142 years, and Ratnakirti being his junior  

contemporary will be separated from Udayana by alm ost a century. This  

tallies w ith the tradition current among the Pandits that Udayana gave th e  

last blow to the Buddhists, and we do not hear m uch of any B uddhist  

philosopher after the  ten th  century. W e have represented, in the  present 

work, this view as of Udayana on the ground that the  view of Udayana  

very cogently represents Trilocana’s view s and that it is regarded, in the  

circle of orthodox Pandits at any rate, as the original view of Udayana.
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such as the surface of ground on which non-existence of 
the tree and the like is actually perceived. But the objection 
of the Naiyayiha, the Buddhist observes, is altogether 
baseless. Non-existence is not a concrete reality, which can 
be envisaged on its own account. The cognition of the non
existence of the tree is nothing but the cognition of a particular 
ground-surface out of relation to the tree, and such is the case 
with regard to other negations as well. In the case of 
succession and non-succession, again, the non-momentary subject, 
bodied forth by an imaginative intuition, is the substratum, which, 
being cognised alone without relation to succession and non-suc
cession, is interpreted as the cognition of the latter’s non-exist
ence. And the cognition of the non-momentary without relation to 
causal efficiency is the cognition of the negation of the latter. 
The non-momentary subject is the product of pure imaginative 
intuition which is, however, projected outside and visualised as 
real by a process of intellection called adhyavasaya (imaginative 
intuition). And this adhyavasaya consists in an impulsive 
movement of the miud, generated by the force of the immediately 
preceding cognition, towards an object though not actually 
cognised. And RatnakJrti assures us that he has established 
and fully explained the nature and function of this adhyavasaya 
in his work, entitled ‘ Citradvaitasiddhi.’ 1 So there is no 
logical bar to the apprehension of the negation of succession and 
non-succession, as the substratum in the form of the non- 
momentary is present there, on which its negation can be 
perceived. And this condition of the perception of non-existence 
is satisfied as much by an unreal subjective concept as by a real 
objective fact.2

1 ‘ adhyavagayapeksaya cabahye 'ksanike ’vasfcuoi vyapakabhavad  

vyapyabhavasiddhivyavaharah. adhyava'iiiyas ca samanantarapratyayaba- 

layatakaraviSesayogad agrhlte ’pi pravarfcanaSaktir b)ddhavyuh. Jdr6a6 c a ’ 

dhyavasayartho ’scnaccitradvaitasiddhau nirvahitah. S B N T .,  p. 71.

2 ayan ca nyayo yatha vastubhute dhanuini tatha ’vastubhute ’pi 

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

In  the first alternative, there is no difficulty, as the idea of 
succession and non-succession and of causal efficiency is derived 

from real data, of which the necessary relation is cognised. The 
second alternative is also satisfied, as the idea of the non- 
momentary is the instrument of establishing the momentary 
nature of reals. The third alternative is not lacking either, as 
the non-momentary subject is a real, subjective concept, in 
relation to which the absence of succession and non-succession 
and, consequently, of causal efficiency is predicated. The non- 
momentary, though non-existent as an external objective fact, is 
yet existent as a real, subjective concept. And so the real 
foundation is not lacking since reality may be either subjective 

or objective.2

1 nanv etad avastudharm i no 'payogi, vaatvadhiethanatvat prama-  

pavyavasthaya iti ceb.— Ibid ,  p. 73, 1. 4. The text, however, presents a 

different reading, which is hopelessly  m eaningless  and can by no stretch of 

im agination be m ade to fit in  w ith  th e  context. W e  have, accordingly, 

em ended the  text as above.

2 Vide  S B N T .,  p. 73, 11. 4-17.

The term  ‘ non-m om entary ' (ak$anika) m ay have a twofold m eaning,  

according as the negation is understood either  as absolute (prasajya- 
pratisedha), or relative (paryuddsa). In  the  first Bense, it will m ean  * non

existence of the m om entary;' in the  second Bense, it will m ean ‘ a positive  

entity  different from the m om entary .'  The latter  sense is accepted here 

and so the  ‘ non-m om entary ' is a real d a tu m  as a concept, though not as 

an objective iaet.
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The accusation of triple fallacy is baseless, since the non- 
momentary as 1 the subject, ’ * absence of succession and simul
taneity / as the probans, and the probandum, * non-existence *— 
all the members of the syllogism, are conceptual facts. The 
fallacies would have arisen if the terms of the syllogism were 
real objective facts. The argument proving non-existence in 
the present case stands altogether in a different category from the 
argument which seeks to establish ‘ existence.’ Because the 
terms of the latter are all objectively real facts and not pure 
concepts as in the former and so all the threefold fallacies crop 
up.1

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

1 It is an established logical conclusion  that 1 existence * per ae 

cannot be proved by inference. An argum ent is possible if there is an 

existent fact. W e can prove any other circum stance of a thing except its 

existence, which must be accepted as the irreducible datum  of inference. 

If th e  very existence of the subject, the minor term in a syllogism , is 

doubted, all inference will come to a standstill. Proof m eans the  

application of a middle term , but no middle term  is com petent to prove 

th e  existence of a doubtful subject. Thus, if the middle term is a positive  

fact, it will be ‘ unproven in respect of the subject ;* in other words, it will 

be a subjectless reason (dsTaydsiddhahetu); if it be negative, it will be a 

contradictory reason, proving the contradictory of existence, which is the  

pro b a n d um ; if it be of dual nature (positive and negative in one), it wili be 

inconclusive, proving neither ex istence  nor non-existence. This has been 

sum m ed up in the verse: “  asiddho bhavadharma^ ced vyabhiciiry ubhayas- 

rayab I dharmo viruddho 'bhavas ca sa Batta sadhyate katham  II ”

This verse is an oft-quoted one, found in the Paujikd  of Kamala^ila, 

the Nyayamai ljar i,  the Parlh8dinukhalaghu8uiravTtti of Anantaviryya and 

other books. The verse however is not quoted by Ratnakirti, bub obviously  

alluded to here, op. cit . , p. 74, 11. 14-21. (See N. M .f p. 128., P .M  L .S .V .,  

p. 2 8 ;  T .S .P . ,  pp. 412-13.)
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Because, in that case, you cannot deny the existence of a barren 
woman’s son, as such unreal fictions are never known through 
experience, and such expressions as * there is no beauty in a 
barren woman’s son ’ will be an anathema to you.

The last objection, that contradictory opposition being a 
relation between two terms will become itself fictitious if one of 
the terms be unreal, will not hold water. If opposition is 
conceived to be an independent entity standing with one foot on 
each term, it would certainly become fictitious if either of the 
terms was unreal. But we, Buddhists, do not hold opposition to 
be an independent entity, connecting the terms from outside—so 
that with one term vanishing the relation might vanish. 1 
Contradictory opposition in our view is nothing but the mutual 
exclusion of two contradictory terms, as that of existence and 
non-existence, and this opposition is absolutely real Certainly 
existence and non-existence do not overlap each other. The 
opposition between permanence and succession or non-succession 
is equally a real opposition. Permanence connotes uniformity and 
non-change in different times, and succession or non-succession 
implies change of nature at different moments. And change and 
non-change, being mutually exclusive, are contradictorily opposed, 
and this opposition is as much real as that of existence versus 
non-existence. But it may be urged that you, Buddhist, do 
not admit the existence of opposition independent of. and exter
nal to the ‘ opposites ; ’ and as one of the opposites, at any rate, 
•viz., the non-momentary, is an unreal fiction, how can the oppo
sition in question be real ? Yes, the Buddhist does not believe 
that a third factor, viz., opposition, is necessary to make two 
terms opposite to each other. Opposition is nothing apart and 
distinct from the terms in opposition. Any two particular 
terms are said to be in opposition, because the existence of one

1 ‘ na hi virodho nam a v as tv ant ar am kincid ubhayakotidattapadam  

sambandhabhidhanam ieyate 'smabhir upapadyate va, yenai 'kasamban- 

dhino vastutvabhave aparamarthikati syafc. Op. c i t .9 p. 75.
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implies the non-existence of the other. So, opposition is nothing 
but the mutually exclusive nature of the terms in themselves. 
And if they are not by nature exclusive of each other, the rela
tion of opposition lying outside or alongside of them cannot 
make them opposed.

So the Naiyayika does not gain anything by positing the 
oppositional relation as an independent entity. On the contrary 
he introduces confusion. Because relations, external to and 
independent of the relata, are not intelligible. The Buddhist 
does not admit any relation external to the terms. If there is 
any relation it is internally inherent in the terms themselves. 
I t  would be logically more correct to say that ‘ the terms are 
opposed * than saying - there is opposition between the two/ if 
by opposition be understood something aloof and distinct from 
the constituent terms.1

1 “ nanu nityatvakram ayaugapadyavattvafi ca viruddhe vidhuya na 

'paro virodho nam a. ka9ya vaslavabvatn iti ced, na hi dharmantarasya  

gambhavena virodhaeya paramfirfcbikatvam brumab, kintu viruddhayor  

dharm ayob fladbbave. anyath& virodhanamadharmantnrasadbhave 'pi yadi 

n a  viruddh&u dbarm au kva paramarthikavirodhasadbhavah ? viruddbau ca 

dharmau, tavatai *va ta ttv iko  virodhavyavaharah, kim apare^a pratijfia- 

m atraeiddhena virodhanamna vas tv  ant arena? *’ Op. cit . ,  p .  76.



CHAPTER I II

O b j e c t io n s  from  t h e  P oint  o f  V i e w  o f  Ca u sa t io n  e x p l a i n e d

Santaraksita has quoted the view of an author, whom 
Kamalailla describes as Bhadanta Yogasena, apparently a 
Buddhist of the Hinayana school, who attacks the theory of flux 
on the ground of its failure to explain causation. The gravamen 
of his attack lies in the charge that even the momentary entity 
cannot produce the expected effect either in succession or in 
non-succession exactly like the non-momentary, as in either 
case the function of the subsidiaries remains unintelligible. The 

theory of flux holds that all existents are momentary, existing 
only for the moment and disappearing in the next moment, in 
which an exact facsimile of the previous entity crops up This 
process of duplication and re-duplication goes on for any length 
of time and this is the reason why entities are prima facie 
looked upon as continuous. In reality, however, there have 
been many entities, one similar to the other, and this similarity 
in appearance is mistaken for their unchanged identity. This 
is so far an intelligible position. The real difficulty, however, 
crops up when a dissimilar entity emerges, as, for instance, 
when the seed-series disappears and a different series in the 
shape of the sprout springs into being. Now, it is held that 
the cause of the sprout is not the same or similar seed-series, 
that was lying inactive in the granary, but a different entity, 
endued with a distinct causal efficiency (kurvadrupa) , that leaps 
into being when the full complement of subsidiaries, to wit, soil, 
water, air and the rest, are associated with the basic cause, viz., 
the seed. Plainly, it is unquestionable that the seed develops 
its peculiar causal efficiency for the sprout not in its independent 
capacity, but only when it is acted upon by the subsidiary condi
tions. And these subsidiaries can be required only if they can
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assist the basal cause, for assistance means the production of a 
supplementation on the basal cause, viz., the seed. But the basal 
cause and the subsidiaries, being alike momentary, can only 
exist side by side like the two horns on a cow’s head, and mutual 
assistance between them is impossible. Besides, each entity 
is independent of the other, beiDg produced by its own proper 
cause, and cannot and does not stand in need of the assistance that 
may be afforded by foreign auxiliaries in order to come into being. 
So the peculiar sprout-producing entity will be produced by the 
power of its own cause and the subsidiaries will be totally useless. 
But, then, the question arises, if the momentary subsidiaries are 
powerless to produce any effect on the causal entity, which is 
equally a momentary and indivisible unit, and if the main cause 
be credited with a spontaneous, innate efficiency for the sprout, 
why does not the seed produce the sprout always ? There 
can be no necessity for the subsidiaries, which are as powerless 
and ineffectual with regard to the momentary entity as they 
have been proved by the upholder of flux in respect of the perma
nent cause. So the momentary also cannot exercise its causal 
efficiency, either in succession or in simultaneity, and there 
being no conceivable occasion for diversity, we shall have the 
same seed-series and not the dissimilar sprout.1

So far with regard to causation. The flux theory equally fails 
to account for destructive opposition. Destruction is regarded to 

be spontaneous, as an entity being perishable by its natural 
constitution cannot stand in need of a foreign destructive agent. 
But spontaneous destruction is equally unintelligible as 
spontaneous production. Now, take the example of the jug, which, 
as the flux-theorist holds, perishes spontaneously in the second 
moment of its birth. But we ask, why should the jug produce

1 kram ena yugapac ce 'ti yafcas te ’rbhakriyakrtah | 

na bhavanti tatas tesam  vyarthafr ksanikatáárayah [| 

sahakarikrbaá cai ’vam yada na ’tiáayah kvacit | 

parvada nirvióe§ai 'va tadá santatir isyate  II T. S .,  SI. 431-33.
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its facsimiles and not potsherds which are also regarded to be 
the effect of it ? W hy is it that the club is required to occasion 
a different entitative series (visadréasantána)? Certainly, the club 
cannot produce any effect, adverse or otherwise, on the indivisible, 
momentary jug. The same difficulty is confronted with regard 
to darkness. If darkness be a positive entity and goes on 
producing distinct replicas of itself every moment, why should it 
cease to exist when the light comes in? Certainly, light cannot 
be regarded to cause the destruction of darkness, as destruction 
is spontaneous and is uncaused so far as a foreign agent is 
concerned. And if you hold that it is the nature of darkness, as 
of other things, to come to a dead extinction, why does it not do 
so always, but does so only when light comes in ? Perhaps, it 
will be said, ‘ Well, darkness perishes every second moment, it is 
the series of duplicates that continues, which, in its turn, becomes 
defunct when another distinct series comes to take its place.’ 
But this is nothing but prevarication. The point at issue is, 
why is it that the same or similar series does not continue, if it 
be the nature of an entity to produce its duplicates ? Or, if it be 
its nature to cease to exist, why does it not do so always? Why 
should it go on producing duplicates in some cases and should 
cease to do so in other cases ? Why should there be in your 
terminology santánabheda (diversity of series) at all ? Certainly, 
the nature of things cannot be freakish, and if causation and 
destruction be freaks of chance, which the theory of spontaneous 
production and spontaneous destruction, the two corollaries of 
the doctrine of flux, make them out to be, then the whole 
phenomenal order will be condemned to confusion. The doctrine 
of flux, therefore, only leads to negation of all philosophy.1

1 Vide Tattvasangraha  and the Pañjikd,  verses 428-34. A lm ost similar  

objections have been recorded by Ratnaklrti in his ‘ Ksanabl iahgasiddhi ;* 

but it is a pity that the  author does not quote  th e  na m e  or nam es of th e  

adversaries whose opinion he criticises so elaborately. W e, however, do not  

refrain from reproducing those  argum ents even at the  risk of repetition of 

m uch that has been said above, because we feel that the logical cogency of
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Further, causal efficiency has been proved to be in
compatible with a permanent entity. But it is no more 
compatible with a momentary entity either, as dependence or 
independence, unity or multiplicity, which are the4characteristics 
of all existents and the necessary conditions of exercise of causal 
efficiency, cannot be predicated of it (a momentary entity). 
Now, a particular seed, when planted in a well-irrigated soil, 
nourished by a supply of free air and other conditions, is said to 
develop sprout-producing efficiency by its independent natural 
constitution. But why is it that some particular seed 
should come to have this differentiating factor, viz., sprout- 
producing efficiency, and not others, though they are to all 
intents and purposes absolutely similar in nature, being produced 
in the same field and harvested and garnered in precisely the 
same fashion?1 And this supplementation is certainly no tin

Ratnaklrti’s writings will go a long way in placing the views of the opponent 

in a olear light. In  faot, this is the  m ost  damaging objection that has been 

advanced against the theory of universal flux and we shall have to judge  

how far the  B uddh ist  philosopher has been successful in rebutting it. To 

the  credit of the  latter it m ust  be stated that he has neither shirked nor 

burked the disousBion. H e  has boldly faced the opposition and has perhaps 

given  the  only possible answer. As Ratnaklrti observes in the  closing part 

of the  discussion, the opponent’s arguments will only serve to prove 

that causation is an impossible and inexplicable phenom enon, as both the  

m om entary and the non-m om entary have been a lternately  shown by both  

the  parties to be inconsistent with causation. In  fact, causation is a 

phenom enon which is difficult to explain and Nágárjuna and Sankara have  

proved that causation is only an appearance, as it is not amenable to any 

logical explanation. B u t  the theory of flux is wonderfully im m une from 

m any of the objections of th e  idealist and is thus the  m ost approximate  

logical explanation of the reality of the  phenomenal world. So no school of 

idealism can afford to leave out of account the doctrine of Universal Flux,  

because the lim itations of this theory are the least of all, and idealism  

can be established on a secure foundation if the theory ()f flux be shown to 

be an impossible or unsatisfactory explanation of experience and reality.

1 nanv ekatra ksetre nispattilavanádipürvakam ñniya ekatra kuáule 

ksiptáni sarvány eva bíjáni sádbáranarüpány eva pratlyante, tat kutaBtyo 

'yarn ekabíjaBambhavI viáeso na ’nyesám  iti. S B N T .,  pp. 49-60.
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evidence in any of the seed-entities before its association with 
the subsidiaries and comes into play when that particular associa
tion takes place. But this adventitious supplementation cannot 
be attributed to the influence of the subsidiaries, as the Buddhist 
insists that causal efficiency is innate and inherent in an entity. 
I t  may be observed that the seed develops this peculiar efficiency 
of its own initiative, subject, however, to the co-presence of 
subsidiaries. But, in whatever way it may be explained, it 
is undeniable that causal efficiency, though inherent in its 
constitution, is not in evidence when the subsidiaries are absent. 
The conclusion is, therefore., irresistible that the seed and the 
subsidiaries, being ineffective in isolation and effective when 
combined, are dependent on each other for the production of the 
sprout or for the sprout-producing efficiency. So it cannot be 
maintained that a momentary entity is the sole cause of 
production independently of the subsidiaries. But dependence 
also is not any more intelligible in the case of momentary 
entities, as there can be no reciprocity of services between two 
simultaneous point-events. So the first condition of causal 
efficiency, viz , dependence or independence, is not predicable 
of the momentary.

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

So a momentary entity cannot be either singular or multiple, 
and thus the second necessary condition of existence is Jacking. 
I t  may be put forward.that though the ancillary conditions do 
not assist the main cause, they are still necessary as they are 
seen to function together and the effect is found to follow them 
both in concomitance and non-concomitance. So the dialectic 
of dependence or independence does not arise. But this can be 
said with equal force with regard to the permanent cause, which 
may stand in need of subsidiaries, though they are absolutely 
ineffective, and thus the permanent will execute its functions 
in succession subject to the association of successive subsidiaries. 
So the middle term in the syllogism, viz., ‘existence,’ 
proving the fluxional nature of all entities, is inconclusive as 
its absence in the contradictory is doubtful, the absence of 
succession and non-succession from the non-momentary being 
an unpreved assumption.1

1 yadi raanyetá 'nupakáraká api bhavanti sahakárino ’peksaníyás ca, 

kárye^á ’nuvihitabhavabhavatváfc sakakaranác ca, nanv anena kramei^á
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Now, in reply to the objection that interdependence is not 
intelligible in respect of a momentary entity, Batnaklrti observes 
that inter-dependence is intelligible in three possible ways. 
Firstly, it may mean that a supplementation is produced on the 
main cause by the action of the subsidiaries and vice versa. 
Secondly, it may denote that the cause enters unaltered as a 
catalytic agent into combination with the subsidiaries and 
produces the effect. Thirdly, that the cause and the subsidiaries 
together produce the effect in their independent, unaided capa
cities without reciprocal help. The first and second alternatives 
are out of the question, as a momentary entity is an indivisible 
unit and as such impervious to any influence, friendly or hostile ; 
and catalysis is inconceivable when all existents are consti
tutionally momentary and so cannot remain the same even for 
two consecutive moments. So interdependence is intelligible 
only in the third sense that the subsidiaries and the main cause 

combine to produce a self-same set of efficient factors without 
mutual assistance or benefit, as assistance is not conceivable 
between two simultaneous facts existing side by side like the

’ksaniko 'pi bhüvo 'nupakârakân api sabakàrinah kram avatkâryenâ *nu- 

krtânvayavyatirekân apeksisyate, karisyate ca kramavatsabakârivaéah kra- 

m e ça  kâryânï 'ti vyfipakânupalabdher asiddheh sandigdhavyatirekam anai- 

kântikam  sattvam  ksanikatvasiddhâv iti. S N B T .,  pp. 48-49.

The syllogism  proving the m om entariness of all ex istents í b  as 

follows : —

‘yat sat tat ksaçikam , yathà ghatah , santaé cà 'ml vivâdâspadibbütâh  

padârtbüh*— ‘whatever is existent is m om entary, as, for instance, the jug ; 

and the things under dispute are existen t ; (therefore they are m o m en ta ry ) .1 

As existence is identical with causal efficiency and as succession and non- 

succession, the necessary conditions of causal efficiency being exercised,  

have been proved to be incompatible with a non-momenbary entity , the  

m om entary is alone proved to be really ex istent. Bub the opponent 

shows that succession and non-succession are not necessarily in

com patible with the non-m om entary. So the  middle term  ‘existence* 

is inconclusive, its non-concom itance with the  non-m om entary (the  

contradictory of the m omentary) being doubtful.
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two horns on a cow’s head.1 But it may be urged that if the 
seed develops its particular generative power in its independent 
unaided capacity irrespective of the service of the subsidiaries, 
then, why is it that it does not produce the sprout when the 
subsidiaries are absent? The answer is, that the particularly 

efficient seed-moment was not in existence at the time when 
the subsidiaries were absent. If it had been in existence, it 
could not have failed to produce the particular effect in question. 
The opponent may urge, ‘ Well, it is an unwarranted assumption 
that a particular seed develops a particular causal 
efficiency in its independent capacity and not others, when 
they are all alike to all intents and purposes.’ But this objection 
is wide of the mark. Though to all outward appearance, so far 
as form and colour may go, they may be looked upon as abso
lutely similar, there is no possible means of divining that their 
invisible inner constitution persists to be the same or similar. 
It  is quite supposable that things may have a quite similar 
structure and appearance and yet they may differ in their inner 
powers. In  every act of production, it is admitted on all hands 
that two sets of causal factors are in operation, viz., the seen 
and the unseen. Certainly, the entire collocation of all these 
seen and unseen powers is not cognisable by one short of 
omniscience.2 And even in the theory of permanent cause, the 
development of the particular effect-producing efficiency is not 
any more explicable. You will have to infer its existence from 
the effect produced by it. So the momentary real is supposed 
to develop a particular causal efficiency on the evidence of the 
effect produced. And for the emergence of this efficiency the 
service of the subsidiaries is useless. If causal efficiency is not

1 eam asam ayaksanayoh savyetaragovisanayor ivo ’pakaryopakaraka- 

bhavayogat. S B  NT., p. 47.

2  k a r a n a m  k h a l u  s a r v a t r a  k a r y e  d v i v i d h a m ,  d r s t a m  adr^fcaih  c a  

s a r v a a t i k a p r a B i d d h a m  e t a t .  t a t a h  p r a f c y a k s a p a r o k ^ a s a h a k a r i p r a t y a y a s a k a l -  

y a i n  a s a r v a v i d a  p r a t y a k § a t o  n a  B a k y a m  p r a t i p a t t u m .  Op. cit . ,  p. 50.
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developed of its own inherent constitutional force, an external 
agent cannot induce this supplementation, as the natural consti
tution of things cannot be changed. And the supplementation 
will fall apart, if it does not enter into the inner constitution of 
the thing itself. Nor can it be supposed to enter into the 
essence of a thing, as the dialectic of distinction and identity 
will prove the hollowness of such supposition. So inter-depend
ence in the sense of interaction is an unfounded myth ; but if 
combination without interaction be meant by it, it is possible.

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

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

Now, co-operation (sahakaritva) can be understood in two 

possible senses, viz., ( i )  combination of several independent 
factors to produce a self-same effect ; (2) interaction or mutual 
assistance. Now, things being fluxional, there can be no
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co-operation in the second sense and so we have to fall back 
upon the first alternative. The several factors of production, 
as for instance, the seed, water, soil and the like, when asso
ciated together for the first time, can have no action upon one 
another, as they have all come into being under the influence 
of their proper causes and stand side by side independently of 
one another like the two horns on a cow’s head. But though 
devoid of interaction they are not, in spite of their structural 
or morphological similarity, the same or similar entities as 
before, but are altogether distinct entities vested with different 
causal efficiencies. So instead of producing their replicas, as 
they were doing before, they produce in the second moment 
distinct entities, each endowed with sprout-producing efficiency, 
which in the third moment give rise to the grand effect, as, for 
instance, the sprout. So there is no interaction at any one of 
the stages. But if the seed-continuum is looked upon as one 
identical entity, the idea of interaction becomes intelligible. 

In this case, the peculiar effect-producing entities, which appear 
in the second moment and which culminate in the production 
of the grand effect in the third moment, can be supposed to 
have been effected by interaction between the subsidiaries and 
the main cause, as it is undeniable that the second set of effi
cient factors do derive their peculiar efficiency from their 
immediate predecessors. But as the continuum (santdna) is 
only an ideal abstraction, the interaction cannot be regarded as 
real in any sense. But the makeshift of santdna does duty for 
the permanent entity of the Naiyayika and is yet free from the 
difficulties of the dialectic of relations. The assistance of subsi
diaries was requisitioned to account for the novel efficiency, 
which distinguishes the sprout-produciug seed from its compeers. 
But in the Buddhist theory of causation the sprout-producing 
seed derives its peculiar causal efficiency not from any external 
auxiliaries, but from its own cause, which is responsible for its 
being. Such is exactly the case with the subsidiaries also. 
Each of them is endued with the same kind of efficiency as th$
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seed and this efficiency they derive severally from their own 
causes. But though each is thus possessed of the causal effi
ciency requisite for the production of the ultimate effect, none 
of them can be supposed to be redundant, as every one of them 
has been generated by its own proper efficient cause. Nor can 
they be supposed to function in isolation, as there is no cause, 
operating to rend them asunder at the time of their association 
and no such occasion arises in the succeeding moment also, as, 
being momentary, they will have disappeared in the next moment 
of their own initiative. It  may be urged that this associa
tion of several co-efficient causal factors involves an unnecessary 
waste of energy when there is no plurality of self-same effects, 
and the result is only a single self-identical product, for which 
the service of any one of them would be enough. But the 
Buddhist replies that this charge could be brought forward if 
the causal factors were intelligent entities, possessed of the 
power of prevision and independent choice and action. If there 
is waste of energy the fault is entirely due to the blindness of 
Nature.1 We may be permitted to observe in this connection 
that modern science has discovered numerous instances of blind 
waste of natural forces and scientists have complained of the 
prodigality of Nature. The Buddhist theory of causation, there
fore, cannot be shaken on the ground of redundancy or waste of 
energy when the whole course of Nature is found to pay scant 
courtesy to considerations of economy and is not afraid of being 
prodigal.

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

1 pratyekam samarthu hetavah pratyekam  karyaiii janayeyuh,

kimity ekam  aneke kurvanti ? atra 'py am lsam  karanani prastavyani........

vayam  til yathadrstasya vastusvabhavaeya vaktaro na pary army ogam

arham ah yatrai ’kam eva sam artham  tatra ’pareaam ka upayoga

iti cet, satyam , na te  preksapurvakarino yad evam  vimrsyo 'dasate ekam  

karyamBparaomad utpadyata iti. N. K., p. 74,
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otherwise ? Certainly this is unaccountable unless the subsidi
aries can produce an effect on the main cause, but this can be 
possible only if the causal entity is non-momentary.

But the objection, the Buddhist observes, is a specious one. 
You cannot cavil at the nature of things, as you cannot pretend 
to be aware of all the secrets of nature. Things have powers 
that cannot be fully gauged ; and if some unwonted and unexpect
ed energy is evinced by a thing in some particular circumstan
ces, it does not lie in us to question its logical propriety. We 
have to record the evidence and shape our theories pursuant to 
such evidence. Besides, the hypothesis of the permanent cause is 
not in the least free from the objections levelled against the 
theory of flux. I t  is open to the question why should the seed 
develop its sprout-producing efficiency, even when acted upon by 
the subsidiaries ? If you say, * because it is found to develop 
that particular efficiency and no other,* well, the same answer 
is possible in the case of the fluxional entity also. Questioning 
is allowable only up to a certain limit, but it is out of place 
when the ultimate nature of things is involved. You cannot 
question fire .why it should burn and the sun why it should 
shine. So you canpot question why should the seed suddenly 
develop a causal energy for the sprout and not any other, or 
why should it not continue to produce its duplicates as it was 
doing previous to its combination with the subsidiaries, 
because such questions are unanswerable in any hypothesis.1

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

1 niyatacmfcyaSakfclni vastunl 'ha pratiksaaam I 

bhavanti na 'nuyojyani dahane dahaSaktivat II

T. S . .  Si. 438.
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diverse entitative series, certainly we do not deny that it has a 
cause. The destruction of the jug caused by the stroke of a 
club does not connote that non-being of the jug takes place some
where ; it means that it is succeeded by another entitative series 
of an opposite character. And, certainly, destruction, in the 
latter sense, viz., the emergence of an opposite entitative series, 
has a definite, assignable cause in the shape of the club and 
other circumstances, produced in their turn by the inherent 
causal power of the previous entity.1

As regards opposition, it should be made explicit that there 
is no such thing as opposition as an objective fact. In reality, 
however, supersession of one entity by another is logically 
untenable, as the inherent nature of a thing is unalterable.2

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

1 santanocchedarupas tu vinaSo yo na  hetum an I

tasya ’nte ’pi na bhavo 'sti tatha janm a tu varyate II

vilaksanakalapader utpadas tu sahetukah I

so ’ py adau jayate nai ’va tada hetor asambhavat II

T. S . : Sis. 440-41.

 ̂ na tu vastuDam paramarthatah kascid badhyabadhakabhavo *sti, 

Ifttah sarvatmana nispatteh. svabhavanyatbatvasya kartum a6akyatvat.

T. S. P .,  p. 157.
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to remove the cold, but becomes itself incapacitated. The 
second moment of fire, however, renders the succeeding moment 
of cold inefficient, and in the third moment, fire supplants the 
cold-series, it having disappeared owing to loss of efficiency it 
has undergone in the presence of fire. So if there is opposition, 
it is possible in the third moment, if the operation is the earliest 
and quickest possible. So opposition is nothing but the occasion
ing of diminution of causal energy in one series of entities by 
another series. 1

That such is the essential character of opposition has been 
enunciated by Dharmakïrti in his Nyâyabindu in the following 
words : “ Opposition is understood when one series of entities is 
found, in spite of the fact that the entire collocation of its causes 
is present intact, to disappear when another series of entities 
supervenes/* 2 Sântaraksita cautions us that opposition in the 
sense of one being sublated by another should not be confounded 
as a factual occurrence obtaining in the objective order of things. 
I t  is an ideal construction and is subjectively arrived at. And 
that this is the case is plainly deducible from the expression 
‘ opposition is understood/ Thus, the so-called relation of 
opposition, being nothing but an aspect of causality, is predicable 
only of the series (santâna) and not of the individual momènts. 
And as this series is only a mental construction3 and has no

1 tasm àd yo yasya nivartakah sa fcam yadi param trtiye ksane nivar- 

tayati, prathame ksane sannipatan asamarthàvasthânnyogyo bhavati ; 

dvitlyc viraddham asamartham karoti ; trtiye tv asamarthe nivrttc taddeaam

fikrumati................. tato ’yam  paralnârthato na ksanayor virodhah, api tu

bahünàm ksanânâm. N. B . T., pp. 72-73.

2 Avikalakâranasya bhavato 'nyabhâve 'bhâvâd virodhagatih.

N. B . ,  p. 113 ( B .I .  ).

Cf. li Classes or series of particulars, collected together on account

of som e property which makes it convenient to be able to speak of them  as

wholes, are what I  call logical constructions or symbolic  fictions.  The'

particulars are to be conceived, not on the analogy of bricks in a building,

but rather on the analogy of notes in a Bymphony. The ultim ate consti

tuents of a symphony (apart from relations) are the notes, each of which
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existence outside the individual moments, which are in their turn 
absolutely unrelated and independent facts, the fact of opposition 
is only an idea and not an objective fa c t .1

Dharmottara in his Nyâyabindutïkâ joins issue with those 
who hold that opposition is an unreal, ideal construction. It is 
probable that he meant Sântaraksita, who certainly preceded him 
in time, though he does not choose to mention his adversary 
by name. Dharrnottara’s taciturnity in regard to names is 
notorious, as he does not even mention Vinïtadeva, Sântabhadra 
and Kumârila, whose opinions he obviously criticises in his 
commentary, as has been pointed out by the author of the 
sub-commentary. So his silence in this respect does not prove 
anything. Be that as it may, it is indisputable that he attacks 
that sort of view, which has been propounded by Sântaraksita 
and Kamala^Ila. Dharmottara argues that if opposition is 
regarded as unreal, then, one should, to be consistent, regard 
causation also as unreal. That opposition is not found as a fact 
but is only understood after an entity has disappeared is no 
argument for its ideality or unreality, inasmuch as causation also 
is not perceived as an objective fact but is only understood as an 
idea after an entity is seen to have been produced. And if 
causation is accounted to be real on the ground that the cause 
actually precedes the effect, the same logic holds good of 
opposition also, as the actual presence of fire causes privation of 
causal energy in the cold.2

lasts only for a very short tim e. We m ay collect together all the notes  

played by one instrum ent : these m ay be regarded as the analogues of the  

successive  particulars which com m onsense would regard as successive  

states  of one ‘ t h in g /  B u t  the ' thiDg' ought to be regarded as no more  

1 real * or ‘ substantial * than, for exam ple, the rôle of the tro m b o n e /'  

Vide M yst ic ism  and Logic , Constituents of Matter, pp. 129-130. (The 

italics are mine.)

1 b à d h y a b à d h a k a b h â v a s  tu v a B t u n o  n a i  ' v a  t à t t v i k a h  | 

v i d y a t e  t a t a  e v o  ’k t a r h  v i r o d h a g a t i r  i t y  api II

T. S .,  SI. 443.
2  Vide N . B .  T., pp. 73-74.



CHAPTER IV

A Crit ic a l  E s t im a t e  of  t h e  S a u t r a n t ik a  

T h eo ry  o f  Ca u s a t io n

Prom the elaborate exposition of the theory of causation 
with its confused tangle of criticism and counter-criticism, that 
has been reproduced in the previous chapter, one cannot resist 
the impression that the Sautrantika has failed, in spite of his 
logical acumen and wealth of dialectic, to carry conviction. The 
fact of the matter is that causation is as unintelligible in the 
theory of flux as in the theory of the permanent cause. Nagar- 
juna and Sankara have elaborately proved by their irrefragable 
dialectics that causation is an inexplicable phenomenon, whether 
the theory of satkaryavada (production of a potentially existing 
effect) or of asatkáry avada (production of a previously non
existent effect) is adopted. The Sautrantika is an adherent of 
the latter theory and when questioned why the sesame seed should 
produce oil and not any other substance, though they are all 
equally non-existent in the causal entity, he only says in reply 
that there can be no questioning with regard to the ultimate 
laws of nature, which are unthinkable and beyond the scope of 
philosophy. They are to be accepted as facts without question.1 
There is no means of divining the inner powers of things by 
intuition ; they can be known only when the particular effects are 
seen to be produced. There is an unknown law which regulates 
the powers of things and the determinate effects that are seen to 
issue from particular causes are determined by this unknown 
law. But it has been urged that determination connotes the idea 
of delimitation, and when the other limit, viz., the effects, is

1 niyatácintyaáaktTni vastan! 'ha pratikBanam | 

bhavanti na 'nuyojyani dabane dáhaáaktivat II

T. S .,  SI. 438.
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absent, how can you speak of determination? It  is understand
able if the effects are existent in some form or other, otherwise 
it is only a word without a meaning.1 The Buddhist allows the 
justice of the objection that the word ‘determination’ is inappli
cable in the absence of the other limit, viz., the effect. But the 
position he seeks to establish simply amounts to this : that the 
causal entity, the unique fact, which is seen to be invariably 
attended by another entity, styled the effect, is undeniable as a 
real substantive fact, though the particular expressions usually 
employed to characterise it may fail to convey a correct idea of 
its real nature.2 Words are but convenient symbols, employed 
according to the taste and purpose of a speaker and are by no 
means to be regarded as integral parts of things-in-themselves. 
So the objection with regard to an expression does not touch 
the essential nature of things. However objectionable and 
defective may be the language one may use to interpret the 
causal relation, the existence of the two entities, one follow
ing closely in the heels of another, is unquestionable.8 All 
existents being momentary, they can have neither a past nor a 
future history and their momentary existence is interpreted as 
origination by a necessary fiction of the understanding.4

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

1 avadhlnatn anispatter niyatas te  na ¿aktayph I 

satbve tu niyamaa tasatn yuktah savadliiko nanu II

Ibid,  61. 29.

2 nai ’vam tesam  aniapattya m a' hhuc chabdas tatha param I 

sarvopudhiviviktasya vasturupasya na ksatih ||

Ibid,  61., 30.

na nam a rupam vaatunam vikalpa vacakag ca  te- I 

vi^vakalpah pravarttante yathabkyasam  abhedini II

Op. cit. ,  61. 131.

4 vastunam  purvaparakofciSunyanam ksa^iamatra- I

vasthayl svabhava evo ’fcpada ity ucyafce II

Op. cit . ,  p. 33.
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destitute of all continuity. I t  is, however, by a fiction of the 
understanding supposed to be non-existent in the past, as it is 
only seen to emerge closely on the heels of another entity. But 
in reality neither existence nor non-existence can be predicated 
of it, as a non-existent can never be existent or vice versa. The 
idea of one thing being the cause and another being the effect 
is also an intellectual fiction— a mere form of understanding 
called into being by the necessity of interpreting the relation of 
two events, which however has nothing to do with the objective 
order of reals. W hat happens in reality is that one entity 
follows closely after another.1 And this is endorsed by an ipse 
dixit of the Buddha, “ 0  thou Mahámati (take it) that all these 
phenomena have no origination, as neither existent nor non
existent can be produced.” 2

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

1 utpádo vastubhávas tu so ’sata na sata ta th á  I 

sam badhyate kalpikayá kevalam  tva  'sata dhiyá II 

yad idam  vastuno rupam ekánantaram  Iksyate I 

prág asín ne ’ti tad bijam prágbhüte tvi dam  ssfci na II

T. S ., Sis. 32 and 33.

3 anutpanná M ahám ate sarvadharmáh sadasator anutpannatváfc.

T. S . P . ,  p. 32.
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he denies in the same breath the reality of all relations. But if 
the relations are ideal constructions and not integral parts of the 
order of objective reality, what remains of the objective order of 
reals ? A universe of reals, each unique and momentary, having 
no relations among them to link them together into one system 
of reality, but marching onward to eternity, seems to be little 
short of a chaos. Does this order of reality give any metaphysi
cal satisfaction ? W hat is this world minus its inter-relation ? 
If one is false, the other cannot be true. And if it be true, 
what does this truth really signify ? The Sautrantika may re
join that this philosophy is the most perfect possible explanation 
of the objective world and is absolutely immune from the logical 
difficulties, which are the besetting sins of other realistic philo

sophies. But the justice and validity of this claim have been 
disputed by Nagarjuna and Sankara, who have shown in unmis
takable language that causation is the hidden rock on which the 
barque of realism has suffered shipwreck.

The problem of pre-existence of the effect is not the only 
logical difficulty in the theory of causation, propounded by the 
Sautrantika, but the precise office and function of the subsidi
aries also present an insuperable difficulty. The Naiyayika and 
the Sautrantika, or for the matter of that all realistic schools 
of thought, are unanimous that no single cause can produce 
an effect, but an entire collocation of all the conditions— 
the full complement of the subsidiaries and the main, basal 
cause.1 But do the subsidiaries really assist the main cause 
or not ? If they do not assist, they will not be necessary, as they 
will have no function in the causal operation. But the idea of 
assistance is not any more intelligible. Assistance means the 
production of supplementation. But if the cause be a momen
tary unit, how can it be the receiver of this supplementation, as 
it will disappear in the next moment along with the subsidiaries

1 na  kificid ekam ekasm at Bam agryab aarvasambhavah (Djgnaga ?) 

T. S. P., p. 156.
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and so supplementation can neither be produced nor received ? 
And the permanent cause also will equally fail to receive this 
supplementation as supplementation can be of real service to 
the permanent, provided there is a relation between the two 
and if this relation is external to the cause, it will not relate. 
And if this adventitious supplementation is regarded to be identi
fied with the main cause (which is, however, impossible, as two 
distinct entities of contradictory nature can never be identified), 
the cause will forfeit its permanency and become fluxional. 
But this is an inconceivable position, as a thing cannot be sup
posed to take leave of its essential character and assume that of 
another without stultifying itself. The argument that the causal 
entity develops its peculiar causal efficiency in question in com
bination with the subsidiaries, though the subsidiaries are 
without any action on the same, is an argument of despair and 
fails to give logical satisfaction. If the cause develops its effi
ciency of its own inherent, constitutional force, why does it not 
do bo when the subsidiaries are absent ? The subsidiaries are cer
tainly ineffective with regard to the causal energy that is evolved by 
the main cause of its own inherent force. To say that such is the 
nature of things, which has to be presumed on the evidence of 
the result produced, is certainly no answer. It totally fails to 
carry conviction. To cite the failure of the rival theory is no 
proof of its correctness. The weakness of one cannot be con
strued, by any manner of quibbling, as the strength of the 
other.

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



CHAPTER Y

O b j e c t io n s  on  P s y c h o l o g ic a l  a n d  M e t a p h y s ic a l  G r o u n d s

d i s c u s s e d

The Realist's Objections

Kumarila contends that if ah entities are impermanent and 
momentary, the relation of action and its result, causality, 
memory and the like will become unintelligible and unaccount
able. Thus, the conscious moment, which discharges a merito
rious or unmeritorious action, does not continue to reap the fruits 
of its action and the moment, which enjoys the fruit, was not 
responsible for the action which necessitated the production of 
the result. Thus there being no common agent of these neces
sarily subjective phenomena, the two absurd issues, viz., the 
loss of earned merit (krtanaia) and the enjoyment of unearned 
deserts (akftagama) become unavoidable in the theory of flux. 
But this is an absurd position and runs counter to universal 
experience and scriptural evidence as well. Certainly it is 
unthinkable that X would reap the fruits, favourable or 
unfavourable, of actions that were done by Y. Scriptural 
authority also debars such supposition in the following 
sentence : ‘ who else will enjoy the fruits of an action done 
by another? 1

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

1 tatha  hi yenai'va  krtam ¿ubhadikam tenai'va  tatphalam  bhujyata  

iti loke pratitam . N a hi D evadattena krte karmani ¿ubhadike Yajna- 

dattas tatphalam  istam  anistan c o ’pabhunkta iti prasiddham. n a ’pi ¿astr£, 

ya >10 'ktam, “  anenai’va krtam karma k o’nyah pratyanubhavisyati " 'ti. 

T. S. P . ,  p. 166.
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leaves no room for voluntary activity. When everything is 
momentary and a man’s span of conscious life is confined to the 
present moment, there can be no self or ego-principle, which 
can function as the active agent. All activity is inspired by a 
desire for some end, which the agent seeks to attain. But this 
desire and volitional urge cannot arise at all, as the conscious 
agent is persuaded of its utter doom in the very next moment 
and as such cannot be supposed to put forth exertion for an end, 
which will be enjoyed by another. No intelligent being can be 
expected to engage himself in any active endeavour, the result 
of which will not be his, but will accrue to another person. All 
activity, therefore, meritorious or otherwise, will be impossible 
and the law of retribution, of which the Buddhist is so loud in 
his protestations, will be an unfounded myth.

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

To sum up : if the effect is supposed to be produced from 
a cause that has become defunct, the effect will be destitute of 
a cause, as a defunct entity is a pure non-entity. And if it be 
conceived to be originated by a living cause, the cause must be 
conceded to exist for more than one moment. So the Buddhist 
is placed between the two horns of a dilemma. If he admits 
the former alternative, he cannot explain causation ; if the 
latter alternative is accepted, he gives up his position— the doc
trine of universal flux.
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The difficulty of causation is not the only difficulty in the 
theory of flux. This theory equally fails to explain perception. 
If all objects are momentary, they cannot be amenable to sense- 
perception. Perception requires that there should be a contact 
of the sense-organ with the object ,* but the object disappears as 
soon as the contact takes place and so cannot be cognised, as 
cognition can arise only in the second moment, but by that time 
there is no object to be cognised. Thus perceptual cognition is 
rendered impossible and as a consequence causal relation is 
reduced to an indeterminable phenomenon. Because, causal 
relation is determined by the joint processes of observation and 
non-observation of sequence. Thus, when a particular pheno
menon is observed to be invariably followed by another pheno
menon and with the disappearance of the former the latter also 
is observed to disappear, the impression is borne in upon us 
that the two phenomena are causally related. But observation 
has been ruled out as an impossibility, and non-observation is 
nothing but a case of observation, in which the locus alone is 
cognised as unrelated to the object which rested on it.

I t  has been proved that causation and its cognition become 
absolutely unaccountable in the theory of flux owing to diffi
culties lying in the very nature of the objective reality. But 
there are equally insurmountable difficulties from the subjective 
side also. Even granting that the object is amenable to per

ception, there is no constant subject who can connect the two 
successive events in causal relation. This relationing pre
supposes that there must be one subject who knows the two 
events successively. But there is no such subject, as all things 
including ego consciousness, are believed to be momentary. 
The cognising subject varies with the cognitions and so rela
tioning of two events, which is the pre-condition of the know
ledge of causality, will be impossible.

Again, recognition as a psychical fact becomes equally 
unintelligible, because recognition means the cognition by 
one individual of the identity of two facts happening at
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different times and thus the continuous identity of the subject 
and the object is the necessary condition of recognition. 
But as there is no continuity either in the subject or in the 
object, recognition as a psychical fact becomes an impossibility 
in the Buddhist’s scheme of philosophy. The Buddhist, however, 
contends that recognition does not presuppose the permanent 
identity of an object, as recognition takes place if there is 
close similarity between the objects concerned as in the 
case of flames,, growing hair and nails. But this contention 
is perfectly unavailing so far as Buddhist metaphysics is 
concerned. Granted that the continuity of the object is not 
necessary for recognition, how can you dispense with the 
continuity of the subject ? When both the subject and the object 
are momentary, how can there be any recognition at all ? Be
sides, how can you account for the rise of desire in a man for the
taste of a fruit when he sees only the colour of it ? Certainly 
he does not experience the taste when he sees it from a distance. 
I t  is possible if the man remembers that taste and colour were 
found to be associated in his previous experience. But this 
presupposes the functioning of memory and memory presupposes 
identity of the subject of the two cognitions, which the 
Buddhist chooses to deny. Moreover, bondage (bandha) 
and liberation (moksa) become unintelligible fictions if this
theory is adhered to ; because the moment that is in the
shackles of pain and passion, totally disappears in the 
second moment and the moment that will be emancipated, 
will be quite another. And there can be no legitimate aspira
tion or endeavour for attaining emancipation, as the spirit in 
bondage will eo ipso die out in the second moment and so eman
cipation will have no meaning as the subject is simply not. 
Bondage and release can bear an intelligible sense if they relate 
to an identical self and to say that one is in bondage and 
another is released is simply to talk nonsense. Bondage and 
emancipation, whether physical or spiritual, have the same 
connotation and are intelligible if they connote the successive
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states of a self-identical individual. By precisely the same 
logic, memory, determination, teleological plan and purposive 
activity, search for a thing lost or put in a forgotten place and 
such other phenomena, which necessarily presuppose the 
relationing of two experiences by a self-identical subject, will 
become absolutely impossible of explanation in the theory of 
flux. Obviously, therefore, a system of philosophy, which fails 
to render an intelligent account of the major part of our life 
and experience, must be a bankrupt one, and the sooner one 
withholds one’s allegiance from such a philosophy, the better are 
the chances of one’s realization of life’s purpose and meaning.1

The Buddhist Position

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

1 T. S. and Paiijika, Sis. 476-500.
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itself will be an idle abstraction. “  There is action and there 
is the result, but no agent is found who throws over ohe complex 
and adopts another. I t  is nothing but a conventional formula 
symbolically expressed in the following terms : ‘ one being, 
another is, on the emergence of one, another emerges into 
being.’ ” 1

But Srldhara in his Nyayakandall contends that without a 
permanent substratum such as the self, the different cognitions 
emerging successively one after another cannot give rise to the 
idea of unity of consciousness. Because the cognitions being 
discrete and self-contained units can have no nexus between 
and so will fall apart. The hypothesis of a causal relation cannot 
explain away the unity of conscious life, as the causal relation 
itself is cognisable only if there is an underlying unitary prin
ciple cognising the different cognitions happening at different 
times. And though cognitions are self-conscious in the Buddhist 
theory, and as such may be supposed to cognise their own 
character as cause or effect, as the case may be, this character 
being a part and parcel of their constitution, still the causal 
relationship cannot be apprehended, as the idea of relation is 
possible only if the relata themselves are cognised in one sweep. 
But cognitions being self-contained and self-regarding in refer
ence and as such absolutely out of relation with one another, 
there can be no cognition of a relation and consequently no 
determinative conception of the same (adhyavasaya) , which 
follows only in the wake of a previous perceptual cognition.2

1 asti karma, asti karmaphalam, kârakas tu  nopalabhyate ya  im àn  

skandhân âksipati, anyàmé ca skandhân upâdatte, anyatra dharmasaúketáfc. 

tatrâyam  dharm asaùketo yadutâ ’sm in  sa t î ’dam  bhavati, asyotpâdàd  

idam utpadyata iti.  T. S. P . ,  p. 173.

2 pürvottaradhiyau Bvamâtraniyate kutaa tasyâh kâranam aham, asyâà 

câ 'smi kâryam iti pratlyctâm, parasparavàrtànabhijüatvàt. tâbhyâm  

agrbîtaih kuLo ’dhyavasyati, tasyâ ’nubhavànusaritvàt. N. K ., pp. 71-73.
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Ratnakirti in answer to a criticism of this nature observes 
in the Ksanabhangasiddhi that a subsequent cognition, when 
generated by a previous cognition, is not a simple entity, but 
emerges into being as impregnated with the impression of 
the previous cognition and so the concomitance of the two 
factors of causality-in-presence is easily apprehended in the 
form ‘ one thing happening another happens/ And there is 
no difficulty in the cognition of this concomitance in absence 
also. Thus, while a cognition cognising the ground-surface 
without a jug.on it is followed by the subsequent cognition as 
its effect, the latter emerges along with an impression of the 
previous non-cognition of the jug and because the impression 
is there, there is no such thing as the loss of the previous 
cognition as it is present in the form of a memory-impression 
in the being of the subsequent cognition and for this no 
permanent underlying principle need be postulated. The 
cognitions are certainly self-contained and discrete, but by virtue 
of the causal relationship the subsequent cognition comes into 
being instinct with the memory-impression of the former cogni
tion as its legacy. Moreover, if a single cognition is held to be 
incapable of referring to the previous and subsequent cognitions, 
how can there be a cognition of this sequence even if there are 
two distinct cognitions, as these are not mutually related in any 
wise. The supposition of a permanent substratum, holding the 
two cognitions in its fold, cannot explain this phenomenon 
either, unless and until it is supposed to cognise the two cogni
tions happening at different times by one simple cognition. So 
here too one cognition has to be postulated and, if so, you cannot 
legitimately object to the subsequent cognition cognising both 
itself and the previous cognitions existing in the form of an im
pression, which you too will have to admit. The only difference 
is this that you postulate a separate self apart from these facts of 
cognitions; but as cognitions arc self-intuitive and can thus fully 
account for relational thoughts, the assumption of a unifying 
permanent self is uncoiled for. The supposition, moreover,
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introduces logical complications in the shape of relations of the 
self with the discrete cognitions, and these relations, as we have 
proved before, are nothing but unwarranted makeshifts, running 
counter to all logical canons. The Buddhist's theory, however, is 
immune from these logical difficulties. The assumption of a 
permanent self as a distinct category, therefore, is not only 
redundant but logically absurd.1

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

1 ekuvasayasamanantarajatam anya-

vijnfinam anvayavimar^am upadadhati I 

evam  tad-ekaviralianubhavodbhavanya- 

vyavrfctidhlh * prathayati vyatirekabuddhim II 

evam  sati grhitanusandhayaka cva ’yam  vikalpah, upadanopadcyabhutakra- 

mipratyaksadvayagrhitanusandhanat.

“ yadi namai ’kam adhyaksam Da purvaparavifctimafc I 

adhyaksadvayasadbhave prakparavcdanarh katham  II ” iti.

S B  NT., p. 32,

* The reading * vyavrt tadhlh  ’ has been emended by me as 

‘ v y d v r i t l d h j h . '
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causal substance in the effect.1 But Santaraksita points out 
that Uddyotakara’s position is absolutely untenable and is based 
on unwarranted assumptions. Now, Uddyotakara assumes that 
there is both a continuity and a change and this involves a con
tradiction in terms. If the soil, water and components of the 
seed-substance and the like do not suffer any change in their 
constitution, the sprout and the seed will be identical, as no case 
for distinction can be made out. And if they are distinct, they 
must be invested with distinctive characters. Change means 
difference of nature and this caunot be reconciled with identity. 
Uddyotakara’s contention lays the axe at the very root of the 
conception of causality. If distinction of the cause and the 
effect is to be explained, you must say that there is no continuity. 
You cannot argue by halves.2

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

1 yatho 'ktam Uddyotakarena, tatra 'pi ye bljiivayavas te  purva* 

vyuhaparityagena vyubantaram apadyantc, vyuhantarapattau ca prthivi- 

dhatur abdhatuna saragrhlfcam antarena tejasa pacyamano rasadravyarh 

nirvarttayati. sa rasah purvavayavasabito 'nkuradibbavam apadyata iti. 

tat katharh tatra suk§mo 'pi namso 'sti’ty ucyate. T .S .P . ,  p. 174.

2 yadi prthivyadaya uttaraamin sannive^e varttamana aparityakta- 

praktanasvabhava eva varttante, tada na tesam  pGrvavyubatyago vyuhanta-

rapattiS c o ’papadyate, tadatm yat, purvavat.................. atba bbedo 'ngikri-

yate  'nkuradlnam, tada n iyam ena praktanasvabhavaparityage sati kBitya- 

dlnam  purvavyuhatyago vyuhantarapattiS ca ’nglkartavys, anyatha bheda 

eva na syad. T .S .P . ,  p. 174, ad, T. S .,  Sis. 507-508.
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I t  does not assuredly continue up to the second moment that the 
effect is produced, being momentary. And if it is supposed to 
continue, it will be perfectly useless as the effect is already 
produced and the continuing cause will be of no further consequence 
to it. Certainly the continuing cause cannot be supposed to origi
nate the effect, as the effect has already come into existence and 
origination means the coming into existence of one that was 
non-existent. If an existent fact can again be brought into 
existence, there will be 110 end of the process. Now the vicious 
infinite will not be the only issue; there will be no means of 
distinguishing a cause from an effect, as previous non-existence, 
which is the characteristic of the effect, can no longer be pressed. 
I 11 our view of causation, however, no such contingency arises. 
An effect comes into being in the second moment under the 
generative efficiency of the cause which exists in the previous 
moment unimpaired and intact. If the effect was supposed to 
be produced in the third moment, the objection of defunct 
cause could be advanced; but this is not admitted by us. Nor 
does the contingency of the cause synchronising with the effect 
arise in our position, which could arise if the effect were 
supposed to be produced in the first moment and if we admitted 
a co-existent cause (sahabhu hetu) like the Vaibhasikas. But 
we do not hold any such position, which is logically absurd.1 
Kumarila only commits the blunder of the Vaibhasikas by 
making the cause and the effect synchronous. But synchronism

1 Vide T. S ., 6ls. 509-514. Cf. tatha hi yadi trtiyadiau ksanesu karyam  

bhavatl 'ty abhyupetam bhavet, yatha Vaibhasikair angikrtam “ eko ’tifcah 

prayacchati” ’ti, tada vinastiat karauat karyofcpado ’ngikrtah ayat. na ca 

’yam  pak§o ’sm akam , ayuktyupetatvat. Yaugapadyaprasango ’pi kadacid 

bhavet, yr.di prathama eva ksane kSryam isyate, yatha'tair eva Vaibha- 

sikaih sahabhur hctur i§yate, tac  cai ’tad ayuktam. T. S. P .,  p . 175.

For a detailed exposition of the nature of 'sahabhu l ic tu,* see Sys icm s  

of Buddhis t ic  Thought  by Yamakami Sogen, p. 310, and A .K ., I I . ,  49-50.
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and co-existence of the cause and the effect involve a contradic
tion in terms. If the cause is non-existent what could produce 
the effect ? If the effect is co-existent with the cause, what will 
the causal efficiency avail ? 1

I t  has, however, been urged that the relation of cause and 
effect is one of subject and object, of agent and product, like 
that of the potter and the pot and so there is no contradiction in 
the cause being synchronous with the effect. But this is an 
unwarranted assumption and only seeks to obfuscate a plain 
situation. Neither experience nor logic gives us a warrant to 
suppose that the cause seizes hold of the effect after the fashion 
of a pair of pincers and then operates upon i t ; or that the 
effect comes into being with the cause lovingly caught up in 
its tight embrace.2 There is again no logical necessity for 
postulating the existence of a causal operation as something 
distinct and apart from the causal entity. If the exercise of 
causal operation, on which Kumarila lays so much emphasis, 
is supposed to connote the existence of something distinct from 
the causal entity, then we must emphatically declare that the 
whole world of reality, material and spiritual alike,* though 
subject to the relentless operation of the law of causation, is 
absolutely inert and passive and inoperative. The cause and 
the effect are equally passive entities in this sense. There is 
nothing except a succession of moments, one moment following 
closely upon another moment with a clock-like regularity with
out the slightest exchange of services. When one moment

1 asatah prag asam arthyat samarfchye karya9ambhavut I 

karyakaranayoh spastaih yaugapadyam  virudhyate II

T. S .,  SI. 515.

2 na hi ta t  karyam  atmTyarii sam daiiisene ’va karanain I 

grhltva janayaty  etad yaugapadyaiii yafco bhavet II

na 'pi gad ham sam alingya prakrtirii jay ate phalam I 

kam l ’va duyitam  yena sakrdbhavas tayor bhavet II

T. S .,  Sis. 51G-I7.
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follows another moment, the previous entity is 9poken of as 
generating the subsequent entity and the two entities are 
respectively called the cause and the effect. There is no such 
thing as functioning of one thing into the other and when we 
speak of one thing as producing another thing, we mean nothing 
more than their pure succession. Our expressions cannot be 
held to represent the real state of things. Language does not 
conform to the rigorous nature of truth ; on the contrary, it 
follows the guidance of convention which is traceable ultimately 
to nothing but the speaker’s habitual predilection for a particular 
mode of speech.1

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

1 niyamad atmahetutthat prathamakBanabhavinah I 

yad yato 'nantaram jatam dvitiyaksanaBannidhih II 

ta t taj janayati 'ty ahur avyapare 'pi vastuni I
vivakBamatrasambhutasanketaiiuvidhayinah ||

T .S .,  61s. 518-19.

Cf.  janayati 'ty upalaksanam, tattad  aSrityo ’tpadyata ity api vijneyam .

T. S. P . ,  sub voce.
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itself, its very existence can be construed as its operation.1 In 
fact, the Buddhist is an advocate of the dynamic constitution 
of things and he seriously maintains that there is no reality 
which is static and stationary. Everything in his view is in 
perpetual motion and there is no rest and no cry for halt. 
W hat he objects to is the affirmation of a causal energy as 
distinct from the causal entity originally inert and passive. 
The thing moving cannot be abstracted from motion— the two 
are one indivisible whole and the idea of abstract motion is but 
an intellectual fiction. I t  may, however, be urged that if there 
is no causal functioning, then how could the idea of depend
ence be explained ? The effect is said to depend upon the cause 
for its origination and the cause is regarded as conditioning the 
effect. Quite so ; but this dependence is nothing but the invari
able sequence of the cause and the effect. The fact that an 
effect invariably follows the cause is construed into a relation of 
dependence ; but this is only our interpretation of this invariable 
sequence and is no argument for its objective existence.2

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

1 janmatiriktakalena vyaparena 'tra k im  phalam  I 

sattai 'va vyaprtis tasyam  sa tyam  karyodayo yatah ||

T. S .,  SI. 520.
Cf. also a Buddhavacana,

tatre ’darn uktam  Bhagavata ,

'ksanikah sarvasamskara asthiranam kutah kriya I 

bhutir yai 'sam kriya sai ’va karakam sai 'va co 'oyate ||

Quoted in the T .S .P .

(The reading ‘y e s a m ’ is obviously a misprint or a scribe’s error. The  

reading 'yaVsd* found in som e books is also sensible, p. 11.)

2 ya  anantaryaoiyam ah saiva 'peksa 'bhidhlyate 1 

karyodaye sada bhavo vyaparah karanasya ca ||

Ibid,  SI. 521.
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another entity called the cause and you assume that without this 
causal operation functioning independently or as an integral part 
of the basal cause, the causal factor is inefficient regarding the 
effect to be produced. But the fundamental datum of this 
assumption is not anything more or less than the invariable 
concomitance of the two factors in question attested in a number 
of instances under observation. In  the circumstances we do not 
see any necessity for postulating the existence of a tertium quid, 
a separate causal operation apart and distinct from the basal 
cause. Nor do we visualise any harmful issue if we suppose 
that it is the cause in question, which produces the effect ; on 
the other hand, we have the full sanction of experience on our 
side. When the full complement of causes and conditions is 
present, the effect is seen to be produced invariably and without 
fail. We certainly do not pretend to any occult powers whereby 
we can envisage the existence of the functioning or operation 
distinct from the entities themselves. Nor do we see any logical 
necessity for inferring this additional factor. But the naive 
realist may assert that a cause, static and inoperative, is as good 
as non-existent and if it is to be efficient, it must energise and 
this is possible if there is an energising operation over and 
above. We admit the plausibility of the hypothesis. But we 
elect to enquire of Kumarila if this ‘ energising function * pro
duces the effect independently of another operation or not. If 
it requires another operation, that will require a third and the 
third will require a fourth and so on to infinity ; it must be 
admitted for avoiding this contingency that ‘ energising ’ is self- 
sufficient and independent of any external help. And if this be 
so, what is the harm if you think the causal entity to be the 
self-sufficient cause of the effect ? On the contrary, you will 

not have to posit any invisible agency—an altogether gratuitous 
assumption. Certainly you do not gain anything by positing
the existence of an unnecessary iertium quid, but on the other 
hand, you offend the Law of Parsimony which requires us 
to suppose the fewest possible factors for explanation of a
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phenomenon. We, however, demur to subscribe to the 
Naiyayika s contention that causal operation can be distinctly 
envisaged. We forswear all pretentions to any such extraordi
nary powers of vision.

The logical absurdities of the position of the naive realists 
can be brought home by a dilemma. Is this causal operation or 
energising, which has been heralded by Kumarila with such a 
flourish of trumpets, something distinct or non-distinct from the 
causal factors themselves? If it is something distinct, you 
should believe this to be the cause and not the previous entity, 
say, the seed. It may, however, be contended that the previous 
entity as informed with this energising is the cause and neither 
the cause nor the energising in isolation has 'any efficiency. So 
neither of the two is superfluous. But this interpretation will 
only make the hypothesis open-to dialectical difficulties. If 
these two factors, to wit, the basal cause and the energising, are 
really two distinct entities as you posit, how could there be any 
relation between them? For the relationing of the cause and 
the effect you had to assume a tertium quid , viz., the energising, 
as the connecting link. But as this energising is equally a
distinct fact, it will also hang loose unless there is another 
‘ energising * to bring them together. And so an infinite number 
of causal operations or energisings will have to be assumed and 
yet the effect will not be produced. If, on the other hand, this 
energising or operation is supposed to be something non-distinct, 
it will be an idle appendage to the causal entity. So neither 
logic nor experience gives any warrant to postulate the existence 
of causal operation in contradistinction to the causal entity and 
so no case has been made out against the fluxional entity 
becoming a cause in its own right.

Moreover, Kumarila cannot consistently insist upon the 
proposition that an unfunctioning cause cannot have any effici
ency, since he admits that our cognitions do not require a 
separate functioning or operation to cognise their objects. These 
cognitions apprehend their objects as soon as they are born, since



our states of consciousness are momentary and so cannot last a 
moment longer, in which they could exercise their operative 
efficiency. Kumarila has to make an exception in favour of 
cognitive states, which he admits in common with the Buddhists 
to enjoy only a moment’s existence. But the argument applies 
to all causes alike, as the momentary nature of all entities has 
been proved to the hilt and so causal functioning or energizing, 
by which Kumarila laid so much store, is only an inconsequential 
hypothesis without any bearing whatsoever upon causality.1 
The next objection of Kumarila— that if mere antecedence bereft 
of operative efficiency is regarded as the determinant of causal 
relation, it will make the odour of the jug an effect of the colour 
preceding it—has no force against the Buddhist theory of causa
tion. If the whole series of successive moments be ideally 
comprehended as a continuum, the colour and the odour can be
believed to be causally related. We do not, however, regard 
mere antecedence as the determinant of causal relation, but 
invariable and unconditional antecedence. So there is absolutely 
no necessity for supposing that an antecedent as exercising a 
causal operation in the second '^moment is the cause of the 
subsequent entity so operated upon, since an invariable and 
unconditional antecedent will meet the situation.

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

1 buddher yatha ca janmai 'va pramanabvam nirudhyate I 

tathai 'va sarvabhavesu taddhetutvarh na kirn matam. 0 

ksanika hi yatba buddhis tathai ’va ’nye 'pi janminah I 

eadhitas tadvad eva 'to nirvyaparam idam jagat II

T .S .,  Sis. 528-29.
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regarded as permanent or fluxional. There are two possible 
theories which have been advocated by different schools of 
thought. One theory maintains that our consciousness is clear 
like a clean slate and does not depart an inch from its intrinsic 
purity even when it apprehends the external reality. Conscious
ness is an amorphous substance and remains so in all its activities. 
It is like light and reveals the object with its form and qualities 
without undergoing any morphological articulation in its constitu
tion. This is called the theory of formless perception (nirâkâra- 
jnâna).\ It may be designated for the sake of convenience as 
the theory of presentative perception. There is another theory, 
which may be called the theory of representative perception 
(sàkâravi jmnavâda). The latter theory holds that knowledge of 
external reality is made possible by virtue of the objective real
ity leaving an impress of its likeness on. the mirror of conscious
ness. The Sânkhya, Vedanta and the Sautrântika Buddhists 
are advocates of the latter theory. I t  appears, however, from 
the Tattvasangrahapanjikâ that there was a class of Buddhist 
thinkers who held the opposite theory of presentative perception. 
Kumarila and the Nyàya-Vaiéesika school regarded perception 
as non-representative in character, as they thought that the 
representational theory gave a convenient handle to the subjec
tive idealists for denial of external reality altogether. Perception 
is held to be direct awareness of the reality and to be without 
any content on the subjective side. The contention of the 
idealist, that awareness and its content are one inseparable whole 
and so are intuited together, was thus made out to be a groundless 
assumption. All external perception is thus awareness of 
something, distinct from and external to the subjective aware
ness, which was held to be amorphous (niràkâra) in nature. 
The form and configuration perceived belong to external reality

1 Cf. “ âkâravnn bâhyo 'rt-ho nirâkârâ-buddhih. ”

Quoted in the T. S. P., p. 101.
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and these have no representative or counterpart in the psychosis, 
which is formless and amorphous.1

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

1 Cf.  ‘‘All the sciences united are nothing but the human under

standing, which remains one and the  sam e however varied be the objects 

to which it applies itself, and which is no more altered than is the light of 

the  sun by th e  variety of the objects it i llu m in es .’1 Requlac,  I  (XI, p. 

202). Quoted in “ Studies in the Cartesian Philosophy," by Norman 

Sm ith, p. 22.
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of the likeness or the copy of the object imprinted on the mental 

canvas and as such may be regarded as mediate and indirect 
in character.1 Moreover, it has been urged that this theory of 
representative perception not only makes perception vicarious and 
indirect, but it also degrades consciousness into the position of a 
variegated canvas, impressed as it will be with all the forms and 
colours of the external objects. And in the opposite theory also, 
the relation of awareness and the object cannot be explained, as 
there is no connecting medium between the two. Awareness will 
be pure, indeterminate awareness and not awareness of this or 
that, unless the two are supposed to be brought together. If 
you seek to explain the difficulty by an appeal to the specific 
individuality of the two factors and by postulating the operation 
of a law of harmony or fitness, the Buddhist philosopher will 
also have recourse to some such theory. And if the difficulties 
of the representational theory are sought to be explained away 
by regarding the likeness or the portrait to be a fictitious arti
culation, or by holding the two factors, viz., the awareness and 
its content, as one and the same thing being essentially spiri
tual alike, the Buddhist also will offer this explanation. The 
objection, that the object of cognition has passed out of existence 
when the cognition is supposed to come into being and so the 
cognition will have no reference to the object, is based on a 
misconception of the representative theory itself. In  this 
theory the object of direct perception is no longer the external 
uncompromising reality, but only a likeness or image of the 
same imprinted on the consciousness. So what is perceived is 
a content of consciousness itself and the existence of the external 
object at the time of perceptual cognition does not give any

1 “ na hi m ukhyato yadrsam jnanasya ’tm as arrived an am tadrg eva  

'rthasye '§fcam, k im ta r h i?  svabhasajfianajanakafcvarn eva'rthasya samved-  

y a tv a m .”  T .S .P . ,  p. 570, under Sis. 2034-2035.

Also, “ sakarajnanapakse ca tannirbhasasva ved y a ta .”

L o c . cit?
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advantage. The presence of the content is only necessary for per
ceptual knowledge and not of the external object, which will have 
served its purpose if it has left am impress of itself on the mind. 
And so even if the object is believed to persist and thus to syn
chronise with the perceptual knowledge, this synchronism, apart 
from the question of its logical relevancy, will have no bearing 
on the psychology of perception, as explained by us. So Kum&rila 
only fights with a shadow.

As regards the objection of loss of earned merit and enjoy
ment of unearned deserts, it must be stated that no such 
contingency arises in the Buddhist theory of causation. There 
would be loss of earned merit if the productive efficiency of the 
previous agent was absolutely lost with the disappearance of 
the agent, which, however, is not the case. The 
productive efficiency, whether of good or evil, is transmitted in 
and through the series of moments until it matures and exhausts 

itself in the production of the effect in question. I t  is not 
necessary that the agent should continue in order to make the 
production of the effect possible, as the continuity of the series 
will serve the purpose. But the effect actually takes place as 
soon as the causal efficiency reaches maturation and so there 
is no loss of earned deserts. Similarly, the argument of enjoy
ment of unearned deserts could be brought home if there had 
been no productive factor in the series. But this is denied by 
us, the Buddhists. No effect is produced unless there has been 
a potent cause for it in any one of the constituent moments of 
the series. Though the particular moment, which discharged 
the meritorious action, has disappeared, it leaves behind a legacy 
of its merit in the shape of an unconscious driving im
pulse (vasana) which runs down in and through all the 

moments of the consciousness-series until finally it exhausts 
itself in the production of the expected xesult. The moments of 
our conscious life are not simple entities, but have unsuspected 
powers and potencies, which discover themselves only by their 
results. Sridhara urges that an unstable consciousness, existing
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only for a moment, cannot either receive or retain this vasana 
in its being and so we have to postulate a permanent, continuous 
substratum, which can hold and retain this for an indefinite 
length of time. But this objection cannot stand examination. 
Wjd do not see how a permanent substratum can be of any help. 
Certainly the supposed permanent agent, when it discharges a 
meritorious act, does not continue to be the same unchanged 
entity as before. On the contrary, it must be supposed that the 
permanent agent has come to be vested with a different property 
by reason of which it ultimately enjoys the fruits of its 
meritorious action. But this can be possible of explanation if 
the conscious agent undergoes material change of nature, and if, 
on the other hand, it continues in its previous unblest condition, 
no explanation of the enjoyment of reward can be offered. 
Paradoxical though it may appear, it is the theory of flux which 
can explain the law of retribution—this theory of reward and 
punishment. If the agent is' supposed to be a permanent, 
unchanging soul-entity, there can be no activity, voluntary or 
involuntary, on its part, far less the enjoyment of fruits of its 
labour. The theory of reward and punishment, a corollary of 
the law of retribution, which has been postulated by all schools 
of thought as the only explanation of the variety and inequalities 
of the world-order, will thus collapse like a house of cards, if 
the doctrine of a permanent, unchanging self is adhered to, as 
the permanent is not amenable to any activity.

Kumarila, however, pleads that the complaint of loss of 
earned merit and enjoyment of unearned deserts is not based on 
the loss of merit acquired by an agent, as the Buddhist does not 
recognise any agent at all. The objection rests on the funda
mental assumption that the action, responsible for the 
result, is lost completely and irrevocably and the result is 
supposed to emerge without a causal basis. But we, Buddhists, 
plead guilty to the charge and our apology is that no such 
continuity is either logically necessary or defensible. The law 
of causality governing a particular psychical continuum is
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adequate to explain this phenomenon and the continuation of 
the agentive moment does not facilitate, nor does its discontinua
tion frustrate, the operation of this causal law. I t  will do if a 
particular result has a predecessor in the series, possessing 
generative efficiency for the same. W hat is necessary is this 
generative efficiency and it continues unimpaired in the series, 
being born anew with each resultant factor. That the two 
moments, the agentive and the enjoying factors, are distinct 

and discrete entities is acknowledged by us and if this be the 
gravamen of his complaint, we welcome tire issue as an in
evitable consequence of the law of causality. If you seek to 
avoid this consequence, you can do so on the pain of denial 
of the law of causality, which is tantamount to denial of 
all attempts at a philosophical explanation of experience and 
reality.

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

As regards the objection respecting memory, recognition, 
and the like, there is absolutely no difficulty in the theory of 
flux, These psychical phenomena are strictly governed by the 
law of causation and they appear in that psychical continuum 
(santana), in which a previous cognition took place at some past 
moment. I t  is neither logically nor psychologically necessary 
that the remembering moment must be identical with the cogni
sing moment, as the identity of the subjective continuum will 
do. That the said memory does not appear in a different subjec
tive centre is due to the regulative power of this law of causality 
and for this a permanent ego-principle need not be postulated, 
as the ego-principle logically fails to connect these phenomena 
in the unity of a whole.2 And when an explanation, consonant 
with the principles of logic, is possible, it is certainly un
warranted that an illogical hypothesis should be entertained.. 
Memory therefore is not impossible of explanation in the theory 
of flux and recognition, enquiry and such like psychical pheno
mena, which presuppose a relationing of two independent cogni
tions and thus proceed from memory, are likewise explicable in 
the light of causality.

1 ahinasattvadrstinfuii ksanabhedavikalpana, I santanaikyabhimanena  

na kathaficit pravartate I abhisam buddhatattvas tu pratik§anavina£inam 1 

hetunam  niyam am  buddhva prfirabhante subhafr kr iyat | T .S .,  ¿Is. 641-42.

cj.  'yavac ca 'tmani na premno hanih sapadi naSyati I tavad duhkit- 

vatn aropya na ca svastho ’vatislliate J mithyadhyaropahanartham  yatno  

‘eaty api bhokbari’ ti I Paiij., ad ¡hid.

2 The failure of a perm anent soul to cem ent all the diverse experi

ence units by a com m on bond lies in the dialectical difficulties of recon

ciling permanence wilh change, continuity with diversity. This will 

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

1 karyakaranabhut§6 ca tatra 'vidyadayo m atah I

bandhas tadvigamad isfco m uktir nirmalata dbiyab I T .S .,  ¿1. 544. 

cf. cittam eva hi sainsaro ragadikleSavaeitam I

tad eva tair vinirmuktam bhavanta iti kathyate  I

T .S .P . ,  ad ibid.
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this doctrine of universal flux and the theory of permanent 
cause and permanent self is only a false guardian and a false 
philosophy.

To sum up : we have seen that the difficulties and objec
tions, advanced by the philosophers of rival schools against the
theory of universal flux, are imaginary and fanciful and are 
based upon a short-sighted logic and surface-view of reality. 
They do not at all alfect the solid foundations of the doctrine of 
flux ; on the contrary, they find their solution in it, which other 
systems have failed to afford.
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C H A P T E R  V I

A B u d d h i s t  E s t i m a t e  o f  U n i v e r s a l s

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

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

1 nityam  okam anekimugatam sfiinanymn. , The words, samanya  and 

¡ati, are synonym ous.
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as much as individual objects, as the idea of universals arises on 
the operation of sense-object contact. And the existence of 
these universals can be demonstrated by a regular syllogistic in
ference also. Our perceptual experience is not of the particular 
cow, but contains a reference to another distinct principle, 
which is not confined to the individual concerned, but continues 
in other individuals in the same manner and in the same degree. 
Had this experience been cognisant of the particular individual 
alone, the reference would have been different in different indivi
duals, as in the case of a cow and a horse. But this*is not the 
case ; there is a sameness of reference in our cognitions of 
different cows and this identity of reference, linguistic and 
psychological alike, can be accounted for only on the assumption 
of a universal element super-added to particulars.1 The existence 
or non-existence of an objective reality can be determined by the 
arbitration of experience alone and the dictum that ‘excess in 
knowledge pre-supposes a corresponding excess in the objec
tive order,*2 should be accepted by all believers in extra-mental 
reality. So the particular and the universal should be accepted 
as equally true and equally real and there is no contradiction or 
logical incompatibility in these two factors coalescing in one 
substratum. Logic becomes a tyrant when it arrogates to itself 
the power of dictating terms to experience ex cathedra. You 
cannot dictate that the universal and the particular are mutually 
contradictory and so cannot be found together. After all, what 
constitutes incompatibility and contradiction ? Well, we consi
der a position incompatible, which has not the sanction of valid 
experience, or in other words, which "has not been cognised by 
means of any of the recognised instruments of knowledge. And 
we regard any two things to be mutually contradictory when we 
do not .find them to co-exist in one substratum. When there is

1 tasm ad ekasya bhinnesu yá vrttiB tannibandhanah | sámányaéabdah  

sattádáv ekadlilkáranena vá I S. V., Ákrtivada.

2 visayátiéayam  antaxena pratyayátiáayánupapatteh. N . M ., p. 814.
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contradiction between two things, there can be no co-existence ; 
on the contrary, one of them is superseded by another. L ight 
and darkness are regarded to be contradictory, because they are 
not found to co-exist. But if co-existence of two things is 
attested by uncontradicted experience, there is no earthly reason 
why they should be regarded as mutually contradictory. And in 
the present case of the universal and the particular there is 
absolutely no contradiction or logical incompatibility as they are 
found to co-exist in perfect amity and peace. Nor can this 
experience be challenged, as there is no other experience to contra
dict its truth. The experience of silver in the mother-o’-pearl is 
regarded as false, as it is sublated by a subsequent experience of 
the mother-o’-pearl. So the co-existence of the universal and 
the particular is neither incompatible, as it is attested by undis
puted experience ; nor is it contradictory as there is no sublative 
experience to prove its falsity.1 The doctrine of universal flux, 
which maintains that all existents are momentary, cannot be 
accepted as it fails to render an adequate explanation of the class- 
concepts, which cannot be denied an objective foundation unless 
the position of extreme subjectivism is seriously maintained. 
The subjective idealists ( Vijnanavadins), who regard the whole 
objective world to be a phantasmagoria conjured up by a diseased 
imagination, have at any rate the virtue of consistency to their 
c red it; but the Sautrantikas, the so-called critical realists, have

1 yad apy abhihitam itaretaraviruddharupasamaveSa ekatra vastuni no 

papadyata iti tad spi na  samyak,

parasparavirodho 'pi naatl'ha tadavedanat I 

ekabadhena no, 'nyatra dhih ¿uktirajatadivat | 

yatra hi virodho bhavati tatrai ’katararflpopamardena rupantaram upala- 

bhyate, prakrte tu nai 'vam iti ko virodharthah. chayatapav api yady ekatra  

drdyete, kim kena viruddham abhidhiyate, adar^anat tu tad viruddham  

uktam , na cai 'vam iha 'darSanam ity avirodhah. N. M ., p. 311.

AIbo, 1 anupapannam iti nah kva sampratyayo yan na pramanena  

'vagatam, viruddham api tad budhyamahe, yad. ekatra nivi^am anam  na  

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

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

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

It may be urged that if the class-character is not an objective 
entity envisaged in perception, then, how could such ideas arise 
at all ? The particulars are absolutely distinct from one another 
and have nothing in common according to the Buddhist’s theory ; 
and so the idea of community cannot be generated by them. The 
particulars may have efficiency in regard to their own ideas and as 
this efficiency varies in each individual, the idea of the universal 
cannot be accounted for by reference to these particular efficien
cies either.1 But this objection has no substance. Though the 
particulars may be absolutely distinct and discrete, still they can 
generate, owing to a determinate constitutive energy inhering 
in each of them, a common idea, an identical concept. This fact 
of one uniform efficiency is found in distinct individuals. Thus, 
the myrobalan, the amalaki fruit (dhatri) and other substances 
are seen to cure diseases of the same sort. Now these sub
stances are admittedly different from one another and yet they 
are found in experience to possess a common efficiency. I t  can
not be supposed that these different medicinal herbs and fruits 
possess a common nature, that is to say, they are informed and 
enlivened by a permanent universal, which exercised this com
mon efficiency; because in that case, the efficiency would be 
absolutely invariable and identical in respect of time and magni
tude. But this is not the case ; one is seen to afford speedy relief, 
another to be sluggish in operation and the magnitude of effi
ciency also is seen to be variable in different substances. Had 
there been one unalterable rigid principle underlying them all, 
these differences in operation and efficiency could not be expected. 
Nor can these variations be set down to the action of other

1 Vide S. V., sis, 15-17, Chapter on Akrtivada.
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factors, e.g., difference of time and place of production of the 
medicinal herbs and fruits. Because, these differences cannot 
have any effect, either in the way of detraction or of supple
mentation, on an unalterable, eternal verity, which, on pain of 
self-destruction, must be impervious to all such external influ
ences. Exactly on the analogy of the above cases, different 
individuals possessing a uniform psychological efficiency can be 
accepted as a reasonable hypothesis. And as regards the lingu
istic usage, too, there is no difficulty whatsoever. When causa) 
efficiency in its widest and most comprehensive sense is intended 
to be understood, such expressions, as ‘ entity ’ (sat), ‘ thing * 

(vastu) and the like are applied to all existents. Particular ex
pressions, horse, cow and the like, are employed to designate 
peculiar sets of causal efficiency, such as ploughing, carrying, 
milk-yielding and the like. And as has been set forth above by the 
analogy of the common medical action of different herbs and 
plants, particulars, though discrete and distinct, may produce a 
common psychological action. The concept of the universal is 
nothing but an intellectual fiction, an adumbration of the mind, 
which, however, is hypostatised as an objective reality existing 
in its own right, independently of the thinking mind.1 These 
conceptual fictions have a pragmatic value no doubt; but this 
pragmatic utility is due to the particular objective reality, of 
which the universal is a remote derivative.2

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

1 anfcarmatrasamariidham samvrfcam avalambya te I 

bahlrupadhyavasitam pravarfctante 'nku6adikam I Ibid.,  61. 735. 

antarmatra— buddhih. T. S. P .,  ad ibid.

2 T. S .,  61s. 723-29.
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their contents. A universal, amorphous and colourless, is never 
envisaged in perceptual cognitions. Sankarasvamin,1 however, 
opines that the universals are not amorphous entities, but they 
have the same perceptible qualities, form and colour, etc., as 
the individuals. The universal of ‘ blue ’ has the features of 
the individual ‘ blue 7 and so the different individuals are refer
able to one catagory. But this view is equally untenable and 
makes no improvement. If the universal is believed to have 
the same characteristics with the individual, there is left no 
means of distinguishing it from the individual in question. And 
if the two are supposed to be presented as an undistinguishable 
whole, with its contents lumped together, then, how could there 
arise the distinct verbal and psychical references, on which the 
Naiyayika laid so much stress ? The entire argument of the 
realists is pivoted on the supposition that class concepts and 
identity of nomenclature will be unaccountable if the objective 
existence of universals is not admitted and this supposition is 
a necessary corollary of the more fundamental assumption that 
all our knowledge is derived from sense-data presented in percep
tion.2 Our consciousness is but a receptive medium without 
any constructive faculty or power to conjure up an idea, which 
is not ultimately derived from objective experience. In  fact, 
this is a fundamental attitude of mind and has divided philo
sophers into rival schools. So there is no reason to be optimistic 
that one day all philosophers will sink their differences and 
profess one philosophy. Philosophy is not so much a question 
of conviction or carrying conviction as it is a question of mental 
attitude and outlook of thought and habit of thinking. I t  will

1 SankarasvamI tv aha— sam anyam  api nllatvadi nlladyakaram eva, 

anyatha hi nlla ity evam  anuvrttipratyayo na  syafc. T .S .P . ,  pp. 243-44.

Vide  also ¿Is. 740-42, T .S .

2 Cf. E ssays in Radical Em piricism , p. 42. The sam e tendency i b

Been to be at work in the Empiricism of James* though the conclusions

whioh he deduces from this fundamental pustulate are widely at variance

from those reached by the Naiyayika  realist.
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be therefore better and more consonant with truth to say that 
the task of philosophers is rather conversion than logical 
conviction. The phenomenon of rival schools of thought hold
ing contradictory views and constantly fighting with one another, 
however unphilosophical it may appear, will not be a thing of 
past history, because the fundamental attitudes of mind, the 
bias of our thougbt-movement, cannot be changed or destroyed. 
But ratiocination is the accredited instrument of all philosophy 
and there is a common modicum of rationality in all human 
beings and so the proselytising activity in philosophical circles 
will never come to an end, the failures of the past notwithstand
ing. So we must try to clinch the issue on logical grounds.

Even granting that class-concepts are grounded in objective 
reality still it cannot be proved that there is an eternal, undy
ing universal running through the discrete individuals, because 
in that case its cognition would not be contingent on the cogni
tion of particulars, which are admittedly impermanent. But 
this objective foundation is purely a figment of the imagination. 
W hat objective foundation can be trotted out for such concepts 
as ‘ thing ’ or ‘ entity * ? You cannot postulate the existence 
of a higher universal, to wit, thingness, because that only shifts 
the difficulty to ‘ thingness * itself. The concept of thingness 
would require another universal and that again another and so 
on to infinity. To avoid this vicious infinite series the Naiyayika 
has to assume that universals are a class of sui generis categories 
and that they do not participate in other universals. The same
ness of verbal and psychological reference., i. e., the identity of 
expression and idea in the case of universals, is not sought to be 
explained by reference to another universal, but is believed to be 
self-contained. Even the Naiyayika has to concede that there is 
no ontological foundation for these concepts. Such concepts as 
* cook ’ (pacaka), ‘ non-being,’ etc., are without any factual 
basis. There is no such universal as 4 cookhood ’ or ‘ non-being- 
ness,' yet there is no difficulty in the matter of referring to 
different individuals by a common name and a common concept.
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In the case of € non-being/ there are four cases of such, viz., 
previous non-being (pragabhava), posterior non-being (pradhvam- 
sabhava), reciprocal non-being (anyonyabhava) and lastly, 
absolute non-being (atyantabhava),1 and all these cases are 
referred to by the generic name of ‘ non-being.’ But there is no 
universal of non-being, as universals are believed to be entitative 
in character. And such fictitious appearances as cloud-mansions 
in the horizon and illusory silver perceived on the mother-o’-pearl 
are even referred to by the common name and concept of house or 
silver. But this nomenclature and conceptual thought cannot be 
made the ground of supposing the existence of an objective univers
al in these fictions. Cooks and tailors may form a professional class 
by themselves and thus may be referred to by a common name 
and concept. But nobody, possessing even a modicum of sense 
and sanity, would think of according an objective universal to 
these professional interests. Action cannot be supposed to be the 
ground of this conceptual thought, the uniting bond of the stray, 
discrete particulars, inasmuch as action varies with each indivi
dual. The action of one is not the self-identical action of another 
and as continuity and identity are the characteristic features of 
the supposed universals, action cannot be a universal. And if

1 The non-existence of the cloth before its production is a case of 

previous non-being. This type of non-existence is without beginning and 

continues until the cloth is produced. The destruction of the cloth consti

tutes a case of posterior non-being, which takes place as an event at a 

definite point of time. I t  has a definite beginning unlike the former and 

thus has a previous limit, but it continues as such through all the tim e and 

thuB has no end or lower limit. The difference of one thing from another 

is n case of reciprocal non-being. A table is not a chair and vice versa.  

The last type of non-being, viz .  absolute non-being, is one that is t im eless.  

I t  has neither previous nor subsequent history, but continues uniform and 

unaffected. The non-existence of such fictions as a barren w om an ’s son 

or a horned horse is absolute without any reference to time-limitation.  

The non-existence is not relative to a particular division of tim e or of space, 

and is not contingent on any extraneous condition, H en ce  it is called 

absolute and unconditional non-being (atyantabhava ) .
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action, though variable and inconstant, be believed to be the 
cause and ground of the conceptual thought, there is no reason 
why the individuals should be denied this efficiency. Moreover, 
action, say for example, ‘cooking* being an accidental fact and so 
being discontinuous, a person would not be called a cook, when he 
does not actually perform the cooking operations. Neither can 
the past nor the future action be responsible for this conceptual 
thought, as they are simply non-existent. So no objective basis 
can be discovered for this conceptual thought and permanent 
nomenclature. But the Naiyayikas as a class are noted for their 
tenacity and Safikarasvamin has found an objective living univer
sal in cooks and tailors and thus holds out a hope for the peren
nial preservation of amenities of civilized life—no doubt a consola
tion for legislators and social workers ! He avers that the indivi
dual actions may be variable, but the universal of action 
(kriydtvajdti) is imperishable and this becomes the ground of 
the class-concept. This argument reminds us of the drowning 
man catching at the straw. How could the universal remain 
when its medium of expression, viz., the individual action, has 
ceased to exist ? And even if it did exist, how could it be perceived, 
as universals on your own hypothesis reveal their existence in and 
through the individuals alone ? Nor can its apprehension in the 
past in any locus be the reason for the continuation of the notion 
in futurity. The idea of staff-bearer does not continue when the 
man in question does not carry the staff. Your argument, how
ever, assures the continuity of the idea, but this is falsified by 
experience. And if you posit a distinct universal, say for example, 
cookhood and the like, a cook should have been recognised as a cook 
even when he was born, as the universal is there for all time. 
But if for some inscrutable drawback the universal and the child 
fail to be united, the union will never take place, as neither of 
them, permanent entities as they are, will depart from their 
original state. So the concept of cookhood should never arise at all. 
And if the individual may possibly transcend this drawback, being 
subject to change, no such contingency however can be supposed
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to happen to the universal, which is immutable by its very nature. 
Uddyotakara however realised the absurdity of the above position 
and so came forward with a more plausible explanation. He 
asserts that universals are no doubt the cause and ground of 
class-conceptions, but the converse of the proposition is not true. 
There may be class-conceptions even without an objective univer
sal, as, for instance, in the case of cooks as a class, since there is 
no such universal as cookhood. The connotation of cook is the 
chief agency of the act of cooking and as this agency is found to 
continue in other individual cooks, the class-notion is not un
grounded. But this only smacks of prevarication. W hat this 
chief agency exactly connotes is not explained. If  it means 
efficiency (6akti), it does not avail in the least, as efficiency is 
peculiar to each individual and does not continue. If it means 
the individuality (svabhava) of the substance, or of the attribute 
or of action, it leaves the matter where it was, as individuality is 
peculiarly individualistic and never functions as a unitive 
principle.

Thus all attempts at finding an objective basfs for the class- 
ideas having failed in the aforesaid instances, it must be supposed 
that the ideas of these universals are conceptual constructions 
from their exclusiveness of the opposite entities. The idea 
of the cook-universal arises from the fact that cooks, individual 
by individual, are sharply distinguished from all that are not 
cooks. So the cook-universal as a concept is ultimately re
solvable into exclusion of non-cooks and so can be logically equated 
with the idea of ‘not-not-cook.* The use of nomenclature too is 
purely a matter of convention, ultimately referable to this nega
tive idea. So for the explanation of conceptual thought and 
linguistic usage it is not at all necessary to postulate the existence 
of objective universals. These universals are thus subjective 
fictions, fondly hypostatised by the habitual tendency of the mind 
to localise ideas in external reality—the realistic bias of thought, 
which, is the bane and obsession of the Naiyayika. It is proved 
therefore that class-concepts and class-names are not necessarily
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grounded in an objective universal. They are purely subjective 
constructions and have no reference to an objective, continuous 
principle, in other words, to a universal. Such at any rate is 
the case with ideas of negation (abhavavijnana) . A negation can
not have a universal attached to it, as a universal can exist 
only in positive entities.

SaAkarasvamin, however, seeks to explain the concept of 
negation by reference to the universal of the object of nega
tion. A negation is always understood as negation of 

this or that, of the jar or cloth or table and the like. So 
though negation may not have a universal, the universal of the 
object negated will be the cause of the conceptual thought. But 
this only seeks to confound the real issue. We can understand 
the position of the realist when he seeks to explain the concept of 
jar by reference to the universal of jar. But how can the univer
sal of one have a bearing on the concept of another, passes our 
understanding. The concept of negation is entirely a distinct 
concept having no relation, direct or indirect, to the jar universal, 
which exists only in the individual jars. If the mere existence of 
a particular universal can give rise to various concepts, as it is 
imagined in the case of jar, which not only originates the concept 
of the jar but also of the negation of the jar, then, there will be no 
necessity to postulate different universals, as one universal will 
have the power to give rise to all possible concepts. Bhavivikta 
however thinks that there is no difficulty in the fact that the uni
versal of one gives rise to the concept of a different sort. 
There is no such restriction that our ideas should always conform 
to the nature of the object, that idea and object should be 
commensurate in all respects. Thus the idea of an army, 
which is the idea of a unit, or the idea of a forest is not 

generated by any unitary principle, but by another thing, the 
plurality of the individual soldiers or trees. The idea of one 
beverage is not due to any unitary principle either ; it is generat
ed by .the admixture of various ingredients. If our ideas had to 
conform, as a matter of necessity, to the nature of the objective
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reality, these ideas would be ideas of distinct units conjoined 
together and not unitary in reference. We, Buddhists, fully 
endorse the above position that ideas and objects are not always 
commensurate, and precisely for this reason we think that there 
is no logical or metaphysical necessity fco suppose that our ideas 
of universals should be affiliated to corresponding objective prin
ciples. These ideas can be supposed to have been generated by 
the particulars, distinct and discrete though they are. By the 
way, the universals were postulated on the hypothesis that our 
ideas should have corresponding objective realities as their cause. 
But when idea and reality are admitted to be at variance, in some 
cases at any rate, it is better and more reasonable to accept our 
theory. We, Buddhists, do not admit any objective universal 
over and above the particulars. And if we analyse the psycho
logical process of conceptual thought, we shall find nothing 
beyond the particulars. Thus a particular is first experienced 
and then it is at once assimilated to other particulars under the 
impetus of the law of association and thus a generic idea is 
formed to which a symbolic expression, a name, is attached by 
a pure caprice of w ill; and this name becomes a conventional 
symbol of the generic concept and a convenient medium of com
munication of ideas, which, though purely subjective construc
tions, have a pragmatic value, as these ideas are remotely related 
to objective facts, being ultimately derived from them.1

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

1 bhedajftane sati 'cchil hi saiiketakarane tat all I tatkrtis tacchrutiS 

oR *sya abhognB tanm atis tatab I anvayavyatirekabhyain idam eva  

vinitoitam  I eamartham knranam tasyam anyesam  anavaslh itib  I T. S . ,  

778-74.
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subjective creations is not logically tenable. You could with 
equal logic deny validity to all our experience, because some parti
cular experiences were found to be wrong. We admit the plausi- 
sibility of the argument of the realist. But our contention is that 
we do not repudiate the objectivity conceptual thoughts on the ana
logy of concepts which are admittedly false. We only emphasised 
that the realist’s position that all our knowledge must be derived 
from objeotive experience was not invulnerable. This is a positive 
gain on our behalf. Now we deny the existence of universals 
because there is no proof in their favour. Universals are posited 
to account for conceptual thoughts. But no causal relation can- 
be discovered between concepts and universals. Causal relation 
is understood by means of the Joint Method of Agreement and 
Difference. But universals being eternal verities and conceptual 
thoughts being occasional events, there can be no causal relation 
between them. The non-emergence of a particular concept can 
not be due to the absence of the universal concerned, as univer
sals without exception are present always. Nor can the occa
sional emergence of a conceptual thought be causally affiliated 
to a universal, because the universal is ever present and if it 
had any such efficiency, it would generate the idea always. So 
nothing is gained by postulating universals. If, however, the 
cognition of universals is supposed to be contingent on the 
cognition of the particulars in question, we do not see what 
these effete universals will avail. Our conceptual thoughts are 
seen to arise even without them.

The concepts of negation have been proved to be unfounded 
in objective universals. Kumarila however contends that even in 
negation there is an objective universal, as negation is nothing but 
a positive entity, bereft of a particular determination. Thus, the 
prior negation of curd is nothing but the milk existing in its pure 
state.1 This contention may hold good in case of negation of

1 nanu ca pragabhfivaduu samanynm va6tu ne 'syate I 

sattai ’va hy atra samnnyam anutpattyadiruaita II

S. V ., Apoha, §1. 11.
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objective realities, but it has no force in negation of fictions of ima
gination. The position of the realist that negation presupposes prior 
existence of the thing negated is only a hollow assertion. When 
we say that there was no such person as Kapinjala1 or Hamlet in 
reality, we do not see how can the concept of negation be affiliat
ed to an objective universal even of the object of negation. The 
plea of Kumârila that negation always refers to a positive entity 
divested of a particular determination falls to the ground in these 
negations of fictitious persons and things. Hamlet or Kapinjala 
is not a real entity under any circumstance. And what about 
the negation of doctrines or of categories maintained by the rival 
school of philosophers ? Kumârila would say that there is no such 
thing as Pratisankhyànirodha. But does this negation imply a 
positive fact in any wise ? If not, how could the concept of nega
tion arise at all in these cases, as in these cases there is no positive 
entity, far less a universal attaching to it. If you answer that 
negation in these cases relates to a subjective concept, which has 
no objective reality, then, for the sake of consistency at least you 
should admit that our concepts and expressions without exception 
are alike devoid of objective reference ; in other words, they are 
subjective fictions, pure and simple, their pragmatic value 
notwithstanding.9

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

1 A minor hero in the Kâdambarï, a romantic novel by B apa  

a protégé of Emperor Harsavardhana of Northern India, who was the patron  

of the celebrated Chinese pilgrim, H iuen Tsang.

9 T. S. P .,  p. 255,  under él. 788.



102 B U D D H IS T  DOCTRINE OE FL U X

conceived. Existence is ordinarily understood to be non-for
feiture of one’s nature. A thing is said to exist when it does not 
lapse from its own nature, or in other words, when it maintains 
itself intact. But for this self-maintenance or self-assertion a 
thing must rely on its own independent resources and must not 
be dependent on extraneous help or favour. And if the universal 
is an independent entity, it must exist by its own nature and 
for this a medium is useless. If, on the other hand, it does not 
possess such powers of maintaining or asserting its existence, a 
medium cannot be of any help to it. A medium is seen to be 
necessary to prevent a thing from falling down, as for instance 
a basket is needed for the holding together of fruits and 
vegetables. But the universal is not a gravitating body ; it is on 
your own assumption a passive entity devoid of locomotion and 
gravitating tendency. If, however, the universal is supposed to 
exist in the particular mediums by the relation of co-inherence 
(samavaya), it does not make any improvement on the situation; 
on the contrary, it further complicates the issue. The universal 
is a bold assumption in itself and to justify this you are making 
another assumption whifch is equally absurd. One absurdity 
necessitates another absurdity, just as one lie requires an infinite 
number of lies for its justification, but all this to no purpose. 
Co-inherence is a relation, but unlike other relations it does not 
bring together two terms existing independently of one another. 
I t  obtains between two things, which are never found to be disso
ciated in nature. But this is a case of plain self-contradiction. 
A relation between terms which are conjoined by their very 
nature is absolutely unavailing. If there is a relation, the terms 
must be supposed to have existed separately and if they were 
never separate, no relation can be necessary or possible. So the 
relation of co-inherence cannot be accepted as a satisfactory ex
planation of the relation of the universal and the particular. The 
position taken up by the realist that there is no contradiction in 
experience, unless it is shown to be contradicted by another 
experience, is not a logically sound position. When there is a
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divergence in the interpretation of experience itself, the issue can 
be decided by an appeal to logic only. The present dispute affords 
a case in point. Our perceptual experience is believed by the 
Naiyayikas and the Mimamsakas to be cognisant of the particu
lar and the universal both at one sweep. But the Buddhist does 
not think that the idea of one continuous principle is directly 
derived from perceptual data. \ So the strength and validity of 
experience cannot be determined otherwise than by a logical 
examination. The falsity or invalidity of an experience is deter
mined by a contradictory experience no doubt ; but that is not the 
only means. Those who are possessed of a philosophic insight do 
not rest satisfied with the prima facie verdict of experience, but 
seek to test it by logical canons. Experience, no doubt, is the 
final arbiter, but it must be attested and approved by logic. The 
disregard of this procedure will only land us in rank empiricism.2 
Co-inherence as formulated by the Nyaya-Vai&esika school thus 
fails to render an explanation of the relation of the universal and 
the particular. Kum&rila maintains that the relation of the uni
versal and the particular is one of identity in difference. A reality 
is a concrete whole of which the universal and the particular are 
two aspects. So a cow is both identical with and different from 
another cow. It is identical in respect of the universal, but differ
ent in respect of the particular variation. But this is an absurd 
position and does not even deserve a refutation. How can one 
thing be one and many, eternal and non-eternal ? I t  is a contra
diction in terms. Kumarila however would turn round and say 
that there is no contradiction in it, as it is found to be so in 
uncontradicted experience. But this appeal to experience is an 
argument of despair and we have just proved the hollowness 

of this position.

1 drstatvan na virodhaS cen na tatha tadavedanat I
uktam hi na ‘nuvrttarthagrahinl nefcradhir iti II N. M ., p. 301.

2 drdhadrdhatvam aksunnam aparlkoyai'va sarhvidam I na n e ’ti pra- 

tyayad eva mithyatvarh kevalam dhiyam I kim tu yuktiparlksfi, pi kartavya 

aukainadarsibhih II Op. cit .,  p. 301.



104 B U D D H IS T  DOCTRINE OF F L U X

I t  may be supposed that the relation is one of revealer and 
revealed. The universal is revealed in the particular and it is 
for this reason that they are found together. But this too does 
not take us nearer the solution. If the universal is possessed of 
the efficiency to generate a cognition of itself, the revealing 
medium will have no function in this respect. And if the 
universal does not possess this efficiency', then, too, the medium 
will be useless, as an eternal verity cannot be supposed to 
change its nature. If the universal is supposed to develop 
this efficiency in association with the particular media, the 
universal must be supposed to be fluxional, as the existence 
of contradictory attribrtes in one substratum is impossible 
unless the supposed integer is split up into diverse entities. 
But this amounts to the negation of the universal.

Again, let the relation of the universal and particulars be one 
of co-inherence. But does the universal exist in its entirety in 
each of the particulars or in its partial extension in them ? If 
the universal exists in a particular in its entire extension, it will 
be exhausted in one such particular and so cannot exist in other 
particulars. But universals are ex hypothesi supposed to exist 
in all its particulars in the same fashion and in the same degree. 
And if a universal is supposed to exist in each of the particulars 
in its partial extension, the universal will exist in none of them 
in its totality and so the idea of the universal cannot be supposed 
to relate to any one of these particulars. Moreover, the universal 
is supposed to be an impartite whole and so we cannot conceive 
that the universal exists part by partin  the particulars just as in a 

garland the connecting thread exists part by part in the individual 
flowers.1 Again, the question arises whether universals are 
ubiquitous like space or soul of the Saiyayika  or they exist only 
in the particular individuals belonging to them. If they are

1 p i n d ©  s a m a n y a m  a n y a t r a  y a d i  k a r f c s n y e i i a  v a r t a t e  I t a t r a i  ' v a  ’s y a  

s a m a p t a t v a n  n a  9yafc p i n d a a t a r e  g r a h a h  I e k a d e a e n a  vL-t lau fcu g o t v a j a t i r  n a  

k u t r a c i t  I s a m a g r a  ’a t l  ’t i  g o b u d l h i h  p r a f c ip in d  i m  k a t h a r h  b h a v e b  II N .  M . ,

p. 298.
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supposed to be ubiquitous, all universals will exist together and 
the horse-universal will be cognised in the cow and the cow- 
universal in the horse and so with regard to all other universals. 
Thus there will be confusion and no determinate concept can 
arise. Nor can it be legitimately supposed that the individual 
members of a class will exercise a regulative influence and so the 
cow-universal alone will be revealed in the individual cows and 
not the horse-universal or other universals, because such supposi

tion could be possible if universals were not thought to be 
impartite entities. So a universal once revealed will be revealed 
in its entirety and thus should be cognised to be ubiquitous. 
The individual is supposed to reveal the existence of the universal 
like light ; but as light does not reveal its own self alone or its 
qualities alone, the individual should reveal the universal not 
only as it exists in it, but as it is by its nature, that is to say,: 
the universal should be revealed as ubiquitous and all-pervading. 
But this is not our experience and we do not see how such uni
versals can be of any help, the question of logical prppriety apart.

Of course, none of these difficulties arises if we suppose like 
Prasastapada that a universal exists in its own particular 
members only and not also in the intervening spaces. But 
Praiastapada’s theory is open to equally damaging objections. 
If the universal exists only in its proper individuals, we cannot 
conceive how the universal can attach itself to a thing which is 
not born as yet. The cow-universal existing in the living cows 
cannot be supposed to unite itself to the cow that is just born, 
because it is inactive and stationary. If it is supposed to move 
from one subject to another, it will cease to be a universal, 
because only a substance (dravya) can have activity. And even 
supposing that universals are active principles, we cannot 
conceive how it can move forward without deserting its 
former locus and if it is supposed to leave its previous loci, the 
latter will be lifeless entities bereft of the universal. Further
more, the relation of the universal and the particular is peculiarly 
embarrassing. The universal pervades the particular from top to
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bottom, inside and outside, in a complete and thoroughgoing 
fashion, but it does not touch the ground whereupon the indi
vidual rests. This is certainly a very strange position. The 
universal does not move forward to join the individual which is 
just born ; it was not there before, because the individual was not 
in existence ; but it is found to exist in the individual after the 
latter has come into existence. 1 The Eealist makes these 
absurd assumptions one after another with a sangfroid which 
befits a bravado and calls upon us to accept his position without 
scruple or questions. And if we refuse to take him at his word, 
he accuses us of infidelity to experience and ultra-rationalism. 
But there are limits to human credulity and each man has his 
own experience and his own interpretation to rely upon. When 
there is a divergence about the interpretation of experience itself, 
the dispute can be terminated by an appeal to logic only. But 
logic is not a thing which finds favour with the realist.

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

1 anyatra vartamanasya tato 'nyasthanajanmani 1 tnsmad acalatah 

slhannd vrttir ity atiyuktata I yatra 'sau vartate bhavna tena snmbadhyate 

na fcu I fcaddeSinam ca vyapnoti kim apy elan mahadhutam I na yafci na ca 

tntra 'aid a9ti pa6can na ca 'mSavab I jabati purvam na 'dharam abo 

vyasanasantatih I S. D. S., p. 27.
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C H A P T E R  V II

T h e  D o ctr ine  o f  A p o h a  or t h e  I m p o r t  o f  W o r d s

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

The Buddhist, however, roundly denies the fundamental 
assumption of the realist that words o n ta in  an objective refer
ence, in all its aspects and bearings. The Buddhist maintains
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that words have d o  reference to reality in any sense. .Words 
in their opinion deal with concepts and these concepts are purely 
subjective constructions. We have proved in the previous chap
ter that universals are intellectual fictions and their pragmatic 
value is due to their remote extraction from objective facts, 
which however are uncompromising particulars, discrete and 
distinct and without any continuity or nexus between one and the 
other. The best way to prove our contention will be by examining 
the actual and probable theories of the rival thinkers. and to see 
how far these theories are tenable. Now a word cannot denote 
the self-contained, unique particular which is alone real, as has 
been proved by us. And these particulars are momentary entities 
and so do not continue up to the time that conventional relation is 
apprehended. Apart from the question of its momentariness, 
particulars are self-contained facts and even if the word-relation is 
supposed to relate to these distinct entities, it will be of no avail 
with regard to other particulars, which were not taken into 
account when the verbal convention was cognised. So the word 
‘ cow * would mean only a particular cow and not any other. 
But this will serve no purpose. And it is humanly impossible 
that a man should apprehend this conventional relation with 
regard to all the individual cows that are and have been and will 
be in existence. If it is supposed that all the individuals are 
conceptually apprehended and labelled by a common name, then 
it should be admitted that the conventional relation is apprehend
ed with regard to a conceptual construction and not real 
individual facts, distinct and discrete that they are. It  may not 
be out of place to observe in this connexion that the theory of 
transcendental contact with all the possible and actual individuals 
in and through the medium of the universal in question 
(sdmanyalaksanasannikarfa), which has been propounded by the 
latter-day Naiyayikas, equally fails to explain the factual incidence 
of the verbal convention, for which it was postulated.1

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

eve'ti cet. evarh tarhi vikalpaaamaropitarthavisaya eva 6abdaBannive6anam, 

n a paramarthato bhede^v iti pr&ptam. T. S. P ,,  p . 278.
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contention of the Naiyayika that universal (jati)> individual 
(vyakti) and configuration (akfti) are the connotation of words 
falls to the ground, because these conceptual vagaries are unsub
stantial fictions, pure and simple. Equally indefensible is the 
position of those who think that words have reference to the 
conceptual image, in other words, the ideal content, 
because the ideal content is a self-contained parti
cular like the objective facts and so does neither continue 
in other concepts nor relate to objective reality. More
over, these ideal contents are purely subjective facts existing 
inside the mind of the subject and as such cannot have 
the pragmatic efficiency that is possessed by real objective 
entities. So this too cannot be supposed to function as the 
connotation of words, much less as the subject-matter of verbal 
convention.1

There are some theorists who hold that the essential mean
ing of all words is uudefined and unspecified‘existence* (astyartha) 
and not any specific determination. When the word ‘cow* is 
heard, it simply connotSs that something exists to which the 
name ‘cow5 is affixed and no form or determination enters as a 
content into this purely existential reference. The determinate 
content of this reference is purely a matter of belief or pre-con
ception of the subject in question. . So even words which have a 
reference to visible and perceptible objects are on the 
same level with words which refer to unknown and unverifiable 
objects. Thus, for instance, such expressions as ‘heaven,’ ‘merit’ 
or ‘demerit* do not bring home to the understanding any specific 
content, but only convey a vague existential reference and our 
ordinary work-a-day expressions too do not connote anything

1 vacyam  Bvalaksanam upadhir upadhiyogah I 

aopadhir astu yadi va "k krtir aslu buddheh I 

adyantayor na sam ayah phala^aktihaner I 

m adhye *py upadhivirahafc tritaye na yuktah I 

Apohasiddhi, p. 18.

V id t  T. S . ,  sis. 869*84, and the Pafijika thereunder.
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more than this. But this view too does not make any improve
ment upon the previous theories. If wordB do not present any 
definite meaning but only a vague reference to mere existence, 
then linguistic usage would become absolutely abortive, as 
there will be no variation in meaning and the content. The 
word ‘cow * and the word ‘horse * would mean the same thing, 
if they mean nothing more than ‘existence, pure and simple.’ 
But if they are supposed to contain a reference to an objective 
individual, unique and distinctive, or to some concrete universal 
or to an ideal representation, then the theory will make itself 
open to all the charges levelled against the previous theories. 
It may be contended that the connotation of the word ‘ cow ’ is 
not unqualified existence, but existence as determined by the 
particular word ‘cow’ and the universal of ‘cowhood,’ and because 
the specific attributes and individual characteristics are not 
understood in this reference, it is held that words are existential 
in their import. The word ‘cow* connotes ‘that something 
exists/ but this something is not an indefinite concept, but has 
in it the cow-universal and the cow-expression as its content 
determining it. But even this interpretation does not make 
it more sound and intelligible. It  only restates the position of 
the Naiyayika who holds that words have a reference to the 
universal-in-the-individual, the individual as defined and deter
mined by the universal. But universals have been proved to be 
unreal intellectual fictions and so this theory shares in the absur
dity of the Nyaya theory in toto.

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

a word.
There is another theory which holds that word has a 

reference to the subjective content, the idea or mental image, 
which is occasioned by an external object and this idea or image 
is believed to be the external reality itself by being superimposed 
upon it. So long as the idea is believed to be a subjective fact, 
which it is in reality, it does not and cannot lead to any activity, 
as subjective fictions are not actionable.. So the idea is 
impinged upon the reality which causes it and this complex 
identity of idea and object is the import of words. This theory 
may be easily confounded with the Buddhist theory of ApoAa, 
but there is a fundamental difference between the two. The 
Buddhist too believes that the import of words is a subjective 
idea hypostatised as an objective fact, but this objectivity is a 
purely intellectual construction and is an ungrounded illusion, 
because it is neither subjective nor objective, but a fiction, pure 
and simple. The present theory, on the other hand, holds that
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the idea is a correot measure of the reality and i9 actually 
superimposed upon an objective datum to which it refers. If 
the external objective reference is believed to be a projection of 
the conscious principle, absolutely ungrounded in an objective 
reality and the synthetic class-concept is thought to be an ideal 
construction, engendered by the exclusion of opposite entities, 
shared in common by a set of individuals, then and then alone can 
this theory be equated with the Buddhist theory of Apoha. The 
Buddhist denies that words possess a factual meaning, be it sub
jective or objective. Now what is the import of a word ? I t  is 
certainly what is presented in a determinative verbal cognition. 
But this determinate presentation is not of a subjective idea, but 
of an external objective fact possessed of practical efficiency. 
And this objective fact referred to is not an actual reality, as it 
lacks the distinctive features of a living reality, which is unique 
and self-identical and as it is not confined to one individual, but 
comprises in its reference all the possible individuals. Nor can 
it be a universal, since a universal has been proved to be a 
conceptualfiction. So the import of a word is neither a sub
jective idea nor an objective fact and ultimately transpires 
to be an illusory projection. And when we refer to the 
denotation of a word, we mean this illusory projection and 
nothing else.

There is still another theory which holds that words do not 
signify any real object at all, nor do they convey any determinate 
idea. Words are but symbolic values and stand on the same 
level with signs and gestures. They produce an indeterminate 
and conteatless intuition (pratibha), which comes to be associated 
with objective facts by repeated usage. They are destitute of 
definite presentative content and are only vaguely suggestive of 
facts and actions, as is seen in the case of children and animals. 
And even this suggestion has no direct bearing on definite objective 
data. Had it been directly grounded in an objective reality, 
there would have been no occasion for the conflicting interpreta
tions of texts or contradictory expositions ; and fictions and stories
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could not have been possible.1 Now the implications of this 
theory have got to be thoroughly threshed out. If this sugges- 
tiou (pratibha) is supposed to have reference to an objective fact, 
then how can a particular word give rise to various suggestions 
in various minds, when the objective reality is uniform in 
character ? And if the verbal suggestion of intuition have ab
solutely no bearing on an objective datum, then also they would be 
unmeaning nonsense and as such could not lead to any volitional 
activity, which is however the actual fact. If it is supposed that 
the subjective suggestion is erroneously believed to be an objective 
fact, then the import of words would be an illusory fiction and 
the ideation and volitional activity would be a case of unmiti
gated subjective illusion. But this illusion must have a raison 
d’etre, otherwise an uncaused illusion can emerge always and 
everywhere and no case for its limitation can be made out. If 
however the illusion is traced to the peculiar distinctive nature 
of individual entities, which sharply distinguishes it from entities 
of contradictory nature and which thus cumulatively gives riBe 
to the idea of a generic universal, then this theory of suggestion 
will have nothing to differentiate it from the Buddhist theory 
of Apoha.

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

1 yathai 'va hy aúkuóábhighatad&yo hastyádinám arthapratipafctau 
pratibbáhetavo bhavaati, tathá aarve ’rthavat-sammatá vrksádayab áabdá 
yathábhyaaam pratibhámátropasamhárahetavo bhavanti, na tv artham 
aáksát pratipádayanti. anyatká hi katham  parasparaparahatáb pravacana- 
bhedá utpádyakatháprabandháé oasvavikalpoparacifcapadarthabhedadyotakáti 
ayur iti. T. S. P ., p. 206. Va. P ., I I, 119 ; T.‘ S., éls. 892, 902-905.
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confused with the other. The real person intended may be under
stood and so the subjective image may not be invariably con
founded with the objective fact and sometimes may be correctly 
apprehended as subjective and in that case the activity bearing 
on the objective fact will be impossible of explanation.1

All these different theories can be summarily dismissed by 
this dialectic : Is the import of words a reality or not ? If it be 
a reality, is it fluxional or permanent ? If the former, it cannot 
have the synthetic reference, and if the latter, then the emergence 
of successive ideas would be unaccountable. And so the theory 
of the Vaibhasikas who postulate the existence of a word-entity 
(namakaya) and of an objective generic character '(nimitta) 
existing as part of the reality signified by a word is equally in
defensible. If the word-category and the meaning-category be 
something momentary or non-momentary, then they would be 
absolutely unavailing.2

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

1 atha m atam  yo vivaksaviparivartT rupadir artho ya6 ca b&hyas tayob 
aarupyam asfcy atah sarupyad aoodite bahye pravrttir bhavi^yati yamalaka* 

vad ity ata aha— sarupyac ca ¿rater vrttib katham  va '¿abdacohite I saru

pyad yamalakavat I (SI. 908). T. S . P . ,  p. 289.

N .B .  Most of these theories have been alluded to in the Vakyapadiya  

of Bhartrhari and the T. S. and the  Paiijxka have taken them  from that  

work. Of course the criticism is entirely original. Vide Va. Pa.,  Ch. I I , 

¿la. 118-134.

2 Vide, The Central  Conception of Buddhism,  p. 106.

Cf. yo ’pi Vaibhasikah ¿abdaviBayarh nam akhyam  nim ittakhyam  ca 

’rthaoihnaruparh viprayuktam sumskaram icchati, tad apy etenai ’va du^itacb 

draftavyam, tatha hi tan namadi yadi ksapikam tada anvayayogab, aksapi> 

k itv e  kramijhananupapattih.
T. S. P .,  p. 290.
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the universal is a chimerical abstraction and a subjective fiction, 
pure and simple. Now the question is relevant that if words do 
not signify any real object, then what is its signification ? Words 
certainly have got a meaning and an objective external reference 
too and this cannot be accounted for if words are supposed to 
signify a subjective idea existing internally within the mind. A 
subjective idea cannot be reconciled with an extra-subjective refer
ence. The Buddhist however rejoins that what is signified by a 
word is neither a subjective idea nor an objective reality, but 
something fictitious and unreal, which is neither here nor 
there. The fact of the matter is that both the speaker and 
the hearer apprehend in fact and reality a mental image, a 
subjective content and not any objective fact ; but the speaker 
thinks that he presents an objective fact to the hearer and the 
hearer too is deluded into thinking that the presented meaning 
is not a mental image, but an objective verity. The speaker 
and the hearer are both labouring under a common delusion 
like two ophthalmic patients who see two moons and communi
cate their experience tb each other. So the connotation of words 
is but a subjective idea, a mental image, which however is 
hypostatised as an objective reality existing in its own right 
independently of the thinking mind.1 And as this mental image 
is found to have a distinctive character of its own which marks 
it out from other such mental representations and thus to contain 
a negative implication, we characterise it by a negative 
expression, viz ., ‘ negation of another * (anyapoha). The
connotation of a word therefore is a subjective notion, a 
mental image in the first instance, which is a positive idea no 
doubt. But as it has an exclusive reference by implication 
and as this negative implication gives the verbal import its

1 tnsmad osa vikalpavisayo na jùânàkàro nà *pi bâhya ity alîka evà- 

** stheyab, yathà " ha Dharmottarab» “  buddhyà kalpikayâ viviktam  

aparair y ad rCipam ullikhyate J buddhir no na bahir ” iti.

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

And this negation has a twofold aspect according as it is 
relative or absolute. An absolute negation is an unqualified 
pure negation and has no positive reference, remote or direct. 
For example, 4 the cow is not not-cow ’ is a negative judgment, 
pure and simple. A relative negation on the other hand has



primarily a positive reference and its negative value is only 
indirect and implied inasmuch as it comes into relief only in 
reference to an other. It is an affirmation in and by itself and 
only in relation to an other it becomes negative in force. For 
instance, the concept ‘ cow * is in and by itself a positive fact, 
but in relation to a horse, it is a negative concept. And this 
relative negation may be again twofold, viz., a concept and 
a fact. The import of words is a relatively negative concept 
and is neither a fact nor an absolute negation. It is not an 
absolute negation inasmuch as it is a conceptual construction 
positive in character, but it is not regarded as a true measure 
of reality, because it carries a factual objective reference, 
though it does not possess any objectivity in itself. As a 
concept it is a purely subjective phenomenon and is true and real 
qud subjective ; but it has an objective external reference 
and that constitutes its falsity. But though false and unreal 
it is only a concept that is generated by a word and it is 
this concept which is regarded as the meaning of that word. 
So the denotative relation of word and meaning is at bottom 
a relation of causality between a fact (word) and a concept, or 
to be precise, between one concept and another concept. But 
this concept is not a pure negation and is as much positive as 
anything. But though positive in appearance, it has a negative 
implication, as negation is its determinant and formative 
principle, as set forth above. |3o when Dignaga declared that 
word imports a negation and neither an objective universal nor a 
particular, he only emphasised this negative implication of verbal 
import. He did not mean that negation was the primary and 
apparent connotation. But Uddyotakara and KumSrila misunder
stood the real significance of Dignaga’s doctrine and raised objec
tions which were uncalled for and irrelevant. All their objections 
and criticism proceed upon the assumption that Dignaga regarded 
pure negation as the connotation of words and when they say 
that pure negation without a positive basis is unintelligible 
nonsense, this does not affect the central position of the master

i l 8  B U D D H IST  DOCTRINE OF F L U X
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and only fights with a shadow of their own creation. The con
notation of a word is a positive concept and when Dignaga 
characterised it as a negation, he only emphasised its essential 
negative implication which makes the verbal import significant 
and meaningful. Uddyotakara argues, “ Is this ‘ negation of the 
opposite ’ itself the expressible meaning of the word ‘ negation ’ ? 
If it is the expressed meaning, then the position should be 
surrendered that negation is the signification of words. At any 
rate, the expression‘negation of the opposite’ signifies some
thing which is not a negation of an other. If it were so, there 
would arise a regressus ad infinitum, because the negated other, 
‘ the non-negation ’ would require another negation and so on. 
And if negation is not its signification, then something else 
should be assigned as its meaning and that being non-negation 
would transpire to be something positive. And if ‘negation’ itself 
be the signification "of the expression ‘ apoha' (negation) and 
not ‘ negation of an other,' then the proposition that ‘ a word 
signifies its meaning by negating the meaning of other words ’ 
would come to mean ‘ that a word signifies an other without 

signifying i t ’— which is a case of plain contradiction.” 1 But 
this argument of Uddyotakara, apart from its sophistry, is based 
upon a misconception. Uddyotakara has been carried away by 
the prima facie meaning of the position. W e have observed 
before that the relation of denotation is a relation of causality. 
When a word is said to denote an object, it does not do anything 
more than this : the word only generates in the subject’s mind 
a conceptual image, which ¡ b distinct and different from other 

codcepts and this conceptual image is believed to be an external 
reality existing ahead and independently of the thinking mind. 
And denotation of meaning by a word is nothing but the produc
tion of this conceptual image by a word. The negation is not 
directly connoted but is only understood by implication. The 
word ‘ cow ’ only engenders a conceptual image of the reality

1 N. V., pp. 328-29, Tat, ti, p. 492.
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* cow/ but as this conceptual image has a self-identity distinct 
from that of o)her concepts, its distinctive character is felt and 
distinction means negation of what it is not. So the criticism 
of Bhamaha—that if the connotation of the word 1 cow * be con
tingent on ‘ not-cow/ then some other word would be in request 
to signify the positive cow— does not affect our position, as the 
word does not connote the negative idea in the first instance. 
As the proposition ‘ Devadatta is fat but does not dine at day ■ 
conveys a negative meaning in the first instance, but has a 
positive implication, ‘ He certainly takes a hearty meal at night, 
otherwise how could he be fat ? ’ and as these two positive and 
negative judgments conveyed by a self-identical proposition do 
not offend against the law of contradiction, exactly so a word 
can occasion a positive and a negative concept, one by its denota
tive power and the other by implication. So the objection of 
Bhamaha does not arise at all, as we, Buddhists, do not hold 
that a word denotes the negative idea first. The word has a 
meaning in the positive concept and the negative import is a 
resultant cognition.1

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

1 bahyarthadhyavasayena pravrfctam pratibimbakam I 
utpadayati yene 'yam tena 'he 'ty apadiSyafce I 
taaya ca pratibimbasya gatav eva 'nugamyate I
samarthyad anyavi^leso...............
divabhojanavakyader iva 'sya 'pi phaladvayam I 
saksat aamarthyato y asm an na 'nvayo vyatirekavan I

T .S .,  éls. 1017, 1019, 1020.
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construction and has no existence outside the subjective conscious
ness. And though it has no existence outside consciousness, 

it is fondly hypostatised as an objective category by the inherent 
illusory tendencies of the subject. But it is not an unfounded 
illusion for that, as the idea is remotely derived from an 
objective datum. The conceptual forms however are regarded
as unreal fictions, because they are not objective facts with 
which they are supposed to be identical and so far as their 
objectivity is concerned, they are regarded as illusory fic
tions. Now a question is raised, ‘ Well, if there is no objective 
universal and all reals are self-enclosed and self-contained parti
culars, each distinct and different from the other, then how is it 
that they should give rise to a conceptual image, which is not 
particularistic in its reference but comprises all the discrete and 
distinct individuals in its fold ? And how again a common 
name is affixed to alt the individuals and it should denote not 
this or that individual, but all the individuals, possible and 
actual ? If an objective universal is postulated over and above 
the individuals, then such ideas and such verbal usage become 
intelligible and not otherwise.’ But the Buddhist answers 
that our ideas are not exact copies of external reality and 
it has been proved in the chapter on universals that ideas 
need not be contingent on corresponding objective realities at 
all. There is no impossibility in the fact that individuals, 
though discrete and distinct, should give rise to an identical 
concept. I t  is a matter of experience that some individuals, 
though distinct and different from one another, discharge an 
identical action and this uniform causal efficiency is the 
ground and raison d'etre of common appellation and common 
concept. The individual jars are each distinct and different, 
but they are labelled with a common name * j a r /  because they 
possess a uniform causal efficiency with regard to drawing 
of water and the like. In the preceding chapter we have 
mentioned the case of medicinal herbs and minerals, as an 
instance in point as to how they are referred to by the common
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name of ‘ purgative,’ though they have nothing in common. 
But a difficulty has been raised in this connexion: ‘ Well, there 
can be no identical causal efficiency in different individuals. The 
drawing of water and the like which is discharged by the indi
vidual jars is not identical, but varies from individual to indivi
dual and the cognition of each such individual and of its action 
too is variable in each case. So the identical efficiency, on 
which you would base the conceptual thought, is an unfounded 
assumption.’ Yes, we reply. The activity of individuals is 
variant in each case, nay, in each moment and its cognitions too 
are not identical. But still they possess the capacity for generat
ing an idea of an identity. I t  may be argued that this efficiency 
for identical conception too is not anything distinct from the 
individual entities and so the conceptual thought should also be 
variable in each case. And then there would be no ground for 
this identical concept and nomenclature. Yes, we admit the jus
tice of these objections ; but we do not base our position on the 
identity of the actions or of the cognitions. The actions and the 
cognitions are no doubt variant and have no nexus or identity 
between them. W e do not rely on any such identity. We only 
speak of the identical reference. The cognitions of individual 
jars, though different per se in each and every case, still the 
determinate judgment, which follows in its trail, contains an 
invariable reference to an identity, though this identity is only 
an illusory construction from discrete particulars.1

Jayanta Bhatta, however, has put forward an elaborate 
contention against this interpretation of conceptual knowledge. 
Jayanta contends, “  Well, it is a dogmatic assertion that the

1 T.S., Öls. 1034, 1030-37. Cf . yo 'sau prafcyavamaräapratyayas 

tasyä  'pi svalaksanabhedena bhidyam änatväd ekatvam  asiddham. tataö ca 

ta sy a  *py ekatvasiddhaye param ekäkärapratyavamar^akäryam anuaarato 

'navasthä syät. tafcaö cä 'navasthiiaikakäryatayä na kvacid ekaörutiniveöah 

siddhyet. nai 'tad aati, na  hi prafcyavamaräapratyayasyai 'kakäryatayai 

'katvam  ucyate. kim  fcarh»? ekärthädhyavaaäyitayä, tena nä 'navaathä 
bhaviayati. T. 8* P .,  p. 325.
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conceptual judgment (vikalpa), which arises in the trail of per
ceptual knowledge, should cognise only that negative aspect of 
the reality, which distinguishes it from dissimilar things and not 
the other side which distinguishes it from similars too. I t  may 
be contended that if the full individuality, exclusive of similar 
and dissimilar entities, is supposed to be cognised in the concep
tual knowledge too, then there would be nothing left to distin
guish it from the original perceptual experience and so the concep
tual knowledge will be reduced to an eifete and ineffectual repeti
tion of the perceptual experience. But Jayanta says that this 
contingency is not to be avoided by the Realists, who think that 
the conceptual knowledge has a definite objective in the univer
sal. And even if it be regarded as a useless repetition of the 
perceptual experience, that need not be a deterrant barrier 
against this possibility. Because there is nothing repugnant 
in the fact that two cognitions should cognise one and the same 
thing. Our cognitions do not proceed with a view to necessity 
and they require no justification by utilitarian considerations. 
And this repetition should not be treated as a peg to hang this 
theory on. A man whose thirst has been satisfied may not have 
any use for a glass of ice-water, but that is no excuse that he 
should regard it as a piece of silver for that. We cannot be 
persuaded to believe that conceptual knowledge proceeds by 
halves, that it should take note of one aspect and not of the 
other. The negative side of the individual is not anything 
different from the individual itself and negation of similars is as 
much a part of its essence as negation of dissimilars. Then why 
should there be any bias in favour of the latter aspect and the 
former should be ignored with contempt ? If however the full 
negativity is apprehended in the conceptual knowledge, all our 
knowledge will be knowledge of particulars, but this will sound 
the death-knell of linguistic usage and inferential knowledge, 
which proceed on the knowledge of universals. And if the 
negation of opposites, from which the Buddhist works out 
the knowledge of universals, be an objective fact, it will only
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reinstate the universal under another name. If the negation be 
traced to a subjective memory-impression (vasana), then also 
the objective universal has got to be postulated, as memory is 
not an ultimate fact but presupposes an original experience, 
which must have an objective datum as its cause So the novel 
interpretation of apoha of the later Buddhists, which sought to 
save the doctrine of Dignaga from the onslaughts of Kumarila, 
has not succeeded in finding for it a haven of peace and 
security.* *1

Jayanta further contends that the reference to an identity, 
on which the Buddhist has sought to base the synthetic concep
tual knowledge is an ungrounded assumption. It may be con
tended that the content of conceptual knowledge which follows 
upon the perception of a black cow is not different from the 
content of another conceptual knowledge which follows upon the 
perception of a yellow cow and this identity of content of all 
conceptual cognitions is the ground of synthesis of distinct cogni
tions and of the particular individual objects referred to by 
it. But this argument of the Buddhist is more ingenious than 
convincing. The conceptual cognitions are distinct and 
separate one from the other, being momentary like the principle of 
consciousness from which it is not anywise distinct. As regards 
the contents of such conceptual cognitions, which are regarded 
as non-distinct in all such cognitions, we ask, is the content 
distinct from the cognitions or not ? If it is distinct, it is an 
objective universal with only a different name affixed to it, there 
being no reason to regard it as an unreal fiction. If however the 
content is not anywise distinct from the conceptual cognition, it 
should be different with different cognitions and so cannot be 
supposed to be identical, on the strength of which you would 
explain the synthetic reference of such cognitions.2

1 N .M ., pp. 316-17.

2 vikalpollikhyamanakarabhedanavagumad vikalpanam aikyam  

yadrSam evai 'kasabaleyadisvalaksanadar^ananantarabbuva 'pi vikalpeno
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These objections of Jayanta have been boldly and squarely 
faced by Ratnaklrti in his ‘ Apohasiddhi 9 and they have been 
effectively refuted by him. The power of generating the idea of 
one universal, which is the content of conceptual cognitions, is 
certainly not distinct from the cognitions themselves and so an 
objective universal has no logical justification to be posited apart 
from and independent of the-subjective ideation. The generative 
efficiency is non-distinct from the individual cognitions and as 
such cannot but vary with varying individual cognitions. But 
that does not detract from its invariable identical reference. If 
one thing is equally efficient with another thing, what is there to 
find fault with ? And what about your universals ? Does not 
one universal generate the self-same synthetic concept as another 
universal does, though they are distinct from one another and 
have no other universal underlying and synthesising them ? So 
our individuals, though particular and discrete, can with equal 
cogency be supposed to generate a selfsame concept without any 
gratuitous aid from an external universal, existing in and outside 
of them. The universals are all labelled by a common name, 
viz., as universal and because they lack another universal, they 
are on the same level with particularistic individuals, as univer
sals in relation to one another are no less particularistic than 
individuals. And if in spite of their particularistic character, 
there is no difficulty in the matter of their competency with 
regard to an identical concept and nomenclature, what earthly 
reason is there that a ghost of doubt should be raised with regard

’llikhita akaro gaur iti tadr^am ova gopindantaradarSananantarajanmana ’pi

*ti vi§ayabhedat tadaikyam ucynte  tad etad api na hrdayatigamam

abhidhiyate. vikalpas tavad vijfianaksanasvabhavatvad anyonyam  bhinna  

eva bhavanti— yas tu vikalpollikhita akaro 'nupalabhyamanabhedaa tebhyo  

vyatirikto ’vyatirikto va. vyatiriktaS cet eyat sam anyam  eve ’dam  

nam antare£o ’ktam  bhavati. avastavatvakrto vi6esa iti cen na, avastavatve  

yuktyabhavat. avyatiriktaS cet sa akaras tarhi vikalpasvarupavad bhidyata  

eve ’ti katham tadaikyam  katbam va tadaikye bhinnanam api darfananam  

midrikara^am avakalpate? N. M ., pp. 314-16.
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to particulars? If lack of a universal underlying and informing 
the distinctive individuals be regarded as a condemnation, then 
the realistic universals should be equally condemned.1 And the 
other objection of Jayanta,—that conceptual knowledge should 
take cognisance of the full individuality, with its twofold negative 
implication and not alone the negation of dissimilars as negation 
of similars, too, is as much an integral part of the reality as the 
other negation, namely, of dissimilars,—is an objection which is 
neither fair nor worthwhile. The objection can be raised against 
the Naiyayika too. It can be equally legitimately asked why 
should not the primal indeterminate cognition take note of the 
universal and if it is supposed to cognise the. universal, then, why 
should it not be explicit like the determinate conceptual 
judgment ? If it is supposed that the explicit relational reference 
is due to the remembrance of name-relation, the Buddhist too can 
have recourse to the self-same explanation. The conceptual 
judgment is regarded as distinct from the perceptual experience 
not from any fear of repetition or lack of utilitarian value, but 
from the variation of contents. So Jayanta’s censure and logical 
sermonisings are equally uncalled for. It may be asked, why 
this preference for one aspect of truth to the exclusion of the 
other ? W hy this playing by halves ? Our answer is that there 
is no favouritism in our theory and if it savours of undeserved 
preference, it is the fault of human psychology and not of our 
theory. The idea of the universal does not arise in the primal 
sense-experience, because the conditions are lacking in it. When 
the primal sense-experience is reinforced by a memory of the

1 nanu samanyapratyayajananasarnarbbyam yady ekasmab pipdad 

abhinnam, tada vijatiyavyavrttam  pii^dantaram asamartham. atha bhin- 

nam , tada tad eva sam anyam , namni param vivada iti cet?  abhinnai 'va 

sa ¿akbih prativastu. yatha tv ekah ¿akbasvabhavo bhavas tatha ’nyo 'pi 

bhavan kidrSam doaam avahati ? yatha bhavatam jatir eka 'pi samana- 

dhvaniprasavahetur any a ’pi svarupenai 'va jatyantaranirapeksa, tatha  

'sniSkara vyaktir api jatinirapek^a svarupenai 'va bhinna hetub. A. S .,  

p. 13.
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previous experience of another individual, then and then alone 
the concept of the universal arises in the mind. But this univer
sal is a hollow subjective creation and is not an objective reality, 
as supposed by the Realist.1 We have thoroughly proved the 
worthlessness of the claims of these universal to being regarded as 
objective categories and the arguments need not be repeated 
here.

Jayanta has contended that if the negation of opposites be 
traced to a memory-impression, it would end in proving the 
existence of objective universal, as memory presupposes an 
original experience and experience is impossible without 
an objective datum. But this is only an assumption based 
on analogy. The memory-impressions of universals etc., have 
an infinite past history and they cannot be assigned a definite 
beginning. So the objection does not touch our central position that 
universals are ideal constructions and not facts. And when we 
speak of words as denotative of universals, we mean nothing 
more than their efficiency for generating a conceptual image 
with its implicit negation of dissimilar entities and concepts.2 
The conceptual contents are erroneously believed to be objective 
facts and this objective reference has proved a veritable snare 
for the Realists, who mistake the false appearance for a reality. 
If however a word really denoted a living fact, then, all predica
tion would be unaccountable. The Realist holds that the subject 
and the predicate in a proposition are equated with objective facts, 
but tbis is opposed to reason. If the word ‘ cow ’ really denoted 
an actually living cow, no predication about it would be 
justifiable. In  the proposition ‘ the cow exists,* the predication

1 yat punah samanyabhave sam anyapratyayasya 'kasm ikatvam uktam , 

tad ayuktam. yatah purvapigdadar^anasmarauasahakarii^a 'tiricyamana  

vi^esaprai.yayajanika s a m a g r i  nirviBayam Bamaayavikalpam utpadayati. 

A. S., p. 12.

2 tatra sainanyavacana uktah 6abda ghatadayah |

vijatlyavyavacchinnapratibimbaikahetavah I

T. S., il. 1088.
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of ‘ existence * is redundant if it relates to a living cow actually 
in existence. Neither can ‘ non-existencex be predicated, as that 
would involve a contradiction in term9. If the ‘ cow ’ is supposed 
to refer to a cow not in existence, that too does not improve the 
situation, as affirmation of existence with reference to a non
existent cow would be a case of self-contradiction .and denial of 
existence would involve a useless tautology. So the very fact of 
subject-predicate relation proves that words stand for conceptual 
fictions and not objective entities.1 All reals are momentary
point-instants, exclusive of all similar or dissimilar entities and
there can be no relation between them. Nor can there be any 
split of the integer of reality into a quality and a substance. But 
linguistic usage proceeds on the assumption of 9uch relations of 
synthesis and analysis, integration and division, which are not 
possible between two real objective facts. For instance, the word 
* forest * denotes a number of trees integrated into one whole, 
but in reality, the tree3, individual by individual, are absolutely 
detached from one another and have no objective nexus between 
one and the other. A'gain when we speak of a 'b lue  flower/ 
the two things * blue * quality and the 1 flower * substance are 
understood to be distinct entities brought together. But in 
reality, the flower and the blue are one and the same thing, the 
division is only a conceptual construction without any factual 
basis.2 Let alone the function of words in the r61e of subject 
and predicate, which proceeds on conceptual integration and 
division, even the diiect import of words should be regarded as 
conceptual in character. Sometimes these concepts have a

1 kin ca svalaksanatm ani vastuni vacye aarvatmana pratipatteh, 

vidhinieedhayor ayogah. tasya hi sadbhave 'sti 'ti vyartham , Da 'eti ’ty 

asamurtham. asadbhave nastl 'ti vyartham , ast l’ty aaamartham. asti

ca 'styadipadaprayogah. A. S., pp. 7-8.
2 sam srjyante na bhidyante svato 'rthah paramarthikah | 

rupam ekam  anekam ca tesu buddher upaplavah I

T. S. P., p. 228 under 1049.
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remote bearing on objective reality being derived from it, but there 
are others which refer to a fiction or they are such as to relate to 
a fact and a fiction in the same fashion. Thus, the word ‘ blue ’ 
connotes a real fact, the word ‘ rabbit’s horn * refers to a fiction 
and such expressions as ‘ amorphous * are indefinite, being 
referable to a fact, viz., ‘ consciousness ’ and a fiction, e.g., ‘ a 
rabbit’s horn.’ So the content of words should be regarded as 
conceptual constructions conjured up from the store of sub
conscious impressions deposited from beginningless tim e.1

The Realists have found a crux in this situation and have 
not been able to give a satisfactory explanation of this phenome
non consistently with their theory. Vacaspati and Jayanta 
Bhatta hold that the connotation of a word is neither exclusively 
a universal nor exclusively a particular, but a particular as 
determined and qualified by a universal. But when pressed with 
the question, how can there be any predication of either existence 
or non-existence with reference to such concrete facts, which 
are supposed to be living objective facts, Vacaspati gives up 
his original position and adopts another view that words denote 
universals and, though eternal by nature, they are amenable to 
affirmation, or negation, being subsistent in an infinite nuinber 
of individuals.widely distributed in infinite space and time. So 
when existence is predicated, it means that the universal is 
related to a present individual and negation of existence only 
emphasises that the universal is related to a past or a future 
individual as opposed to a present, living individual.2 . Jayanta

1 anadivasanodbhutavikalpapariniathitah 1 ¿abdarthas trividho 

dharmi bhaviibhavobhayasrayah I bhava6rayo yatha nilam  iti, abhava6rayo 

yatha sa^avisanam iti, ubhayasrayo yatha am urtam  iti, am urtam  hi bhavati 

vijnanam  bhavati c$ sa^avisanam. Tat. t i .,  p. 497.

Cf. tasm ac chabdapratibhasaeya bahyarthabhavabhavasadharapyam  

na tadviaayatam ksam ate. A. S . f p. 8.

2 tasmaj jatim atyo vyaktayo vikalpanam  sabdanam  ca gocarah........

na ca sabdarthasya bhavabhavasadharanyarh no *papadyate. ea hi sva- 

riipato n itya 'pi desakalavipraklrnanantavyaktyasrayataya bhavabhava-
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too observes that as a word primarily denotes exclusively a 
universal without any reference to its existence or non-existence, 
the fact of existence or non-existence is predicated of it to satisfy 
an intellectual demand and to emphasise its definitive existence. 
It may savour of repetition, but this repetition is necessary for 
the sake of emphasis. For instance, when we make a statement 
like this— ‘ The jar is a jar and not a cloth,* there is a repetition 
no doubt, but this repetition only emphasises the exclusive 
identity of the subject and so is not unjustified.1

Ratnakirti observes that Vacaspati here contradicts himself 
and apart from contradiction or surrender of his position, which is 
more or less a question of personal aberration, he has been forced 
to concede that a word cannot denote an * individual3 and also 
that predication is not competent to an individual and this is 
evident when he throws the entire weight upon the ‘ universal.* 
And as these universals are conceptual fictions, he practically 
accepts the Buddhist position and even if they be regarded as ob
jective entities, predication of existence or non-existence is equally 
untenable with reference to these universals. When he says that 
the predication of existence means the relation of universal to a 
living individual, he only seeks to avoid the logical absurdity by 
a subterfuge. Existence or non-existence always relates to an 
individual, because individuals are alone possessed of practical 
efficiency and as such are alone amenable to predication. We 
can quote Jayanta Bhatta in this connexion to expose the fallacy 
of Vacaspati’s position. Jayanta observes that a universal is

sadharanl bhavaty astinastisambaudhayogya, vartamanavyaktisambandhita 

hi jater astita, atitanagatavyaktisambandhita ca nastita.

Tat. tl., p. 4 8 7 r A. S . ,  p. 8.

1 sarvasya gaur ityudisabdajanitasya jnfinasya ’tltatvady anapeksya  

sanaanyamatravisayatvad akanksaniralcaranayfi ’sti nastl *ti padantaram  

prayujyamanam sambadhyato. niyatarupitaniscitanijacupe vastuni vustvan- 

tarasya vyavacchedabandhanam isyata eva ghalo ghata eva na pata iti. 

N. M .f p. 317.



THE DOCTEINE OF APOHA 131

neither an agent, nor possesses differences of sex, nor is it amen« 
able to numerical variation, but these are invariably the connota
tion of words and suffixes. So the universal cannot be supposed 
to be the denoted meaning of a word.1 And the view, which 
takes the universal-in-individual to be the denotation of a word, 
is fully exposed to the objections advanced against the individual. 
If the individual be the meaning of a word, no matter whether 
qualified by a universal or not, the objections lying against 
the ‘ individual * will apply with full force against the theory.

We have seen that the import of a word is primarily and 
naturally a conceptual construction and not an objective fact, 
whether individual or universal. This conceptual construction 
is however hypostatised as an objective reality by an inherent 
subjective illusion and this becomes the intended import of a 
word. It is affirmative in character and reference, but is charac
terised by the Buddhist philosopher in terms of negation on the 
ground of its logical negative implication. But the negation is 
only a logical pre-supposition and is not psychologically felt in 
the first presentation. Dignaga seems to be the first philo
sopher who promulgated this theory. Words have a synthetic 
and comprehensive import, but as particulars are alone real in 
Dignaga’s school of thought, and as particulars are absolutely 
distinct and discrete without any connecting link, or nexus, the 
universal of the Realist was equated with a negative concept 
and words were held to denote this negative concept and not any 
positive fact. There are indications which warrant us to suppose 
that Dignaga put forward the theory of apoha as a pure negation 
without any positive reference and so his theory came in for 
ruthless animadversion first in the hands of Uddyotakara and 
then of Rum ania.2 Rumania dealt sledge-hammer blows and 
demolished the theory in toto. Later Buddhists, notably

1 .............karnkaiii liugnm saukbya ea, nu cai ‘tat tritayam  pratipa-

d i k f t r t k e  jfitav anveti, no jatili karakam, na ca jateh stripumnapumsuka- 

vibhfigo, na ca ‘ayu dvilvadiyoga iti. Ibid,  p. 32*2.

2 V ide  the footnote 1. p. 138.
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Santaraksita, gave altogether a new orientation to the theory and 
we find this position again attacked by Vacaspati and Jayanta 
Bhatta. Ratnakirti came after Vacaspati Misra and refuted the 
objections advanced by Vacaspati and others and veered round
to the old position of Dignaga. From the historical point of 
view, we may be justified in surmising three distinctive land
marks in the eventful career of the doctrine of apoha. (1) In the 
first place, apoha or anyapoha, as formulated by Dignaga, had its 
natural meaning of pure negation, so far at least as its compre
hensive reference was concerned. I t  had no positive content or 
reference. (2) In the second place, ‘ apoha ’ was given
altogether a new interpretation. Apoha was supposed to stand 
for a positive conceptual construction, a purely subjective idea, 
fondly objectified by the realistic bias of our psychological consti
tution. This realistic reference was traced to the working of 
previous sub-conscious impressions lying embedded in the sub
liminal region of consciousness from a beginningless time.
But still it had a negative implication and this negative aspect, 
though not psychologically felt, was regarded to be the funda
mental keynote of verbal import. The Universal of the Realist 
wras demolished by a powerful dialectic and the subjective concept 
was ushered into existence to do duty for the objective universal. 
The negative character, though dethroned from the psychological 
sphere, was installed with all the pomp and paraphernalia of 
regal majesty in the domain of logic with all its sovereign rights 
restored. (3) In the third place, we find Ratnakirti entering 
the arena with his subtle dialectic and forceful diction. He does 
not subscribe to the position of Santaraksita, who held that word 
conveyed a positive meaning in the first instance and a negative 
import by logical implication. There were some other Buddhist 
thinkers, we guess from the words of Ratnakirti, who thought 
negation to be the primary meaning and the positive aspect of 
negation was supposed to be understood by a logical construction.1

1 Yat tu goh pratiniu ‘ua iadaltna pariUme ’ l i ’sumartliyat (Cf. praaa-
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Ratnaklrti differs from the latter theory also. He maintains 
like the Naiyayikas that the connotation of a word is a complex, 
being a conceptual image as qualified by a negation of the 
opposite entities. The meaning of a word is therefore neither 
purely positive nor purely negative with contrary logical implica
tion, but even psychologically a distinctive concept with the 
element of distinction or negation as a part of the felt content. 
The word * cow ’ is conventionally affixed to the distinctive 
cow-concept felt as divorced from not-cows. Though the 
negative element is not distinctly articulated in words it is 
there as a felt content none the less. Just as the concept 
of ‘ blue-lotus,’ to which the word ‘ indlvara ’ is affixed by 
convention, is a complex of blue and lotus and the ‘ blue’ is felt 
as much as the ‘ lotus’ in one sweep, so in the case of such ex
pression as ‘cow,’ which gives rise to a complex concept of ‘cow- 
as-distinct-from-non-cow.’ Here the non-cow is felt as much as 
the cow—the negative and the positive factor being present 
alike. Ratnaklrti refuses to believe that the negation is under
stood by logical implication from the positive content or that the 
positive reference is a deduction from primary negation. If the 
negative aspect is not comprehended as a part and parcel of the 
verbal concept, we cannot explain the selective and exclusive 
character of the volitional activity following upon it. .Why does 

the subject avoid the horse and address himself to the cow ‘when 
he is directed to tether a cow ? ’ This exclusion of non-cow and 
adoption of the cow is proof positive that the negative aspect of 
the concept is comprehended as much as the existential re
ference in the first conceptual knowledge generated by a verbal 
expression.1 Ratnaklrti thus restored ‘apofea’ (negation) to its

jyapratisedho 'pi Bamarthyena pratiyate I na tadatm a paratme *ti, T.S.,  

1013-14) apohah pa^can nisclyata iti vidhivadinam matam , anyapohapratitau 

va samarthyad anyapodho 'vadharyata iti pratisedhavadinam m atam .  

A. S., p. 3.

1 Ibid, pp. 3-4. ‘anyatha yadi sabdad arthapratipattikale kalito na 

parapohah, katham anyapariharena pravrttih. tato gam badhane ti 

codito 'svadin api badhniyat.' Ibi d .
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pristine position of psychologically felt content and rescued it 
from the logical domain, to which it was relegated by 
Santaraksifca.

The attacks of Kumarila were therefore avoided and not 
returned, as the primary presentation was materially altered. 
But the fundamental position— that words do not convey any 
reference to an objective reality, particular or universal alike, and 
their pragmatic value is only vicarious and derivative— was 
neither abandoned nor abated by any Buddhist philosopher. The 
meaning of a word is a positive concept, which though subjective 
is hypostatised as an objective fact. And affirmative or negative 
predication does not really appertain to the concept, because the 
concept being a part of subjective consciousness is attested by 
self-intuition and as such cannot be negated. Moreover, it is 
not a subjective concept that is understood to be meant by a 
word, but something objective. But no predication again is 
competent to the objective reality, as the objective reality is not 
presented in the verbal cognition at all. W hat then does the 
predication relate to? I t  does not of a certainty relate to the con
cept either logically or psychologically and the objective reality, 
too, logically speaking, is untouched by it. The answer is that all 
predication, affirmative or negative alike, refers to the concept 
psychologically felt as an objective fact—in other words, to the 
hypostatised concept. When the cow is said to exist, it only 
affirms this objectivity of the concept and the 4 negative predica
tion only denies this supposed objectivity. In reality, however, 
a word has no meaning, but only a false meaning.1

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

1 Ibid,  p. 18.



with the real because the real can be cognised by a non-relational 
experience alone. I t  may be supposed for the sake of argument 
that being immediately preceded by the primal simple ex
perience the conceptual knowledge seems to take cognisance of the 
reality as it is and hence the volitional urge follows upon it. But 
this supposition, too, is precluded in the case of verbal knowledge 
because it does not necessarily follow upon a perceptual cognition. 
I t  cannot be supposed that the conceptual image is not felt to 
be distinct from an objective reality and so comes to be regarded 
as identical with it and the volitional activity therefore follows as 
a matter of course. The fact is that mere non-cognition of dis
tinction cannot originate a confusion of identity, far less a 
volitional urge. The conceptual image is not felt as distinct not 
only from the objective reality relevant to it, but from the whole 
world of reality as well. So if non-apprehension of distinction 
be supposed to have a bearing upon volitional activity, then 
the activity need not be selective and exclusive in character. It  
could lead to activity in any direction and towards any object. If 
however conceptual knowledge, whether following upon percep
tual experience or not, be supposed to take note of the objective 
reality as it is, then there is no room for confusion of activity or 
for inactivity, which is inevitable in the Buddhist theory.1

Ratnaklrti accepts the challenge of Vacaspati and assures 
us that there is no difficulty whatsoever in the Buddhist theory of 
conceptual knowledge (adhyavasaya) . Though the objective 
reality is not presented as a datum in the conceptual knowledge, 
still it is a reality which is conceived and this conception of 
reality means that the volitional activity is directed towards it. 
Well, the crux of the problem lies in this, how can there be any 
volitional urge towards an object not directly felt in experience ? 
Even if it is conceded that the conceptual image is not differen
tiated from the objective reality, this non-differentiation cannot be 

the cause of any activity, it being purely privative in character.

1 Tat. t i .,  pp. 488-90, N. M ., p. 317.
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I t could inspire activity only if the concept and the reality were 
identified, but this false identification even is possible only if the 
two factors are present ; and if the reality is actually felt in the 
conceptual knowledge, then this identification need not be pos
tulated, as the felt reality can inspire the activity and identifica
tion would be useless. So the explanation of Dharmaklrti that 
activity is inspired by a false identification of a concept with a 
fact falls to the ground, even if identification is interpreted 
as non-cognition of difference.1 Eatnaklrti however argues that 
though the objective reality, which is aimed at by the volitional 
activity, is not presented to the conceptual knowledge, the mere 
fact of non-presentation does not put it on a level with the whole 
world of unpresented data. There is this distinction—that one 
is aimed at by a volitional activity and others are ignored. There 
is no room for confusion even, because a conceptual thought has a 
distinctive structure and a distinctive capacity, being generated 
by a definitive collocation of causes and conditions and so the 
concept of water inspires activity towards water alone and not to 
horse and the like, though both are equally unpresented data. 
The concept of water has a bearing upon water alone just as 
smoke has a bearing upon fire. You cannot question, why should 
it be so and not otherwise? Nature does not permit of any such 
curiosity and keeps her ultimate secrets hidden from the limited 
understanding of man. Whom would you reprove that fire only 
burns and not the sky ? We do not say that there is 
any identification between a concept and a fact on the 
ground of their similarity and so the rebuke does not touch 
us. How does then the volitional activity arise regarding an 
external fact, though not presented to the mind ? The answer is 
that the relevant memory-impression, when it is fully matured

1 idam tad ekikaranam ahur drySavikalpayor bhedo yan na grbyate,  

na punar bhinnayor ’abhedadhyavasaya ekikaranam isyate. drsyakalpavi- 

bhagajfio loko bahyarh tu m any ate. N. M ., p. 308.

T. S ., si. 1078.
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and stimulated, springs up as a conceptual image and this con
ceptual image inspires activity towards the outer object by virtue 
of an inherent power, though there is no factual relation between 
the two. I t  is an illusory relation, but it has a remote bearing 
upon the objective fact, being conditioned by it at some stage of 
experience. Conceptual knowledge, though false qud its objec
tive reference, leads to the actual attainment of the object and in 
respect of pragmatic value it can be equated with such ‘ working 
errors* as perception of the jewel’s light misconstrued as the per* 
ception of the jewel itself. In verbal knowledge too what is im
mediately present to the subjective consciousness is but a concep
tual image, but this is misjudged to be the objective reality. If 
pragmatic satisfaction be regarded as the adequate measure of 
truth, verbal concepts can be taken to be true. But as the test 
of truth is not pragmatic satisfaction alone, but correspondence 
and consistency of fact and knowledge and as pragmatic success is 
only symptomatic of such truth, conceptual knowledge is regarded 
as false knowledge as it lacks the said correspondence and 
consistency.1

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

1 prabibhasa6 ca sabdartha iby ahus tattvacintakah I

tattvat»a6 ca na sabdanarn vacyam  asti ’ti sadbitam  I T . .S . ,  ¿1.

1078-79.
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declare that by the negative import of words he meant only 
subjective concepts and though he expressly denied that word had 
a positive meaning,1 and Uddyotakara was acquainted only 
with this theory of pure negation as verbal import, the theory was 
revised at not a distant date and the conceptual character of the 
word-import with negative implication was emphasised. KumSrila 
refers to this conceptual image being regarded by certain thinkers 
as the verbal connotation and Kamala^Tla expressly states that the 
view in question was of some other thinkers.2 Whatever may be 
the case, later Buddhists have invariably declared that the verbal 
import is a conceptual construction and not an objective fact. Now 
the question arises, if the meaning be only a subjective concept, 
then how could it be communicable to one another ? The concept of 
one is not the concept of another and so cannot be known by any 
two persons, simply because concepts and ideas are not amenable to 
perception by a different subject. How could then verbal conven
tion be apprehended with regard to these concepts, simply 
because no two persons can have the same concept and even if it 
be possible, there is no means of knowing that the concept of 
one is possessed by another ? SSntaraksita replies that the 
difficulty would have been actually in-urmountable if the con
ceptual image w&s confined within its limits and had not

1 Kamala611a raises the  doubt that if word had a positive meaning  

then, why did the author (Dignaga) deny this positive connotation in the  

H etu m u k h a ?  Santaraksita Baves the situation by declaring that the 

M aster denied positive import on the  ground that word had not, from th e  

logical standpoint, any reference to an objective reality and not that he  

m eant negation to be the direct import. ‘ katham  tarhi H etuaiukhe

laksanakarena ‘asem bhavo vidher’ ity uktam ? 'asambhavo vidher uktah

sam anyader asambhavab I 6abdanam ca vikalpauam vastuto ’v isayatvatah’ I 

T. S .,  61. 1097.
Pafij., p. 339.

2 ye tv ahur vikalpapratibimbakam eva sarva6abdanam arthas tad 

eva ca 'bhidhiyate vyavacchidayata iti co ’cyata iti tan prati ’dam aha’ 

jfianakaranisedhac ca n a ’ ’ntarartho ’bh idhiyate .’

T. S. P .,  p. 313. S. V ., p. 605, 61. 145.
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extra-subjective reference. Though in reality the speaker and the 
hearer are conversant with what is their private possession, 
both of them think that they understand the objective reality, and 
the cause of illusion being similar in both, there is no difficulty 
in intercommunication, just as two persons suffering from 
ophthalmia see two moons and when one communicates his experi
ence to the other, his word is believed to refer to an actual 
fact. Language is therefore a convenient instrument for 
communication of concepts, which however are fictitious repre
sentatives of reality.1

1 T. S . ,  Sis. 1210-11, and the Pafij. thereunder.

Reference  :

1. Tattvasangrahn and Panjika, pp. 274-366, éls. 867-1212.

2. Apobasiddhi-Six B uddhist N yâya  Tracts,p p. 1-19.

3. Nyàyavàrtlika, pp 320-331.

4. Tàtparya$ïka, pp. 478-491.

5. Sloka-Vârttika-Apohavâda, pp. 566-614.

6. Nyàyamaüjarï, pp. 302-317.

7. Vâkyapadîya, Ch. II , éls. 118-154, pp. 131-143.



C H A PTER  V III

T his S o u l -t h e o r y  o f  t h e  N y a y a - V a ise sik a  S ch o ol

The philosophers of this school postulate the existence of a 
soul-entity, which is eternal and ubiquitous like space and though 
unconscious in itself is the background and support of thinking, 
feeling and willing. The soul, though unconscious in and by 
itself, develops consciousness when acted upon by the sense-object 
contact, which in its turn is brought about and determined by 
an unseen destiny operating in the soul. Thus, though eternal, 
it comes to discharge the function of an agent, when it develops 
cognitive and volitional activity and is again looked upon as an 
enjoyer, when it experiences pleasure and pain. And it is 
regarded as undergoing a birth, when it comes to be invested 
with a physical system, in which a new order of cognitive and 
volitional experiences is exercised by it. The dissolution of a 
present physical system with its corresponding psychical complex 
is regarded as death. And any injury done to the physical 
system is construed as an injury to the self, connected with it. 
Thus the soul or self, though distinct and eternal and as such not 
subject to origination or decay, come9 to possess all these various 
processes, wheu it is associated with a psycho-physical organism 
and this association is brought about and determined by an unseen 
destiny, i.e., merit and demerit, acquired through previous 
actions.1

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

1 sadehasya m anoyogr dharmadbarmabhisatkrtah. T .S .,  175. Vide 

T .S .,  171-176.
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this thinking principle is something different and distinct from 
the states of consciousness and as such is an eternal verity, which 
owns the psychical processes that occur therein. The Buddhist 
also denies that this thinking principle or the sell is an all- 
pervading substance (vibhu). Thus the theory of soul of the 
Nyaya-Vaisesika school postulates three things that the self is 
something distinct from the passing psychical states, of which 

it is a substratum or receptacle ; secondly, that this self is an 
eternal, unchanging verity ; thirdly, that it is all-pervading 
(vibhu) like space (akasa). The Buddhist denies all these three 

assumptions and we propose to examine the arguments, both for 
and against this theory, as advanced by the respective schools.

The Vaisesikas arguments can be summed up as follows :—

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

(2) Our cognitions, feelings and conations, being either 
products or actions must inhere in some substratum like colour 
produced by heat, which is seen to inhere in a substratum, say, 
a jug. If the cognition is looked upon as an action, it also must 
have a supporting base like the action of cutting and that wherein 
it inheres is the self.1

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

1 jnanarh kvacid a£ritarii kriyatvac «hidi-kriyavat, yatre 'dam asritam  

sa atma. N. K., p. 71.

Also, icchadayas’ ca sarve' pi kvacid ete sama6ritah I vastutve sati 

karyatvad rupavat sa ca nah puman I T .S .,  178.
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postulated, the different cognitions would fall asunder, and the 
fact that these discrete, successive psychical facts are synthesised 
in a subjective experience-whole proves the existence of an in
dependent soul, which owns them up.1

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

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

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

Pra^astapada in his Padarthadharma-sangraha and Srldhara 
in his Nydyakandall have also advanced elaborate arguments in 
support of the existence of a self as the basic support of the 
psychical and vital activities. The arguments are summed up 
as follows :—

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

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

1 Devadattasya ruparasagandhaspar^apratyaya ekiinekaniiiiHiri, mayeti 

prutyayena pratisandhiyam anatvat. prati&undhanam pnnar mnyfi drstaih

inayft srutam ily evam -adinam  ekajua(,rnimiUut\ ._*nn ghataiifim........

 narvatku pratisandhanam ucyutu yad ekain arlliaiii uiniiltikylya pral-ya-
yftniuii Hanribundhiinam.’ T. S. P .,  p. 81.



(3) Our physical activities are planned and directed by an 
intelligent agent with a view to acquisition of what is good and 
avoidance of what is evil. Without an active, intelligent guide 
these activities will occur haphazardly and will fail to express a 
well-regulated, Ideological plan, w'hich we find in a living 

organism.
(4) The vital activities of a physical organism, which mani

fests growth and development and the capacity for healing wounds 
and abrasions, point to the existence of an intelligent owner, who 
improves and repairs his tenement.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The ubiquity of the ‘ Self 9 has been proved by Srldhara in 
his Nyayakandali by the following arguments :

* The ubiquity of the self can be inferred from the upward 
flaming of fire and the slanting motion of wind. These 
motions are certainly caused by an unseen destiny (merit and 
demerit) and this destiny cannot be operative, unless it is 
directly connected wiih the substances (fire and wind), which
are the receptacle of these actions Nor is it possible for the
unseen destiny, which inheres in the soul, to be connected 
with other substances unless they are connected with the soul, 
which is its substratum. This proves that the soul is all- 
pervidiaig, b3cause  it is connected with all material substances.

But it may be objected that the upward motion of fire is 
due to its nature and not to any unseen destiny. But what 
is this precious nature ? Is it the distinctive individuality 
of fire (vahnitva) or its burning power or its particular colour ? 
If it were any one of these, we could expect this character in 
the red-hot iron also. If it be supposed to consist in the fact of its 
being produced from a particular fuel, we would not find this
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in lightning and the like, which are independent of any fuel. 
If as a last resort it is supposed to be something supersensuous, 
which being present in some cases of fire, produces the upward 
flaming in them, then why should you refuse to regard it as 

a quality of the self, particularly when it is supported by the 
following argument: An action, which is not caused by gravity, 
fluidity or velocity, is produced by a specific quality of the 
self, as the movement of the hand is effected by an effort of the 
self. And as regards the upward flaming and slanting motion 
of the fire and wind respectively, they cannot be set down to 
the agency of gravity and the like, as they are absent in the 
substances concerned and as they would on the contrary produce 
other results. So these should be regarded as effected by a 
specific quality of the self and this would be impossible unless 
the self is ubiquitous so that it can be connected with all material 
substances.1

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

The first argument that our cognitions are cognised by a 

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

1 Vide Ny&yakandali,  p. 88.:
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hand it introduces logical complications. Certainly a cognition, 
which is unrevealed and unillumined by itself, cannot reveal the 
object. I t  would be tantamount to holding that a candle, 
unlighted and unillumined in itself, will make other objects 
visible. And if for the illumination of the primary cognition, a 
second cognition is requisitioned, this c second1 again will 
require a third exactly like the first, as it equally lacks original 
light and so on to infinity. The result will be that no knowledge 
will be possible. If to avoid this difficulty it is supposed that 
some ultimate cognition will be self-illumined, then the whole 
argument will fall down like a house of cards. If  one cognition 
can be independent of the aid of a foreign subject as the supplier 
of its light, all cognitions should be certified to be so independent. 
If however the ultimate cognition is supposed to be unillumined 
like the first it will be equally inoperative.

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

The argument that cognitions, being of the nature of either 
products or actions must have a supporting base has no force 
either. If by this supporting base it is meant that these 
cognitions must have a cause of their own, it does not affect our 
position. We also admit that a cognition is produced by the 
combination of four causes.1 If however it is meant that these 
must have a substratum or a receptacle, it will be an idle hypo
thesis, because these cognitions are not gravitating objects like 
plums and the like, which would fall asunder unless there were a 
receptacle to hold them together.

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

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

1 For an account of this fourfold cause see the chapter on “ The 

Buddhist theory of 'C ausal*  faclorB in Perception,*1 Part II , Caturbhtf 

olttacoiita hi *ti vacanat, T .S .P . ,  p. 84.
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not be subsumed under any psychical or physical phenomenon. 
But we do not see much force in this argument of nomenclature. 
Names are fictions, pure and simple; and the identity of 
designation cannot be seriously put forward as an argument for 
the identity of the thing designated. Sometimes distinct objects 
are designated by an identical name in view of their identical or 
similar practical efficiency. Thus, myrobalan, sodibicarbonate, 
and magnesium salts are all designated by the common name of 
* purgative; * but no body is ever deluded into regarding them as 
identical. So also the self in question is nothing but a particular 
conscious state, as qualified by the impression of unity due to the 
similarity of the conscious units. Nor do we think that the self 
cannot be subsumed under any one of the psychical phenomena, 
because the self is nothing but a conscious state modi
fied by ego-consciousness, which is an illusory idea. Moreover, 
we shall prove in our Chapter on Perception that words are mere 
Bymbols and have nothing to do with reality as such. The mean
ings of words are determined by convention and convention is 
nothing but an arbitrary agreement, dependent entirely upon the 
wish of the persons concerned.

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

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

Uddyotakara, Bhavivikta and Srldhara1 on the other hand 
maintain that the self (atma) is an object of direct perception. 
The ego is directly perceived by means of the mind and this ego 
is the Self. But this is evidently a piece of misconception. The 
ego cannot stand for the self as conceived by Kanada and

1 Vide T. S. P .,  p. 90 and Nyayakandali, p. 71. anyair ityadinu punar 

apy Uddyotakara-Bhaviviktader m atam  a^ankate. T. S. P . " yady apy 

&tma 'ham m am e'ti svakarmoparjitakuyakarana-sambandhopadhikrfca- 

kartrtva-svamitva-rupa-sambhinno manaea aaihvcdyate, tathapy atra 

tpratyakgatvavacoyuktir bahyendriyabhiprayena." N. K .f p. 71.
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Aksapada who hold that the self is eternal and ubiquitous. Cer
tainly the ubiquity and eternity of the self are not cognised in the 
ego-consciousuess. On the other hand, the ego-consciousness is 
always mixed up with physical attributes as in the expressions 
"Iam fa t /  ‘I  am fair', ‘1 am confined in this room* etc. Certainly 
these attributes which are mixed up with the ego can never 
pertain to the self, as in that case the self will be of limited 
dimension and impermanent like the body. And such usages 
cannot be regarded as figurative expressions, as there is no in
compatibility of the primary sense experienced by us. Nor can 
such expressions as ‘my body7 and the like be put forward as 
proof of the ego as a distinct and a separate entity from the 
body. Because, even such usages as ‘my soul7 are also not rare. 
So the idea of the self as something distinct from the body 
cannot be derived from direct intuition of the ego, which is never 
dissociated from the body.

Safikara and Vacaspati Misra in the Sariraka-bhasya and the 
Bhamatl respectively have proved that the expressions ‘I am 
fair/ *1 am fat7 and the like are natural expressions and cannot 
be held to be figurative. Figurative usages are possible only 
when there is a knowledge of the difference of the primary and 
the secondary meanings, as in the expression ‘The boy is a lion.7 
But there is no Buch idea of the ego, as distinguished and disen
tangled from bodily attributes. The expressions ‘my body7 and 
the like on the contrary should be regarded as figurative, as ego- 
consciousness can never be dissociated from physical attributes. 
This is proved by the fact that even the man, who uses such 
expressions as ‘my body/ points with his finger to his own 
body, when questioned about his identity. Were the self an 
object of direct perception, there could arise no dispute about its 
existence.

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

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

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

1 Pra6aatapada speaks of fourfold contact as a necessary condition of 

sense-perception. This fourfold contact is the contact of the soul, the mind, 

the  sense-organ and the object. Vide Paddrtha-dharmasahgraha,  p. 136 

and the Nyayakandal l} antarena 'tm am anahsam yogam , manaindriyasam-  

yogam  indriyartha-samyogam ca pratyaksabhavac catuBtayasannikarsah  

karapam , p. 189. 1 As sense-perception is not possible without the contact

of th e  self w ith the  mind, of the mind with the sense-organ, of the sense- 

organ with the object, fourfold contact is the  cause th e r e o f /
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logic in its support.1 These qualities will either belong or not 
belong to the self. On the first alternative, the self cannot but be a 
fiuxional entity like pleasure and pain ; on the second alternative, 
the hypothesis of a self as the ground and condition of the 
psychical manifold will be absolutely unnecessary.

1 “ nanu sukham  duhkham ce m au vikáráv iti n ityasya  atrnano na  

sambhavatah, bhavataá cct so'pi carmavad anityah syát ; na, tayor utpáda- 

vinaáábhyám tadanyasya'fcmanah svarQpápracyuter abhávát. nityasya hi 

avarQpavináéah svarQpántarotpádaé ca vikáro ne ’ayate, gupanivrfctir gunán-  

tarotpádaó cá 'viruddha eva ."  N ,K . p. 85,



C H A PTER  IX

T h e  M i m a m s a  T h e o r y  o f  S o u l

The Mlmamsaka philosopher conceives the self (átman) as 
an eternal, continuous principle of the nature of pure conscious
ness, and as self-subsisting and self-revealing like light.1 But 
as the self is not anything distinct from the faculty of intellect 
(buddhi), as the Sdnkhya school affirms, it is held to be a dyna
mic principle incessantly changing with the change of states, 
yet maintaining its identity intact through all its diverse stages 
of transition. The dual character of change and continuity is not 
incongruous in the least, as it is observed in the case of a serpent, 
which remains identical in the midst of its various changes of 
posture. The serpent remains a serpent, whether it is coiled 
or erect or extends itself. Likewise the self remains the self 
as consciousness unmodified through all the different states of 
pleasure or pain, which happen to it in its career through metem
psychosis. I t  neither totally disappears with any of its passing 
states, as the Buddhists hold, nor does it remain absolutely un
modified, as the Naiydyikas would have us believe. In  the 
Buddhist’s theory of total destruction, there would arise the

1 “  átm á kena prakáéyate | atmanai ’va prakaáyo’yam  átm a jyotir

itFritam ”  S .V .,  P . 725, él. 142.

also, “ svasam vedyah sasam bhavati,  nil ’sav anyena áakyate drastum, aáakyat-

vác ca na 'sáv api áakyate nidaréayitum  parena na grhyata ity atrá *pi

B ráhm anam  bhavati, ‘agrhyo na hi grhyata 'iti parena na grhyata iti tada- 

bhiprayam etat, kutah, svayam jyotistvavacanat"  Sabarabhiisya, p. 22, 11 ; 1 

and 20. ‘The self is self-cognisable and cannot be cognised by another. 

The B rdhm ana  text, which speaks of it as incognisable, is to be understood 

in relation to other subjects and not to its own Belf, otherwise the text,  

which Bpeaks of it as the self-shining light would be un m ea n in g .’
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fallacy of lost deserts (krtanaia). and unearned enjoyment 
(akrtagama), and in the Naiyayika's doctrine of absolute un
change, the transitional experiences of pleasure and pain would 
be unaccountable.1 So the two extremes of absolute change and 
absolute continuity are to be avoided and the Mimathsaka accord
ingly defines the self as a continuity, subject to change of states 
and moods.2 The agent and the enjoyer both are the continuing 
self and noo the changing moods, which have no independent 
status of their own. So there is no apprehension of the fallacy, 
which threatens the Buddhist position.3

The existence of the self is a matter of direct proof, being 
clearly attested by recognition of the ego-principle in such judg
ments as ‘ I  know,’ ‘ I  have known/ and so on. This gives the 
lie direct to the doctrine of seflessness of the Buddhists.4 Besides,

1 syatam  hy atyantanase hi krlana^akrtagamau I 

sukhaduhkhadibhoga6 ca nai 'va ay ad ekarupi^ati I

S . V ., p. 694.

2 tasm ad ubhayahanena vyavjrttyanugamatmakati I 

puru$o'bhyupagantavyah kundaladisu sarpavat I

S. V .,  p. 695.

3 na ca kartrtvabhoktrtve pum&o ’vasthasamai&rite I 

tenavasthavatas tattvat kartai ’va "pnobi tatphalam  I

S . V .,  p. 696, 61. 29.

Compare the following observations of Parthasarathi Mi6ra regarding 

the statem ent of the  sch o lia st . that 1 the self and cognition (buddhi) are 

eternal and directly perceptible, which raises a difficulty, as in the  Mimaih8d 
theory of knowledge cognibions are nob amenable to perception but can be 

known by inference. Parthasarathi solves the difficulty by saying that  

cognitions as the moods of the  self are imperceptible and transitory, but 

here the word * buddhi1 stands for the self, which is both eternal and per

ceptible, as it is consciousness itself (and as such self-revealing). *

nanu caitanyasya ’pratyaksatvat katham pratyaksavacanam, satyam ,  

citi£akbir apratyaksa, abra tu caitanyasvabhavah pramatai- ’va buddhi6abdeno 

’cyate. sa ca pratyakso nitya6 ca, tasya jfianakhyo vikaio’pratyukso 'nityai  

ce ’t i l  S . V . ,  Nyayaratnakara , p. 635.

4 tena ’srnat pratyabhij&anat sarvalokavadharitat I 

nairatmyavadabadhas syat. S . V ., p. 724.



the no-soul theory fails to explain the egoistic references in our 
knowledge. W hat is indeed referred to in the judgment 4 I 
know ’ by the I-cognition? The * I  ’ refers to the knower and 
the issue is whether the knower is the self or the momentary 
cognition, which perishes irrevocably in the second moment. If 
it is the self, the whole history of consciousness is at once put on 
an intelligible basis. If the momentary cognition is believed to 
be the subject, the whole thought-life becomes shrouded in an 
inexplicable mystery. We can possibly conceive the knowing 
subject to consist in either (1) the existing cognition, or (2) the 
past cognition, or (3) both, or (4) the series. In the first alter
native, the judgment should be in the form ‘ I  know * and not 
‘ I  have known/ because the present cognition did not exist in 
the past. In the second alternative, the judgment will be ‘ I  
have known or did know ’ and not 41 do know/ because the past 
qognition does not persist in the present. The third alternative 
equally falls to the ground, because the past and the present do 
not co-exist and so there can be no reference to an identical Self. 
The fourth alternative cannot be entertained either, as the series 
is an unreal fiction and has no existence outside the individual 
moments. So the subjecthood of the momentary cognition in all 
its alternatives being ruled out of court, the ego:consciousness 
must be supposed to refer to an eternal ego-principle, the under
lying, continuous self, which can become the subject of the past, 
present and future judgments.1 That this subject is an eternal 
principle is proved by the following arguments : The subject of
the past ego-judgment is the subject of the present judgment also. 
Because, it is referred to equally by the past and the present 
ego-judgment. Or, the past and present cognitions in a parti
cular subject-series do certainly relate to an identical self, because 
they all have a reference to a common subject.2

1 Vide  T. S .,  01b . 229-37, and B. V ., pp. 719-24.

2 vyatltahañkrt’á cádyo jñátá ’dyá 'py anuvartate I

ahampraty ay agamy atvad idánmtanaboddhrvat I — S. V., p. 831,

T. S .,  ál. 238.
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It may be legitimately urged that if the self is an eternal, 
unitary principle, then cognition (buddhi) also will become eternal 
and one, as the latter is regarded by the Mimamsakas to be 
identical with the self. But this is plainly opposed to their 
theory, as the scholiast Sahara expressly states that cognition 
is momentary and does not last up to the moment of another 
cognition. It also goes against Jaim ini’s position, who defines 
perception to be a cognition, which is originated by sense- 
object contact. Certainly origination does not congrue with its 
eternity. Moreover, if cognition is one simple entity, the six
fold classification of pramanas will have no meaning.

Kumarila has anticipated these objections and says that the 
self and cognitions must be admitted to be one and eternal fact, 
as cognitions have no existence outside the self. The multipli
city of cognitions is not due to any intrinsic diversity of nature, 
but is purely accidental, being superposed by the diversity of 
objective data.1 I t  cannot be urged that the intellect, being one 
and eternal and having no constitutional diversity, should cognise 
all the cognisable objects in one sweep and not in succession. 
Because though its cognising capacity is present intact for all 
time, it cognises only those objects that are presented to it 
through the sense-channel. And this is due to the limitation of 
the physical organism, in which it is imprisoned for the time 
being in consequence of its past deeds. That permanent effici
ency and occasional functioning are not inconsistent is proved by 
the behaviour of natural objects as well.

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

ekasantanaaambaddhajfiatrahampratyayatvatah I 

hyastanadyatanah sarve tulyartba ekabuddhivat I

— S. V .,  p. 724, T. S., si. 240.

1 buddhlnam api caitanyaavabhavyat purusaa} a ca I

nityatvam  ekata ce *6ta bhedas tu visayaSrayah I — S? V ., p. 833,

T. S .,  61. 242.
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are thrown into it. A clean mirror and a spotless crystal have 
the natural aptitude for catching the reflection of all material 
objects; but they reflect the image of those objects only, which 
actually come within their range.1 So the self, which is held by 
us, unlike the Sânkhya philosophers, to be identical with the cog
nitive faculty (buddhi), cognises those objects alone, which are 
presented through the medium of sense-organs, though it is, by 
its very nature, all-pervading and all-cognisant, being conscious
ness itself.2 The cognitive faculty too, being one with the self, 
is equally eternal, but appears to emerge and disappear like a 
perishable entity owing to its association with the sense-organs, 
whose activités are perishable. The limitation of its cognising 
capacity is also due to the limitation of the sense-organs, whose 
powers are circumscribed by their very constitution. The eternal 
nature of the intellect, or the self for the matter of that, is how
ever proved by the continuity of its conscient nature through all 
the diverse acts of knowledge. The diversity, as has been observed 
before, is that of the data and as such is purely accidental. 
Those thinkers (the Buddhists), who concentrate their attention 
on and thus emphasise the diversity of contents, are deluded into 
thinking that consciousness is a varying manifold. But they 
obviously ignore the aspect of real continuity, which becomes 
apparent when the diversity of contents is overlooked, and so are 
liable to the charge of partial observation.3 I t  is, therefore, as 
a matter of logical necessity that we shall have to postulate the

1 Bvarüpena yathà vahnir nityam  dabanakarmakah I upanitam dahaty 

artham dàhyarh nà ’nyam  na cà 'nyathà I yathà va dnrpanah svaccho yathà  

oa sphatiko 'malah I yad yan nidhïyate dravyam tac-chàyàrh pratipadyate I 

tathai ’va nitya-caitanyâh pumàmao dehavrtfcayah I grbpanti karanànîtân 

rüpàdin dhîr asau m atà I S. V .,  p. 834 éls. 405-407. Cf. na hi éaktir asti ’ty 

etàvafcà sarvadî kàryam kartavyarh, sakfcasyà 'pi sahakàrisàcivyasannidhy- 

apeksàlambanena kârynkaranakramopapatteh.’ Nyâyaratnàkaru , p. 834.

2 Ibid.

3 sai *vc ’ti no ’cyate buddhi- arthabhedünusânbbib I na câ 'sty 

aprafcyabbijüànam arthabliede’ nupàérite I S. V., p. 835, si. 41U.
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existence of the self as an eternal principle consisting of pure 
consciousness, and as all-pervading, capable of tenanting any 
number of bodies in its course of metampsychosis.1

T h e  B u d d h i s t ’ s  p o s i t i o n

The Buddhist observes that the Mimamsaka’s conception of 
the self or consciousness as an identity in diversity or -a continuity 
in change, savours of mysticism for its defiance of logical canons. 
Diversity, it is alleged, belongs to the objective data and not to 
the consciousness in its own right. So continuity is its essential 
nature and diversity is only an accidental superposition of the 
objective data. But what about the illusory perception of 
elephants, horses and the like in a place, where they do not 
actually exist ? The diversity of cognitions in these circumstances 
cannot be explained away by reference to objective data, which do 
not certainly exist in the place and time concerned. But we 
forget that Kumarila holds that even such abnormal experiences 
as dreams and illusions are conversant about real objective facts, 
which, however, are presented in a wrong spatio-temporal rela
tion.2 So here too the diversity of consciousness ip due to the 
influence of objective data. But this is cleverness par excellence! 
The time and place, to which these experiences refer, admittedly 
do not belong to the data of these experiences, even granting that 
these data are real objects. But why should, we humbly en
quire, these data, real facts that they are, appear in a place and 
time which are apparently not their own ? At any rate, the time

1 jnanasaktisvabhavo’ to n ityah  sarvagatah pum an | dehantara- 

ksamah kalpyah so ’ gaccban neva yoksyate I S. V .,  p. 707, 61. 73. Vide  

NydyaTatnakara  for a detailed exposition of the logical necessity.

2 svapnadipratyaye babyarh sarvatha na hi ne ’syate I Barvatra " la m -  

banam bahyam desa-kalanyathatm akam  I S. V ., p. 242, 61.107J to 108J. Cf. 

‘bahyam eva desantare kalantare va ’ nubbutam  eva svapne sm aryam anam  

dosava6at sannihita-desakala-vattaya’vagam yate, ato ’trapi na bahyiibhava 

iti. N. R ., pp. 242-43.
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and place in question are unreal impositions of the imagination. 
If you hold that the time and place also are real facts, only, they 
are presented in a different setting, the past being confounded 
with the present and the distant with the near, we cannot help 
believing that you have parted company with common sense and 
reason. How can anything be presented as another, or in a 
setting which is actually different from its own ? If that be the 
case, anything could be presented as any other thing and we 
must withhold our trtist in the evidentiary value of our know
ledge. The result will be confusion and the death of all selective 
activities, which can proceed on the basis of real distinctions, 
really discriminated.1

Kumarila, again, cannot regard these experiences as objecti
fied ideas, as ideas, according to him, are destitute of articulate 
forms, which, he opines, can belong to objects and not to ideas.2 
And these objects are certainly absent in the place, where they 
are actually experienced. The plea of the presentation of real 
objects in a wrong spatio-temporal setting haB been beaten hollow. 
So it must be admitted that these experiences are absolutely 
independent of objective data and are purely subjective (niralam- 
bana,). The diversity of consciousness, therefore, is intrinsic 
and real and not due to the accidental association of the data. 
And this diversity being incompatible with continuity, conscious
ness, or the self for that matter, must be accounted as diverse 
and discrete, in other words, fluxional.8 I t  may be contended

1 nanu taddeSaeambandho nai ’va tasam  tathaati tat I kim  iti 

pratibhaeante tena  rupena tat’ra ca I T. S ., 61. 251, 0 / .  ‘ na hy anyena  

rupepa 'nyasya pratibhasanam yuktam  atipraBangat. evam  hi sarvam eva  

jnanam  sarvavisayarh prasajyeta. tata6 ca pratiniyatarthavyavaethoccheda  

eva B yat/ T. S. P ..  p. 101.

2 bhavanm ate hi na ’karo buddher bahyas tu varnyate I

na  vivaksitadeSe ca gajayastyadayah sthituh. I T. S ., 61. 252.

Cf . akaravan bahyo’rtho nirakara buddhir iti vacanat. T. S. P .,  101.

3 ‘tata6 ca yaddesakalasambaddhas te gajadayaa taddesasambandhitve- 

nai 'va pratibhaseran. svavirabini tu desantare kalantare ca kim iti pratibha- 

aante. tasm an niralambana evai ’te pratyayah paramarthato 'sarrxkirnae-
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that though the individual cognitions, that vary at every 
moment, may be fluxional, still the subject, of which they are so 
many passing moods or states, does continue unchanged and un
modified as consciousness. But this is mere quibbling with 
words. Consciousness and cognition are the same thing ; they 
differ ODly in name. Certainly difference in name alone does not 
connote difference in nature. If consciousness iB eternal and 
unchanging, cognitions also will be the same. If cognitions are 
allowed to be momentary, consciousness also will be momentary, 
as consciousness and cognitions have been proved to be identical 
and things identical cannot logically be supposed to have mutually 
contradictory characters.1 And the identity of consciousness and 
cognitive states has been admitted by KumSrila also.

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

vabhavfiS calatmanaS ca kadacitkatvad iti siddham ; tatavabhavasya ca  

pumso ’nityatvanekatve ca siddhe.* loc. cit.

1 ayan m atam  pratyayas tasya  purusasya dharmah. tena  tasya bhede  

’pi na pum so bhedo dharm itvat tasye  'ti, tad ayuktam . pratyajas caitanyam  

buddhir jfianam ity anarthantaratvat. na hi nam abhedam atrena vaBtunam  

svabhavo bhidyate. kim  ca nam abhede’pi te sam  pratyayanam  caitanyat-  

m akam  ekam anugami rupam istam  eva. tasya ca caitanyasya ’bhede pratya

yanam  api tatsvabhavanam  avibhaga eva, enyatha hi viruddhadharmadhya- 

ead aikantiko bheda eva  ay fit. loc . c it .
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theory of knowledge ignominiously fails to render an account of 
these experiences, because consciousness being eo ipso impercep
tible in his theory, illusion cannot be regarded as experience of a 

subjective idea, as idea and consciousness are not distinct entities. 
On the other hand, it cannot be regarded as a case of objective 
cognition either, since the object is absent.1

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

1 ‘ efcenai ’va níráiambanapratyayapratipádanena apratyakaatvarh

buddheh pratyuktam. tatháhi sa pariaphuran nákáro na bahyo gajádir iti 

aádhitam, tataá ca tam  tathá pariaphurantam ñkáram atmabhütam. evaprati-  

padyam áoá buddhayah avjyamprakáéarüpatvát svaaaiiividrüpáh aidhyanti.’

T. 8 .  P .,  p. 101, under él. 252.
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supposed to be superimposed on the surface of the mirror, is only 
an appearance and not a real thing. It cannot be supposed that 
the image is a real object that effects an entry into the body of 
the mirror, because mirror is a compact substance and not porous, 
and two corporeal substances cannot occupy the same space, 
which is, however, felt to be the case. The crystal, too, does 
not enclose within itself the image of an object. This is evi
denced by the fact that though in association with a scarlet 
flower, it looks red when seen from the front, it is found to be 
entirely white by persons looking at it from two extremities. 
And even if this receiving of image had been real, the receptive 
crystal would vary with every single act of reflection. So the 
image and its reflection must be set down as an unreal appearance 
occasioned by the peculiar nature of the receptive substances con
cerned. But this reception of image is out of the question in 
consciousness, because no illusion is possible with regard to its 
own self. Since the image reflected in consciousness will be 
identified with it, consciousness itself will be infected with 
illusion and there being no other consciousness to apprehend it, 
the illusory image will remain unknown. Neither can it be known 
by itself, as consciousness in your theory is eo ipso imperceptible; 
nor can it be cognised by another consciousness as consciousness 
is regarded as one identical entity. The false appearance of the 
image in a crystal'or a mirror, however, is not an unlikely phe
nomenon, because the mirror and its cognition remain distinct 
and separate. But in the case of consciousness, the basis of 
reflection and the cognising subject being one, the illusion cannot 
possibly be felt. In  the Buddhist theory of illusion, however, no 
such difficulty arises, as the particular illusory cognition emerges 
with the stamp of illusion as an altogether novel phenomenon 
under the influence of its proper causes and conditions and being 
self-cognisant, illusion is felt. But as consciousness is held to 
be an eternal substance in the Mlmámsá system, Kumarila can
not accept this explanation offered by us.1

1 Vide  T .S . and the Pafljikd , áls. 259-2G2.
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The continuity of conscient nature in all the different cog
nitions and feelings has been interpreted by Kumarila as proof of 
the permanence and unity of consciousness per se. But by 
adopting this view Kumarila ignores the diversity of contents, 
which is very real and which cannot be explained away as acci
dental superposition of objective data, as in illusion and dream 
there are no objective data, but diversity is still there. The 
conclusion is irresistible that the different cognitions, the diverse 
units of experience, are absolutely distinct and discrete entities 
and have no underlying unity in them. The feeling of unity of 
our conscious life must therefore be explained by reference to a 
fundamental character, which characterises the diverse know
ledge units without exception; and this fundamental characteristic 
is to be found in their common difference from non-conscious 
entities. The unity or homogeneity of consciousness is thus a 
negative conception at bottom.1

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

1 abodharupabhedamau samanam aarvabuddhiau I

Sropya pratyabhijfianam nan atve’pi pravartate.—Ibid, 61. 263.

C/. *ava6yam cai ’tad vijneyam— yan nanatva eva aati vijatiyavyavrttikrtam  

etat pratyabbijnanaih na punar ananatva eve ’ti. tatha hi niralambanasu  

samaropabuddhisv arthabhede ’nupasrite *py apralyabhijnanam a9ty eva, na  

hi tatrai ’vam bhavati, yai ’va gajabuddhir aslt sai *va turahgaayandanabud-

dhir iti..................tena yad uktaiii— ‘na ca 'sty apratyabhijnanam arthabhede’

nupa6rita ’iti tad asiddham .’ T .S .P , p. 105.
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regards the states or moods, they also do not absolutely cease to 
exist. W hat happens is this—the previous mood only subsides 
and gets merged in the existence of the self to make room for the 
emergence of the subsequent mood and there is no such thing 
as absolute cessation of existence. The individual moods or 
states, taken by themselves, are certainly antagonistic to each 
other. But they lose their antagonism in the whole, which 
embraces them all in its capacious bosom. And this is attested 
by experience that the self runs through all the diverse and anta
gonistic psychical phenomena, which are owned up by it. So 
the antagonism or contradiction amidst the individual moods is 
either suspended or reconciled in the existence of the self, of 
which they are passing phases or moods.1

Santaraksita observes that Kumarila’s desperate attempt to 
reconcile unity with diversity looks like an attempt to patch up 
the parts of a hopelessly broken reed and will not stand a mo
ment’s scrutiny. If these passing moods are not absolutely 

different from the self, then the self will be subject to emergence 
and cessation like its moods. If, however, these incidents are 
supposed to belong to the moods only and not to the self, the self 
and the moods will be absolutely distinct entities, as the criterion 
of distinction is the possession of contradictory attributes alone. 
If this criterion is not accepted, one self cannot be distinguished 
from another self, as they are regarded as distinct entities only 
by virtue of their mutually contradictory character. So Kuma
rila’s conception of the self as a variable constant has to be 
abandoned, as it is fraught with self-contradiction. To say that 
experience warrants such supposition is to betray a vicious lack

1 sukbaduhkhady avaathaS cagacchann apinaro m am a I caitanyadravya- 

Battvadirupam nai ’va vimuncati I na ca ’vaethantarotpade purva 'tyantam  

vina^yati I uttaranugupartha tu samanyatmani liyate I svarupena hy avas- 

thanam  anyonyasya virodhita I aviruddhas tu sarvaBu sam anyatm a  

pratlyate I S .V ., pp. 695-9G. Cf. ‘nanv avasthanam audasinyakartrtvadinam  

mitho virodhat purvasyam dharminy ova vyavastbitayam  uttarasyah katham  

pippattib, ata aha svarupene ’ti.'  N .R .,  p. 696.
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of critical judgment. Experience is of a certainty the ultimate 
court of appeal in a philosophical dispute, but not uncritical 
experience. Experience has to be tested and assayed in the 
furnace of logical thought before its true import can be realised; 
in default it will land us in uncritical empiricism. Experience, 
therefore, cannot be a solvent of self-contradiction. So the idea 
of the self as a variable constant must be abandoned.1

As for the plea that there is no absolute loss of any particu
lar mood, which only gets merged in the existence of the self, 
when another mood emerges, the less said about it the better. 
If the particular moods merge their individuality in the self, 
then pain should also be felt when pleasure emerges. Certainly 
this merger can be understood if there is complete identification 
of one with the other, otherwise it will be only a word without 
a meaning. And if this identification is conceded, the self also 
will be subject to birth and dissolution like the moods, because 
things, which are identical, cannot possibly have contradictory 
attributes. As regards the other plea (which has been put for
ward to avoid the so-called fallacy of loss of earned deserts and 
acquisition of unearned fruits), tuz.,*that the agent of action and 
the enjoyer of its fruits are the self and not the passing moods of 
it, it will suffice to say that it stands self-condemned. If the self 
remains the same unaltered entity, it cannot presumably 
assume the rôle of an agent, much less of an enjoyer, 
which connotes the emergence of novel attributes. I t  has 
been pertinently pointed out by the venerable doctor, Dignàga, 
that if the self undergoes any modification on the emergence 
of a cognition, it will be impermanent ; if it remains un
altered as before, the self cannot be conceived to be a cogniser.2 
Kumârila, however, has answered that so far as the qualitative 
aspect (i.e., the passing moods) of the self is concerned,

1 T .S .,  éls. 268-71.

2 buddhijanmani pum sas ca vikrlir yady anityatâ I a th à ’vikrtir àt- 

m âkhyah pram âte 'fci na  yujyate | D ignàga quoted in T. S. P .,  p. 108.
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the self may be called impermanent, but that does not
affect the fundamental reality of consciousness qud conscious
ness, which remains uniform and unchanged.1 But this only 
confounds the issue. We have proved that no such line of
cleavage subsists between consciousness and its moods ; and so 
consciousness per se is to be accounted as variable. If it had 
been a question of naming only, we could also say that conscious
ness might be called a continuous entity, if its continuity in the 
series is contemplated. But this nomenclature does not arrest 
the fluxional nature of consciousness per se, which totally ceases 
to exist in the second moment, in which a new cognition 
emerges in its place.2 The analogy of the serpent, which has 
been trotted out in defence of the permanence of the self, is based 
on a positive misconception. Because, the serpent too is fluxional 
and hence its change of postures is possible. If it had been
absolutely fixed and unalterable, no such transition could have
been possible. Change of moods connotes nothing less than 
change of nature, absolute and irrevocable.

The argument that ego-consciousness must centre round a 
permanent self and not any individual conscious state, which 
being transitory cannot account for its persistence and continuity, 
also proceeds on a false assumption. Ego-consciousness in reality 
is absolutely unfounded and as such cannot be affiliated to any 
ontological principle. Its raison d'etre is to be found in the 
beginningless false tendencies inherent in our consciousness— 
tendencies which are apt to see reality in unreality, permanence 
in change. Our ego-consciousness is thus an illusion, which is 
the product of these tendencies. It cannot be questioned as to 
why should these tendencies work in some particular conscious- 
ne8s-series and not in others? Because, such questioning is not

1 na ’nifcya^abdavacyatvam atmano vinivaryate . I vikriyamatra- 

vuoifcvan 11a hy ucchedo'sya tavata I

2 na nitya6abdavacyatvam atmano vinivaryate I evarupavikriya- 

v^ttvat tadvyucchedo’sya tavata I T. S .,  ¿1. 273.
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precluded in the theory of permanent self also. W hy should a 
particular ego* consciousness relate to a particular self and not 
other selves ? If this delimitation is to be explained by the pecu
liar individuality of the selves concerned, the same explanation 
is possible in the theory of flux, as the series or the continuum 
(santana) does duty for the permanent self and so comes to have 
all the incidents that happen to the latter.1

The opponent may contend, ‘ Well, you may explain the 
delimitation of ego-consciousness to a particular subject-series by 
an appeal to the peculiar individuality of the former. But it 
does not follow that ego-consciousness should be an unfounded 
illusion for t h a t ! The answer is that no such foundation can 
be posited for; this ego-consciousness. If  it is affiliated to a 
permanent self as the cause and ground of it, then all the various 
ego-ideas should be produced all at once. There can be no reason 
why these ego-ideas should emerge in a graduated scale, as the 
sole and sufficient cause of these is present intact in the shape of 
the permanent self. Nor can an eternal verity have any neces
sity for other auxiliary circumstances, which, we have proved 
ever and anon, can have no effect on it. Nor again can ego- 
consciousness be regarded as a single, individual fact. The very 
fact that such ego-consciousness emerges occasionally is sufficient 
to prove its multiplicity and plurality. W e do not have any 
ego-consciousness in dreamless Bleep, in swoon and in fits of 
intoxication. If, on the other hand, this ego-consciousness is 
supposed to be affiliated to the individual conscious units, then 
ego-consciousness should be as distinct and pronounced as the 
individual cognitions, e.g., visual and auditory cognitions, etc., 
are. But as this is neither of one kind nor of another, it is futile 
to search for its foundation, which is nowhere.2

1 T. S . ,  éls. 275-277.

2 nifcyalambanapakse tu sarváhañkrtayaatatah I aakrd eva praauyeran 

éaktahetuvyav&Bthiteh I anityálambanatve’pi apastábháh ayus tatah pare I 

álamban&rfchasadbhávam vyartham paryanuyuñjate I T .S . éls. 278-79.
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Kumarila, however, has opposed the theory of unfounded 
egoism on the ground that vasanas (tendencies), being memory- 
impressions or sub-conscious desires, generated by experience, can 
never go wrong with reference to their objects. The memory- 
impression of the ego-idea, too, cannot be erroneous with refer
ence to the ego-principle, which is its object. The reason is 
that memory is possible if there is an original experience behind 
its back, and this original experience must be an authentic one, 
as even error is made possible if there is a previous experience, 
which must be authentic in the final analysis. So if there is a 
memory-impression (vasana) of the self, it must refer to the real 
self and not a fictitious self, as the Buddhists would have us 
believe. And there is no warrant or occasion for our supposing 
this egoistic reference to be unauthentic, as it has not been 
sublated as yet by any stronger evidence.1

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

1 jfiatari pratyabhijfianam vaaana kartum  arhafci I na ’tasm in aa iti 

prajfiam na hy asau bhrantikaranam I tan na ’hampratyayo bhrantir iato 

badhakavarjanat I S. V .,  p. 720, 61s. 124-26.

Cf. smrtihetur hi samakaro vaaana, sa 'nu bh ute’rthe Bmrtim janayatl ’ti 

yuktam , na tv asau bhrantihetuh, yena Tasm in tadgraho'naya ayad iti,  

N. R. under the  above.
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If these ideas are allowed to be unfounded in an objective reality, 
why should you make a difficulty in the case of ego-conscious- 
ness ? We have proved by logic that the latter cannot have an 
objective foundation, be it an eternal self or a transitory 
cognition. Kumárila is obviously labouring under an obsession 
in his endeavour to prove the existence of an eternal self, but he 
has only built a castle in the air.1

C o n c l u d i n g  R e m a r k s

Before bringing this dissertation to a close, the present 
writer feels it imperative to make a brief observation with regard 
to the presentation of the Bhatta theory of soul in some of the 
orthodox Bráhminical works. Vidyarauya observes that the self 
according to the followers of Bhatta is a multiple entity with a 
twofold aspect of consciousness and unconsciousness. So it has 
been compared to a fire-fly for having darkness and illumination 
both in its constitution.2 I t  may be brought into line with 
KumSrila's conception of the self, if the self is taken to include 
the concrete whole, both its essential nature and its qualitative 
contents, the former being self-revealing and the latter being 
imperceptible. This conception of the soul of the Bhatta 
school as a compound of spiritual and unspiritual factors is a 
logical construction of the Vedántist critics and is not the 
orthodox presentation. This is deducible from the remarks of 
the Nyáyaratnávali, “ The self (sic. of the Bháttas) is a compound

1 ná ’nantaroktayá yuktyá tasya  bádhopadaráanát I íévarüdisu bhaktil- 

nám  fcaddhefcutvádivibhramáh ) váaanñmátrabhávácca jáyante vividháh 

kntbam I niralambanatfi caí vam  ahañkfire yadá Bthitá I tan na ’hampra- 

tyaye gráhye jñatá kaácana vidyate I tatah sarvapramaneBu na dratánto' sti  

siddhibhák I hetavaé cá ’árayásiddhá yatháyogam  udáhrtáh I T. S .,  ála. 

281-284.

8 Vide Pañcadaéi , Ch. VI, áls. 95-97.
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of a spiritual and an unspiritual factor. By the former it func
tions as a cognising subject and by the latter, it undergoes 
modifications as cognition, feeling and the like and also becomes 
the object of the judgment ‘ I  know myself.’ ” 1 The second set of 
functions is possible in an unspiritual substance, as spirit or 
consciousness is impartite and unmodifiable according to Vedanta. 
Narayana Pandita, the author of the secpnd chapter of the 
Manameyodaya, which deals with the metaphysics of the Bhatta 
school, on the other hand, has given us a definition of the self, 
which is of a piece with that of the Nyaya-Vaiiesika school. 2 
This obvious departure from Kumarila is to be set down to the 
influence of the Sastradlpika, in which Parthasarathi Miira 
emphatically denies the essential spirituality of the self and 
defines it as the substrate of consciousness, etc. The plaintexts 
of Kumarila which speak of the soul as pure consciousness and 
absolute bliss have been unceremoniously brushed aside as 
concession to unorthodox views (Paramata). I t  is curious that 
the same writer in his commentary on the S. V. has plainly 
admitted the spirituality of thp self.1 I t  is therefore gratifying to 
observe that Santaraksita and Kamalaiila have given an accurately 
correct account of Kumarila’s theory, which has been either 
misunderstood or badly presented by some orthodox writers, who 
should have known better. This fidelity to a formidable 
opponent, whom they have subjected to a scathing criticism,

1 Gj. atm ano'sty amSadvayarh, cidamSo 'cidam6a6 ca ; cidam^ena

drastrtvam  aoidamSena jnanasukhadiparinamitvam, m am  aham janam l’ti

jfieyatvafi c a \  See also P . Sastri, Intro, to the P .  M im a m s a , p. 95.

2 (P. 155, F .N . 3 ante) .  P. Saatri attributes th is  anomaly to the  

author^ resentm ent of the Advaita  Vedanta  doctrines. B u t  I  think that  

quite the contrary is the  case, as the position of the  S. D . has been accepted  

by later M im am sa writers, to wit, Narayana and Gagabhatta, as the  

orthodox M im am sa  doctrine. Vide M an ameyodaya , p. 80  et se q . t Bhat{a-  

oint&mani,  p. 66 ,  B e n .  ed., Intro, to P. M im a m s a , p. 99., Sastradipika,  p .  

129, Tarkapada,  B o m ., ed.



172 B U D D H ÍST  DOCTRINE OF FLU X

instinctively inspires our respect for Santaraksita and his worthy 
disciple and commentator. The intellectual honesty of these two 
authors is an object of sincere admiration, particulary when we 
consider that authors of even outstanding merit have sometimes 

failed to do justice to their rivals and sought to gain a cheap 
victory. But Santaraksita is too great to have love for claptrap 
and easy triumphs,, gained by not very scrupulous means.



C H A PTER  X

T h e  S o u l  T h e o r y  o f  t h e  D i g a m b a r a  J a i n a s

Like the followers of Jaimini the Jainas of the IHgambara 
school postulate the existence of a self, of the nature of pure 
consciousness, having the twofold character of continuity and 
change in accordance with its dual nature as substance and modes. 
As substance consciousness continues uniformly through all the 
diverse states and as modes it varies at every transition. The 
consciousness that continues is the substance and the states of 
pleasure and pain are the modes. And these are not distinct and 
discrete, because the modes happen in consciousness and the two 
are never found to be dissociated. Thus the self combines the 
two-fold character of continuity and diversity, uniformity and 
change and there is no contradiction, as it is attested by direct 
experience. The Jainas hold that there can be no contradiction in 
experience, which is the final court of appeal in the matter of 
validity. A proposition is thought to be invalid, if it has not 
the sanction of experience and not otherwise. The Jainas 
accordingly dictate us to change oar idea of contradiction in the 
light of experience and not submit to any a priori abstract princi
ple. The abstractionistic tendency of our intellectual thought, 
which attaches absolute logical value to one of the aspects of 
reality, is a vicious superstition, as truth is multiform and has 
many facets, in which no one aspect should be given absolute 
value to the exclusion of the rest.1

1 nanu bhedabhedayoh parasparapariharena 'yasthanad anyataraByai *va 

vastavatvad ubhayatm akatvam  ayuktam iti cet— tad ayuktam , badhe 

pramar^abhavat. anupalambho hi badhakam pram anam , na b o  ’sti. 

Bamaatesu vastu^v anekantatmakatvasya syadvadino m ate suprasiddha- 

tvad ity  alam. S. D . S ., p. 69.
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The Jainas further maintain that substance and its modes 
are neither absolutely different nor are thej absolutely identical. 
They are found to be identical in respects of time, place and 
nature ; thus, the table and its form and colour and the like 
occupy the same place and time and they have the same essen
tial nature, viz., materiality. And in view of this fundamental 
unity they cannot but be regarded as identical. But they 
cannot for that reason be regarded as absolutely identical, as 
they differ in other respects, to wit, in number, (sankhya), 
differentia (laksana), name (sarhjna), and function (artha). 
Thus, the substance is one, but the modes, e.g., pleasure, pain 
and the like in the case of consciousness, are multiple ; this 
constitutes the difference in number. They differ in specific 
differentiae also, thus, continuity is the character of substance, 
while transition (break of continuity) is the character of the 
modes. The difference of name also is significant, thus the 
substance is called the self or the jar, as the case may be, 
whereas the modes are styled ‘colour* or ‘pleasure,’ etc. The 
difference in function is equally a distinguishing trait, thus, 
the pot functions as drawer of water, while colour has such 
uses as dyeing of clothes and the like. The same line of 
demarcation can be drawn between the self and its varying 
moods. Thus we shall have to accept on the authority of 
experience the twofold character of all things, identity and 
difference, and certainly we cannot repudiate experience on the 
ground of their supposed contradiction at the dictate of abstract 
logic.

But the Buddhist refuses to subscribe to the dictum of the 
Jainas and asks him pointblank if the self that relates itself with 
the diversified states, makes any departure from its pristine 
nature or not in the process of relationing. In the former 
alternative, it will cease to be eternal, because there is no 
continuing principle in the various states. In the latter, the 
self cannot be regarded as a changing principle, as it does not 
undergo any modification but remains fixed and uniform in all
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the successive states. Because, modification spells a departure 
fiom the original state.1

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

1 tatra 'py avikrtam dravyam paryâyair yadi sangatam I 
na viéeso'sti tasye 'ti parinâmi na tad bhavet I

T. S, SI. 312.

2 svabhâvûbheda ekatvarh tasmin sati ca bhinnatà I 
kathancid api duhsàdhyâ paryâyâtma9varüpavat I

T. S.. Si. 316.

Cf. also “  bhede'pi yady ekatvam tat kvacid api nïlapïtàdau bhedo na

syiit. uktam  hi, ayam eva bhedo bhedahetur va yad viruddhadharma- 

dhyàsah kâranabhedaé ce'ti " Kâvyaprakâêa,  Ch. V . ,— p. 244 (Jhalkikar's 

edn).

The ‘Law of Contradiction' and the ‘L aw  of Excluded Middle' have been  

formulated by Udayana in his KuBumahjali in the following couplet:  

parasparavirodhe hi na prakàrüntarasthitih I 

nai ’katâ 'pi viruddhânàm uktimûtravirodhataV I

II I .  8.

41 B etw een  two term s exclusive of each other, there is no third term  

possible. Nor can there be any identity between the two, as it is a contra

diction in term s."
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Thus there can be no compromise between continuity and 
change which are the connotations of substance (dravya) and 
modes (paryaya). And if they are identical, your so-called 
substance must be transitory like the modes, because two 
identical things cannot possibly have contradictory attributes 
or in the alternative the so-called modes will be continuous 

like the so-called substance, they being absolutely identical. 
You cannot have it both ways, as that involves a contradiction 
in terms. So the idea of a continuous underlying self or subs
tance has to be abandoned and the states of consciousness;1 are 
to be regarded as absolutely fluxional, each perishing irrevocably 
when the other succeeds. Or the idea of variable modes has 
to be surrendered and things are to be regarded as absolutely 
immutable and fixed, as mutation and continuity cannot be 
predicated of one and the same thing.2

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

A thing can be supposed to be ‘A*, or not ‘A', or both, or neither. 

The last tw o alternatives are impossible.

‘na prakarantarasthitih, na nobhayatm akatvam  nai ’kaia'pi na bhavabhii- 

vatm akatvam  api'— Haridasa. 'na prakarantarasthitir ity asya vivaranarh 

na nobhayatm akatvam  iti, nobhabhyam  anyatvam  ity arthah, na bbavabha- 

vobhayabhinnatvam iti yavat.'  K. T ., O . K .  Tarkalankara.

1 Cf. H ux ly ,  “ Consciousnesses" would be a better nam e, but it is 

awkward. I  have elsewhere proposed psychoses  as a substantive nam e  

for m ental phenom ena" H u m e by H uxly . Ch. II . p. 62. F. N. 1.

2 tato na'vasth itam  kincid dravyam atmadi vidyate I 

paryayfivyatiriktatvat paryuyanfim svarupavat I

na co ’dayavyayakrantah paryaya api kecana I 

dravyad avyatiriktatvat laddravyaniyatatm avat I 

tato niranvayo dhvam sah sthiram va sarvam isyatam  I 

ekatmani tu nai 'va sto vyavrttyanugam av imau I

U  S .,  Sis. 319-21.
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competent to direct cognition, we must set it down as a purely 
illusory idea like that of a sky-lotus or a barren woman’s son, 
because if it was a real existence, it could not but be perceived. 
The Jaina's demand that it is perceived by him must be dismis
sed with scant courtesy, as in that case there could arise no 
dispute about the existence of the self.1

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

duplicated in all the various stages ; the black pot in its unbaked

1 na co 'palabhvsrupasya paryayanugatatmanoh I 

dravyasya pratibbaso’Bti tan  na ’sti gaganabjavat I

Op. ext., 61. 822.
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Btate and the red one are absolutely two distinct entities. But 
the structural similarity gives rise to illusion of identity and so 
continuity comes to be regarded as its differentia. And when 
the transition of colours is contemplated, the difference and diver
sity come to be regarded as the differentiating character of these 
modes.1 In reality, however, there is no continuity at any one 
of the stages and so the entities are diverse and discrete every 
moment. But there is an iunate tendency of the intellect to 
synthesise those diverse aspects, which have a similar look, into 
one category. The similarity is only apparent and does not 
imply any continuity whatsoever. So#the Jainas by adjudging 
the nature of reality from surface appearances of things, which 
are created into a category by the abstractionistic tactics of the 
intellect, only betray sad lack of philosophical insight and logical 
ineptitude.

I t  has, however, been urged that the twofold character 
(idvirupa) of substance and modes is merged in one concrete 
whole, and this whole being one inppartite identity like the man- 
lion deity, the distinctive individuality of the two characters 
escapes detection. But this involves a contradiction in terms. 
If the whole is one impartite identity, it cannot have a twofold 
character, as character means distinctive individuality and two 
characters would imply of necessity two individual existences 
and certainly an identical entity cannot have two distinct exis

tences, as it is manifestly absurd. And the analogy of the man- 
lion is quite irrelevant, as the man-lion too is not one substance 
with two distinct individualities. The man-lion is an aggregate 
of manifold atoms and so having a plurality of natures, it appears 

as twofold.
To sum up : the Jaina theory of soul as a multiple entity 

with a duplicate nature of continuity and change is vitiated by

1 vividharthakriyayogyaa tulyadijflanahetavah I

tatha vidharthasanketa6abdapratyay agocarah I

Op. ext., 61. 323,
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self-contradiction. It can be accepted if we give up or revise 
our idea of the * Law of Contradiction.’ But as the constitution 
of our minds cannot be changed, we cannot accept the theory, 
which flagrantly violates a fundamental law of thought. And so 
long as our logical sense refuses to be coaxed or coerced into 
acceptance of a contradictory proposition, the Jaina metaphysics 
must remain an intolerable and unacceptable system, though it 
might excite our admiration as a monument of philosophical 
sophistry or imagination gone mad.



C H A PTER  X I

T h e  S a n k h y a  T h e o r y  o f  S oul

The Sankhya philosophers posit the existence of the self, 
which is of the nature of consciousness, pure and simple, as a 
distinct principle from intelligence, called buddhi or mahat. 
The buddhi is the primary transformation of Prakrti or primor
dial matter, which is the material cause of the world order. 
Prakfti is dynamic in nature and is ever changeful. Buddhi, 
being the first evolute of Prakrti, inherits the dynamic character 
of the latter in full, the difference being the preponderance of 
the sattva principle, which makes it extremely supple and trans
parent. In fact, buddhi is the highest attenuated matter, which 
in transparency makes the closest possible approximation to the 
spirit, whose nature is pure illumination. Now when the spirit 
and buddhi are brought together, the latter receives the full 
reflection of the spirit and becomes spiritualised to all intents 
and purposes. Whatever passes in the buddhi becomes illumin
ed at once by the light of the spirit and knowledge in the real 
sense of the word takes place. But this is not all. The trans
formations of buddhi, again, are imaged in the self or the spirit, 
by virtue of which the self is said to enjoy the pleasure and pain, 
which are only superposed on it and which in reality are the 
modifications of buddhi. Thus, though there is no modification 
in the self, the self assumes the r61e of experiencer of pleasure and 
pain and suffers bondage, which is nothing but the defilement 
of its native purity by the false ascription of these modifica
tions. The Sankhya philosopher, however, denies all active ini
tiative to the self even in this false sense. The self is the 
enjoyer iblwktfX though Hot an agent (kartr) .



SÂ^KHYA t h e o r y  o f  s o u l 181

But the Buddhist refuses to subscribe to the eternal, unitary 
consciousness of the Sdnkhyas. If consciousness is one, then 
why should there be such a variety and multiplicity of cognitions, 
such as cognitions of word, taste, colour and so on ? And 
these cognitions cannot be lumped into one category , because 
they are distinct and separate. Moreover, it is said that the 
self is the enjoyer of pleasure and pain, as presented by the 
buddhi. But when the self is one and eternal, how can it be 
said to enjoy pleasure and pain, without forfeiting its uni
formity ? And why should it wait for the services of Prakrti 
for its enjoyment ? Certainly an eternal principle can have 
no such dependence on an external agent. Again, there is no 
obligation that Prakrti should minister to the self according to 
its needs ? Granting that Prakrti has a disinterested mission 
in pursuance of which it caters to the needs of the self, does 
the self undergo any modification in the process of enjoyment ? 
If it does, the self cannot but forfeit its eternal uniformity. If 
it does not swerve from its native purity, it cannot be supposed 
to be an enjoyer, which denotes a change of state and change of 
state means modification.

But it has been said that enjoyment on the part of the 
self is not to be taken literally. It happens in this w a y : first 
buddhi undergoes a modification by being transformed into the 
shape of the object and'this transformation of buddhi is. imaged 
on the self. This reception of the image is interpreted as its 
enjoyment and in this the self does not undergo a modification 
in the least. But this is only a hoax. If the image gets merged 
into the identity of the self, the self will have all the incidents 
of the image, viz., origin and dissolution. If however there is 
no such identification, the self cannot be supposed to be an 
enjoyer even by way of fiction. Again how can the uncons
cious Prakrti shape its activity according to a well-regulated plan 
and programme ? If it is conceded to have such purposive 
activity, it is passing strange that it cannot enjoy the fruits of
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its  labour. CertaiDly a person, w h o  k n o w s  to  prepare delic iou s  

d is h e s ,  should  also k n o w  h o w  to en joy  t h e m .1

I t  has been observed that buddhi is an intelligent principle 
and so there is nothing inappropriate about it that it should 
shape its activity according to the requirements of the self. But 
this is begging the question. If you grant that buddhi has this 
intelligence, you cannot consistently affirm that it is unconscious, 
because intelligence is the invariable characteristic of conscious
ness. We have no warrant to suppose that the self is something 
distinct from intelligence and our experience at any rate contra
dicts such a hypothesis. The example has been trotted out that 
unconscious milk flows from the cow’s udder with a view to the 
nourishment of the calf and no prescience can be suspected in 
this purposive activity. Precisely unconscious buddhi also can 
follow a teleological plan. To suppose that God guides such 
activity is to make an unwarranted and uncalled-for assumption. 
Because the activity of all intelligent persons is motivated either 
by self-interest or by pity, and God, who has no unsatisfied need 
cannot have any incentive for creative activity on the score of 
self-interest.2 Nor can He be actuated by pity, because before 
creation.there is no occasion, e.g., suffering, to call for his pity. 
And if God is really merciful and is responsible for creation and 
if He has a foreknowledge of the eventual suffering of the created 
beings, He should have desisted from such activity, as you 
suppose that without his guidance no activity in unconscious 
matter is possible. If you say that the world-process is a begin- 
ningless cycle, and God has to order and arrange the creation 
of the world in conformity with the deeds of creatures in tbeir 
previous lives, well, you should dispense with the superfluous

1 kartum nam a vijanati pradhanaiii vyanjanadikain I 

bhoktum ca na  vijanati kim ayuktam atah param I T. S., BOO.

2 Gf . Slokavartika—

prayojanam anuddiaya na m ando’pi pravartate I 

jagac ca srjatas tasya kim  n5m a na krtam bhavet I
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appendage in the shape of God and accord supreme power to 
Karman. So there is no absurdity in thinking that unconscious 
Prakrti can work according to a teleological plan for emancipation 
of the self, which is the highest good for the self. This has been 
the argument of Vacaspati Misra.1 But the analogy of milk's 
activity is not germane in all essential particulars to the creative 
activity of Prakrti. The milk in question does not move of its 
own initiative, but is activated by a combination of causes and 
conditions which come to pass at a particular time. But 
Prakrti stands altogether in a different category. Being an 
eternal principle, uncontingent on any other factor, it should 
function always and not occasionally. But in that case Prakrti 
should produce enjoyment and emancipation without break— an 
absurd issue which even the Sankhya philosopher must hesitate 
to accept in spite of his undying love for Prakrti .

I t  is, however, contended that buddhi has to be posited to 
account for origination and dissolution, which cannot appertain to 
consciousness. But this involves a petitio principii. There is 
no contradiction between consciousness and origin and death. On 
the contrary, if consciousness be an eternal fait accompli, the 
function of sense-organs will be deprived of all meaning, as the 
sole purpose of sense-organs is +o produce knowledge, but this is 
already there. Certainly there cannot be any necessity for fuel, 
if fire is present for eternity.2

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

1 Vide  S. T. K. under

vatsavivrddhinimittam kslrasya yatha pravritir ajiiasya I 

purusavimoksanimittaiii tafcha pravrltih pradhanasya I

S. K. Si. 57.

2 aksyarthady aphalam tu syfic caitanyaiii sasvatnm yadi I 

n a  bhaved indhanena 'rtho yadi syac chaBvato' nalah I

T , S . ,  306*
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so far,1 But it fails to take into account that this spiritual 
principle must he capable of receiving supplementation from its 
accessories, otherwise these accessories cannot render any service 
to it. And if this spirit derives benefit from these auxiliaries, it 

cannot afford to be an unchanging static principle. We have no 
experience of a changeless substance being benefited by others. 
Even examples of bed and cushion and the like that have been 
cited to bring home the argument are only helpful because the 
beneficiary is actionable and so changeful. An unactionable and 
unchanging spirit cannot have any necessity for accessories, 
because the latter cannot have any effect on the former. And if 
the spiritual substance is thus conceded to be capable of change, 
it will be a fluxional entity which is the position we hold.2

1 “ sañghátaparárfcbatvat trigunádiviparyayád adhisthanat I 
puruso'stl bhoktrbhávát kaivalyártham pravrtteé ca I M

_Sáñkhya Káriká, él. 17. 

also, puru?o ’sty avyaktáder vyatiriktah, kutalj? eañghátaparárthat- 
vát, avyakta-mahadahaúkárádayah parártháh, sañghátatvát, áayanáaan- 
abhyaúgavat. Sdhkhyatattvakaumudi.

2 párárthyam oaksuradinám y at punah pratipádyate I 
óayyasanádivat tena saúghátafcvena hefcuná I 

ádheyátis&járthatvam yady esám upapádyate I 
i§taaiddhir yad ÍBtás te1 smábhir jñánopakárinah I 
avikáryupakáritvaaádhane sádhyaáüny ata — 
dratántasya calasyai *va yukfcás te'py upakárinah I

T. 8., óls. 307-09.



CHAPTER X II 

T h e  S o u l -t h e o r y  o f  t h e  V I t s Ip u t r Iy a s

The Vatslputriyas, who profess to be followers of the 
Buddha, do strangely postulate the existence of the self under the 
name of pudgala (the principle of individuality), which they 
affirm as neither identical with, nor different from, the psychical 
aggregates, called skandhas. The pudgala (individual) is not 
held to be a distinct entity from the aggregates, because that would 
amount to acquiescence in the position of the heretical schools. 
Nor can it be held to be non-distinct from the skandhas either, 
as in that case the individual will be split up into a multiplicity. 
So the individual is described as an indefinable and inexpressible 
principle. Thus, if the individual is something absolutely distinct 
from the psychical elements, it will of necessity be an eternal 
verity; but this is logically unsound, as an eternal verity, being 
unamenable to any modification like space, cannot possibly dis
charge the functions of an agent and enjoyer, the very functions for 
which an individuality is postulated. And this would be directly 
in opposition to the teaching of the Master, who has denied an 
eternal soul. If, on the other hand, it is regarded as absolutely 
non-distinct from the psychical complexes, the individuality will 
stultify itself being reduced to a plurality of psychical factors. 
Moreover, it will be momentary like the psychical phenomena and 
will be subject to absolute extinction like them. But this will 
involve the absurdity of loss of karman and the consequent nega
tion of metempsychosis, a contingency which is opposed to reason 
and the Master’s teaching alike. So with a view to avoid
ing the two extremes of absolute existence (¿áévatavdda) and 
absolute extinction {ucchedavada), which have been condemned 
by the Master as absurd, the Vatslputriyas have advocated 
a principle of individuality, called the pudgala, which
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has the metaphysical virtue of explaining the continuity of the 
empirical ego to the avoidance of the*fallacy of the eternal self, 
posited by the heretical thinkers. The contradiction of identity 
and difference, involved in the conception of the pudgala, need 
not deter us, as experience and metaphysical necessity alike call 
for such a conception.

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

1 skandhebhyah pudgalo nánya ity eBá 'nenyasücaná I skandho na  

pudgalaá ce ti vyaktá taBye'yam any ata I viruddhadharmasango hi 

vastu nsm  bheda ucyate I skandhapudgalayos* cai 'va vidyate bhinnatá  

n a  kim  I

T. S., 343-44.
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as the criterion of difference is the possession of contra
dictory attributes, and this is incompatible with the identity of 
the substratum. You say that the pudgala is indescribable either 
as identical or as distinct. But the aggregates are describable as 
distinct from each other; thus, the aggregate of ‘physical 
elements’ or sense-data (rupa) is different from that of feelings 
(vedana). The aggregates again are describable as impermanent, 
but not so the pudgala. So the* pudgala and the aggregates as 
a class apart, are absolutely distinct categories, because they are 
possessed of mutually contradictory attributes, viz .,  the fact 
of being describable or indescribable. The pudgala therefore 
must be set down as an absolute unreality, having no locus 
standi except in the coloured imagination of the Vatsiputriyas. 
The impossibility of predication of identity or difference with 
respect to the pudgala does not alone prove its unreal, imaginary 
character; its unreality is also brought home by the fact that 
it cannot be described as momentary either. We have proved 
beyond the shadow of doubt that existence means causal 
efficiency and this causal efficiency, it has been demonstrated by 
irrefragable logic, is restricted to momentary reals.1 So a thing, 
which cannot be described as momentary, must be set down as a 
fiction, pure and simple. How can a non-momentary thing have 
causal efficiency ? 2

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

1 arthakri} aau saktiSca vidyam anatvalaksanam  I ksa^ikesv eva niyata  

tatba ’vacye na vastuta I
T .S .,  347.

2 ‘anityatvena y o ’vacyah sa hetur na  hi k a s y a c i t /

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

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

1 nityam tam âhur vidvamso yah svabhavo na naáyati. Ibid,  p. 129.
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putriyas and we have shown that the whole doctrine is vitiated 
by a flagrant breach of the ‘Law of Contradiction.’ I t  betrays 
slipshod logic from top to bottom and can be held out as the best 
illustration of the heights of absurdity to which a man can be 
led by a pet superstition.

About the teaching of the Master, one word is sufficient to 
indicate the method which was adopted by him. The sermons 
of the master were inspired by the enquiries of inquisitive persons 
and the Master had to consider the intellectual calibre and 
equipment of these enquirers before giving answers to their 
queries— otherwise his words would become incomprehensible 
to them. This point has been explained (by Kumaralabha) 
th u s : “ The Buddha was pleased to construct his doctrine 
concerning the elements of existence (with the greatest 
caution), like a tigress who holds her young by her teeth (her 
grasp is not too tight in order not to hurt him, nor is it 
too loose in order not to let him fall).” 1 So when the 
Buddha said, “  There is a being spontaneously born,” 2 it 
must be understood to mean the continuity of the stream of

1 The Soul Theory of the Buddhis ts  by Th. Stcherbatsky, vide  p. 847.

Cf . 44 darastridarhstravabhedamcabhrarhiam ca 'veksya karmapam I

deSayanti jina dharm am  vyaghripotapaharavat/' quoted in the T. S. P .,  

p. 129.

2 4 asti sattva upapadukah ' Prof. Stoherbatsky renders it by 4 appari- 

tional spontaneous self-b irth .’ The learned Professor has translated H iu en  

T hsaog’s version as follows :— “  if the five skandhas (of the inter

mediate state) proceed to a new  life, which begins neither in  the womb, 

nor in an egg, nor in warm moisture, then the result is called transfigurated  

b e i n g / ’ Ibid,  pp. 844 and 957. 44 In  this way are b o m : gods, the inhabitants  

of hell and all m en in the intermediate state  between death and a new  birth, 

i.e., without a seed, not from previous e lem ents, as the Vats (the Vataipu- 

trujas) b e l ie v e /'  Op. cit . , p. 946. Cf. Amarakoaa,  14 divyopapaduka d e v a h / 4 

Bhnnuji com m en ts:  44 narakavyavrttaye divyapadam. matapitradidrsta- 

karananirapeksa adrstasahakrfcebhyo ’ nubhyo jata ye  devah, te divyopapa

duka ucyante ."  W e have it from Prof. Stcherbatsky, “  The whole theory  

of apparitional or miraculous Belf-births is exposed and discussed in the  

I I I  S e c t io n / '  Op. c it . ,  p. 966.
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conscious life after death in other regions. This does ilot 
lend any support to the existence of an eternal ego-principle. 
The Buddha did not point-blank deny the existence of the soul, 
as that might be misconstrued by inferior intellects as denial of 
all post-mortem existence.

The V atslputrlyas have made capital out of the sermon of 
the Master, which is in the following terms—<c 0  Brethren; I 
will explain to you the burden, the taking up of the burden, the 
laying aside of the burden and the carrier of the burden. Of 
these, the burden is the five aggregates, which are the substrates 
(of personal life) ; the taking up of the burden is the cav ing  
for a continuation of life, accompanied by a sense of satisfac
tion ; the laying aside of the burden is emancipation ; and the 
carrier of the burden is the individual.” They have stressed in it 
the distinct mention of the individual apart from the aggregates, 
and have taken care to point out that unless the individual is 
recognised to be a distinct principle from the aggregates which 
have been described as the burden of life, the burden and the 
burden-bearer will be the same thing, which is absurd on the 
face of i t .1

But such an interpretation of the parable, though to all 
appearances it seems to be in conformity with the text, cannot 
be accepted as embodying the real intention of the master. Be
cause, the individual spoken of as the carrier of the burden is 
nothing distinct from the aggregates : the preceding aggregates 
which culminate in the production of the succeeding aggregates, 
are called the burden and the latter are the burden-carrier, being 
the inheritors of all that has gone before. That this is the 
sense intended is apparent from the very epithets with which the 

pudgala has been hedged round. Thus, the individual (pudgala)

1 1 bharam vo bhikaavo de^ayiayami, bharadanarh bharaniksepam  

bharaharam ca, tatra bharah paficopadanaakandhah, bharadanam trptih, 

bharanikaepo mokao, bharaharah pudgala iti.*

I have adopted the translation of Prof. Stcherbatsky with alight 
^Iterations.



ŠOtJL-THEORY OF VÁTSÍPUTRXYAS 191

has been spoken of as the subject, bearing such and such a name, 
such and such a caste, coming of such a family, living on such 
food-stuffs, experiencing such pleasure and pain, and having 
such a span of life allotted to him and so on. Certainly these 
adjectives are ill-adapted to an eternal self or any real self, having 
a distinct existence apart from the elements of consciousness.0 
So this sermon cannot be interpreted as evidence of a soul- 
entity.

This should be a clincher to the Vatsiputriyas’ contention. 
But Uddyotakara, to suit his purpose, has gone out of his way 
to seize hold of another text and has twisted it so as to make it 
appear as evidence of the existence of a distinctive soul-principle. 
The text is as follows : “  0  Venerable sir, I  am not colour ; and 
so again I  am not feeling, name, conformation and cognition. 
Likewise, thou too, 0  monk, art not the colour ; nor art thou 
any more the feeling, name, conformation and cognition.” 9 
‘ The specific negation of the aggregates,* argues Uddyotakara,
‘ element by element, as the object of ego-consciousness, shows 
that there is a self apart and aloof from the contents.* If nega
tion of the self as such had been the purport, it could have been 
conveniently expressed by a categorical negation of the self c as 
thou art not.’ But the specific negation of the aggregates, one 
by one, points to the existence of an independent self, as for 
instance, the statement ‘ I  do not see with my left eye * indicates 
that he sees with the right eye. If seeing as such was to be 
negated, the specific negation of the instrumentality of the left 
eye would be unmeaning. So it follows by way of implication 
that there is a self distinct from the psychical complexes, no 
matter whether it be an indefinable entity as the Vatsiputriyas 
would have it or any other variety.10

1 ata eva Bhagavatá, ‘ Bhárahárah katam ah pudgala * ity uktvá  

‘y o ’sav áyusm án nevam nám á, evamjátih, evamgotra, evamábarah, evam- 

sukha-duhkham pratisamvedí, evam dírgháyur ' ityadiná pudgalo vyá- 

khyátah.

2 & 3 T. S. P .,  pp. 130-81.
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But the contention of Uddyotakara is based on a mis
understanding of the real purport of the text. The sermon was 
addressed to persons who had these particular misconceptions with 
a view to their enlightenment. So the purport of the text is 
purely negative and cannot in any way be construed as an 
affirmation of the self, express or implied.1

1 visesapratiaedha^ ca taddrstin prati rajate. T. S . ,  ¿1 349.

For a thorough-going and detailed exposition of the soul theory of the  

Vatsiputrlyaa, vide  ‘ The Soul Theory of the B u d d h is t s* by Prof. Stoherbatsky,  

and Prof. L ouis  de L a  V a llee ’s Abhidharmakoqa  and bis brilliantjexpcsition.



CHAPTER X III 

T h e  T h eo r y  o f  S o u l  b a s e d  on  t h e  U p a n is a d s

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

The Buddhist idealist (cijnunavfidin)'bolds to an analogous 
doctrine as according to him also the objective world has no 
reality whatsoever outside the thinking minds. The subject- 
object distinctions are equally false creations of the conscious 
principle. But though thus they are fundamentally agreed on 
the reality of consciousness alone, they differ in a very material 

respect. The Vedantists are certainly wrong in holding this 
consciousness to be a homogeneous, unitary principle. If this 
consciousness were one eternal substance, then why should there 
be any diversity in our ideas? Certainly colour-consciousness is 
not the same thing as sound-conseiousness and if they are 
different, you connot consistently hold the doctrine of unitary, 
eternal consciousness. If they had been one and eternal, all 
these diverse cognitions should arise all at once and not in a 
graduated scale as they are found to do. Nor can these different 
cognitions be regarded as so many modes or determinations of 
one eternal consciousness, because modes canuot be regarded 
as absolutely distinct from the substance and so the substance 
will vary with its inodes. The result will be a multiplicity of 
conscious units, which is our (Buddhists’) position.
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Moreover, no line of demarcation can be drawn between 
cognitions and consciousness as such, as they are found in 
experience to be absolutely indivisible. And if the diverse cogni
tions are distinct from one another, what is there to be conceived 
as one? The Vedantist position of one eternal consciousness, 
(5n the other hand, renders bondage and liberation absolutely 
impossible. If bondage be its essential nature, there can be no 
emancipation and if consciousness is eo ipso emancipated, bondage 
will become equally untenable. But in the Buddhist theory, 
no such contingency arises, as in a consciousness-serie?, each 
moment of consciousness being absolutely different and distinct, 
there is no incompatibility if one moment is impure and another 
is divested of its impurity. The fact of the matter is that 
bondage is nothing but consciousness as defiled by passions and 
ignorance, and emancipation is nothing but consciousness in its 
native purity, purged of all impurities, by a course of rigorous 
discipline. Had bondage or emancipation been eo ipso the nature 
of consciousness, all discipline would have been unavailing.1 If, 
however, bondage and liberation be held to be false superimposi
tions of ignorance, a praxis of yogic discipline will be devoid of 
all purpose, because there will be nothing to avoid or to attain. 
So the theory of the eternal consciousness is logically absurd and 
ethically a dangerous doctrine.3

1 tatha hi— yadi vipnryaBtasvabh&vam eknm jfiaoam sada, ta d i

pdrasya 'vasthantarasyfi, ’bhavan na mokaavyavastha syat. athuviparysBtart

tadu n i t y a m  pari&uddhasvabhavatvaa na handbags} afc. asmakarh tu santana-

bhedena vijftnptih samklistu ¿uddha ce 'syata iti yukta bandbamoksa*

vyavastha yatho ’ktam— “ snriiklista ca visuddba ca samnla oirmala ca fa  I

samk'ista ced bhaven na 'sau m uktah syuh sarvadebinah I visuddba ced

bhavcn na 'sail vyayam o n i B p b a l o  bhavef. "— iti.
T. S. P .. p. 124.

9 k:ih va nivartayed yogi yogabhyasena Badhayet I 
kim va na hatum iakyo hi viparyasas tadatmakah I 
tattvajnanaih Da co 'tpadyoih tadatmyat sarvada sthiteb I 
yogabbyaso’pi tena 'yam aphalah sarva eva ca I

T. S.. i t e .  334-33$.



C H A PT E R  X IV

A Cr it ic a l  E s t im a t e  o f  t h e  N o n - s o u l  T h e o r y  o f  t h e  

B u d d h i s t  P h i l o s o p h e r s

The Buddhists of the Sautrantika-Yogacara school have 
vehemently opposed the existence of a permanent self behind 
the psychical phenomena either as their substratum or as their 
condition. But they postulate the existence of pure, absolute 
consciousness, though momentary, bereft of subjcct-object deter
minations in the state of Nirvana. Though the possibility of 
total extinction of all conscious existence is found to be adum
brated in tbe Tattoasahgraha and alluded to in the writings of 
rival schools, we shall not however concern ourselves in this con
text with the metaphysical merits or drawbacks of this theory, 
as it will be fully discussed and examined in the chapter on 
Nirvana. Santaraksita tells us that the gap between the 
Buddhistic and the Yedantic conception of consciousness as the 
ultimate principle is but very narrow, though it is fundamental. 
The Vedantists too have denied the existence of individual soul- 
centres (Jlvatman) as metaphysical entities and in this they are 
at one with the Buddhists. The issue of debate hangs upon the 
permanence or impermanence of consciousness. There is ab
solutely no difference of opinion regarding the impersonal and 
impartite character of consciousness too. The Buddhists hold 
consciousness to be of momentary duration, albeit the stream of 
consciousness-units is one unbroken and uninterrupted procession 
and in this respect of eternal duration, there is agreement, too, 
between the two schools of thought. The continuum of conscious
ness as a r  ontological reality whether in the series or in the 
unity is accepted as a fundamental reality and so for all practical 
purposes the two positions do not differ in a material respect.
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Bat practical considerations are not the only thing that carry 
weight with philosophers. The difference of metaphysics is far 
too deep and uncompromising, though to the commonplace 
mind, it would perhaps appear to be a distinction without differ
ence. The difference between the two philosophies is therefore 
based upon a fundamental ground and neither of them can be 
expected to capitulate to the other, as this would imply the entire 
change of outlook and philosophic orientation. But a dis
passionate critic, when confronted with a metaphysical tangle of 
this type, has got to make his own decision and to pronounce an 
unbiassed verdict either in favour of one or against the other. 
I t  Í3 very seldom that the critic can come with offers of compro
mise, as compromise proves very often 1o be suicidal to philo
sophy. Compromise is a virtue in practical life, because it
ensures the harmonious co-operation of the members of a com
munity, which disagreement and difference would render
impossible. But difference of opinion does not spell any such 
danger, if it doeá not involve a fundamental antagonism in ethics 
and social life. So the practical work-a-day man of the world 
has no reason to sound the tocsin of alarm if philosophers differ 
between themselves, as decent philosophy does never stoop below 
wordy warfare.

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

The Vedantists, on the other hand, think that these Buddhists 
have come very near the truth, but their philosophy suffers ship
wreck at the very sight of the harbour. We admit, the Vedan
tists argue, that knowledge of a fact cannot be explained if the 
fact stands in its sacred aloofness from consciousness. There 
must be some relation between the two and the relation of 
causality or objectivity (visayata or uddye6yata) which is requisi
tioned by the Realists, cannot adequately explain the intimacy 
and immediacy of the relation involved in knowledge. There 
may be a case of causality between two material facts and yet 
there is no resultant knowledge. And a material object may be 
the aim and objective of our physical endeavour, but such
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endeavour fails to remove the cover of ignorance that envelops i t .1 
You may plead that the relation is unique and the fact of illumi
nation proceeds from consciousness to the object and so knowledge 
becomes possible. Yes, but this is the very crux of the problem. 
Your explanation only states the problem and assumes the very 
fact which you are called upon to explain. The Buddhist thinks 
that this relation is one of complete identity (sahopalambhaniyamad 
abhedo nilataddhiyoh). But this is opposed to the testimony of 
experience. The contents cannot be believed to be absolutely 
identical with consciousness, because they are felt to be distinct, 
external and possessed of a long or short magnitude, whereas con
sciousness is felt inside and as an amorphous principle without 
any geometrical dimension. So the two cannot be lumped 
together. But unless they are identified, they cannot be supposed 
to be illumined and revealed. Illumination is the property, nay, 
the very self of consciousness and unless the contents are sup
posed to be taken into and integrated with it, they cannot be 
known. Knowledge is a peculiar relation— it is neither one of 
complete identity nor of complete difference. It is a peculiar 
relation—something indescribable. There is difference between 
consciousness and its contents, but the difference is not real. 
There must be identity between the two, no doubt, without which 
no knowledge can be supposed to be possible. But this identity 
cannot be a real, absolute identity. I t  is something equally 
indescribable. Consciousness is self-luminous and as such can 
illumine its own identity and with regard to external objects it is

1 hanadijananad hanadibuddhlnatn arthavisayatvam , arthavisaya- 

hanadibuddhijananac ca ’rthasamvidas tadviBayatvnm iti cet, tat kirfi 

dehasya prayatnavadatm asam yogo debapravrttioivrtiihetur arthe ity artha- 

praka^o *stu. jadyad dehatm asam yogo na 'rthapraka6* iti cet, nanv ay am  

Bvayampraka^o' pi svalm any eva khadyotavat praka^ub, arthe tu jada ity 

upapadit8m. B ha. ad Br. Su. 1.1.1., p. 36.
C f . t drSyavargasya eamvidbhinnatabhyupagame samvidah svatmanarh 

prati praka6atvam hy abhedasambandhenai 'va kjptam iti tam prati sa jada- 
1‘iipa dehatmaaamyogatulya na prakiUarupa. K. T. P ., ad ibid.
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perfectly unilluminative. So the very possibility of knowledge 
demands that the two must be brought together in a relation of 
identity, but this identity cannot but be illusory and fictitious 1 

Now, the Buddhist philosopher argues into the momenta
riness of consciousness on the ground of the variation and the 
fluxional nature of the contents of consciousness and he bases 
his conclusion upon the relation) of identity between conscious
ness and its contents. And he explains away the felt unity of 
consciousness as a psychological fiction by an appeal to the 
palpable variability of these contents. But these are pure 
assumptions which militate against sound logic. I t  has been 
proved that the relation of consciousness and its contents is 
neither one of absolute identity nor one of absolute difference, as 
both these are equally felt in experience to be the case. But iden
tity and difference cannot both be predicated of the 6ame pheno
menon, as it infringes the fundamental laws of thought, viz.% the 
Law of Contradiction and the Law of the Excluded Middle. Th$ 
said relation therefore transpires to be an unreal, illusory super- 
imposition just like the illusory superimposition of silver upon 
the shell. The relation of consciousness to its superimposed 
contents is therefore one of illusory identity and the difference 
of one content from another is equally false and illusory. And a 
false identity and a false difference cannot be made the basis of 
a philosophical argument. There is a felt difference between 
one cognition and another, but this difference is purely fictitious

1 na ca praka^iaya 'tmano visayati, te hi vicchinnadirghasthOlatayA 

'nubhuyanle, prakaSaa ca 'yam antaro ’afchulo *na$ur ahrasvo ’dirghaS ce 
\ i  praka^ate. tasm ac candre ’nubbGyamana iva dviiiya§ candramah  

Bvapraka^ad anyo ’rtbo ’nirvacaniya eve 'ti yuktam utpaSyamatu Bha, 
ad 1.1 1, pp. 36-37.

6f. samvifc Bvaprfika^e *ti t&3yab fivabbinna eva prakfiSarupatvasya 

kjptfitvat svabhinne driyavarge tasyah praka£arGp&ta nfl eambhavatf, 

tfttbvikad ca dfgdpayayor abhedo n a  yujyate, afco drlyavargadya Sacbvidvivar- 

t&taya 'nirvacaxuyena tadabbedena prako£am&aat&.

K.T.P.r ad ibidt p, 87.
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and a fictitious difference cannot entail a substantive difference 
in consciousness. A fictitious difference cannot affect tbe in
tegrity of the reality, much less can it induce a real distinction. 
Tbe shell may erroneously be perceived alternately as silver or 
as lead. But the distinction of lead and silver does not touch 
tbe identity of tbe shell and so cannot split it up into two. By 
similar logic the difference of contents, which have been proved 
to be illu>ory superimpositions, cannot be legitimately supposed 
to introduce a real distinction into consciousness. Consciousness, 
therefore, should, in deference to the demands of logic, be regard
ed as a simple identity, an impartite whole, an eternal verity, 
with no ontological difference in itself. It  is a self-illuminative 
principle without origin, decay and death, existing as the sole 
witness and illuminator of the cosmic panorama, which hangs as 
a pall and as a cloud over it. Ontologically speaking, it is 
nothing, short of a vain show, a mysterious appearance, an idle 
phantasmagoria— the creation of an equally illusive and unreal 

atfidya, (nescience)* which however is not a psychological pheno
menon nor. a logical .fiction, but an elusive category that cannot 
be described.in metaphysical terms either as an absolute aught or 
as an absolute naught.

Experience too does not lend support to tbe Buddhist con
ception of multiple consciousness-units. The consciousness of 
red is felt to be distinct from the consciousness of blue, no doubt; 
but distinction is not the only note in it, the identity of con
sciousness is equally a felt fact. The Buddhist believes this felt 
unity of consciousness to be an illusion and be bases this belief 
upon the apparent multiplicity of contents. W ith equal logic 
one might explain away tbe multiplicity of contents as fiction 
and establish the unity of consciousness to be the reality. So 
appeal to experience is perfectly unavailing and its testimony is 
inconclusive and conflicting. The two opposite characters— unity 
and difference-—cannot both be true, as they involve a contradic
tion in terms. W hich of the two then is to be believed as the 
reality and which again as false appearance? Difference and



NON-SOUL THEORY OF B U D D H IST  PH ILO SO PH ER S 20 L

non-difference cannot both be true and if one of them is to be 
discarded, we must give up the aspect of difference as false 
appearance over the basic foundation of unity or non-difference, 
because difference cannot arise except on the foundation of two 
units, which are in their nature simple unities. If one of the 

two units be absent, the concept of difference becomes impossible, 
as each of the units constitutes its foundation and pivot, and if 
the foundation be lacking, how can it subsist ? But the case of 
unity is quite different. It  is perceived in and by itself and 
without any reference to any other unity. Difference however is 
contingent upon unity and without unity its existence is incon
ceivable. And if we are faced with the alternative of rejecting 
one, we must perforce reject the aspect of difference as false 
superimposition and accept the factor of unity as the basic 
reality, because unity is the pre-supposition of difference and 
even if difference be accepted to be the final truth, unity will 
have to be accepted, as difference without unity as its basic 
support is a chimera. So between unity and difference we must 
accept unity as the reality since unity cannot be rejected as it is 
the constituent factor and is the raison d* etre even of difference. 
The Buddhist philosopher commits the blunder of unpardonable 
abstraction when he seeks to explain away the unity of con
sciousness on the basis of difference of contents, which in 
its turn, we have seen, presupposes the fact of unity as its very 
foundation and essence.
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T h e  P r o b l e m  o f  A f t e r - L i f e  o r  I m m o r t a l i t y

OF CONSCIOUSNES S-CONTINUUM

The philosophers of the Lokayata school, who believed 
consciousness to be a product of physical elements and as such 
ceasing to function with the death of the physical body, opposed 
the Buddhist doctrine of the immortality of consciousness-series 
in very violent language. They a rgue : when the Buddhist 
believes this life of consciousness to be nothing but a congeries 
of distinct and discrete conscious units without any real, under
lying unity in the shape of the self, then how could they believe 
in disembodied existence of consciousness ? Consistency 
requires that they should subscribe to the Lokayata doctrine of 
absolute extinction of consciousness after death and they should 
hold with the materialists that consciousness is nothing but a 
bye-product of the four physical elements, earth, water, fire and 
air held in certain juxtaposition in a physical organism. It 
therefore stands to reason that consciousness should come to 
absolute doom, when these elements are separated by physical 
death, no matter whether consciousness be regarded as a bye- 
product or as an epiphenomenon of the same.1 And as regards 
the physical organism, sense-organs, and objects of perception, 
they also are nothing but peculiar combinations of these elements,

1 1 p a r a l o k i n o  ' b h a v & t  p a r a l o k a b h a v a  * i t i ,  a  sutra  o f  t h e  Lokayata

s y s t e m  q u o t e d  i n  T .  S .  P . ,  p .  5*20.

‘ p r t h i v y  a p a s  t e j o  v a y u r  i t i  c a t v a r i  t a t t v a n i  t e b h y a s  c a i t a n y a m  ’ i t i .  

( a n o t h e r  sutra).  t.afcra k e c i d  v r t t i k a r a  v y a c a k s a t e  u t p a d y a t e  t e b h y a 6  

q a i t a n y a m ,  a n y e  ' b h i v y a j y a t a  i t y  a h u h . '  Loc. c it t
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as there is no reality outside these elements found by ex
perience.1

It might be argued that the consciousness in a pre-existent 
body is the substantive cause of consciousness in a subsequent 
body and so there is no break in the continuity of consciousness 
even on the death of a particular body. But such a causal rela
tion between consciousness-centres located in different bodies 
is absolutely unthinkable, as we find the consciousness of an 
elephant and of a horse to be absolutely distinct and independent. 
Besides, there is no instance of one subjectivity producing 
another in a different body, on the strength of which we could 
suppose this relation to obtain in a past and a future organism. 
The theory that consciousness is the cause of another conscious
ness should thus be abandoned and it should be held that con
sciousness emerges as a product of the living physical organism.2 
It is a bold proposition to assert that consciousness exists even 
in the embryonic stage. How could there be any cognition of an 
object in the absence of sense-organs and certainly consciousness 
without a content is a contradiction in terms. Likewise, there 
can be no consciousness in fits of swoon and the like, when 
sense-organs cease to function. Nor can consciousness be 
supposed to exist in such circumstances in the shape of a poten
tial energy, because potentiality can exist, if at all in a substra
tum and as the Buddhist denies with the materialist the existence 
of the Self, acting as a substratum of consciousness, the organism 
should be regarded as the substrate and with its death, con
sciousness should be held to become defunct, as there is no other

1 8 a n n i v e 6 a v i 6 e s e  c a  k s i t y a d m a m  n i v e ^ y a t e  —

d e h e n d r i y a d i s a n j f i e  ’y a m  t a t t v a m  n a  ’n y a d  d h i  v i d y a t e  II

T. S., 1800.

c / .  t a t h a  c a  t e s a m  s u t r a m — "  t a t s a m u d a y e  v i s a y e n d r i y a s a m j f i a ’ i t i .

T. S. P., p. 520.

-  k a y a d  e v a  t a t o  j f l d n a m  p r a p a p a n a d y a d h i s t h i t a t  I

y u k f a r h  j a y a t a  i t y e  ' t a t  K a m b a l a 4 v a t a r o  ’d i t a m  II ¿1. 1 8 6 4 .  

c / .  t a t h a  c a  s u t r a m — ‘ k a y a d  e v a  * i t i .  T .  S .  P . ,  p.  5 2 1 .
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organism in which consciousness could function. The hypothesis 
of an intermediate astral body, working as the medium of the 
departed consciousness, has been thoroughly exposed by Vindhya- 
vasin and so far as the Lokayata is concerned, it is simply an 
idle supposition as there is no positive proof of it. Moreover, 
this intermediate astral body which is supposed to originate and 
disappear all on a sudden, cannot be supposed to act as a vehicle 
of the departed consciousness, because, consciousness being 
devoid of locomotion, cannot be transferred to this astral body 
even.1 And even if this be granted, it cannot be conceived how 
it should deposit consciousness in another organism, as this will 
necessitate the existence of consciousness in an embryo, a contin
gency too bold to be regarded with equanimity.3 So the 
Buddhist finds himself to be placed tightly between the two 
horns of a dilemma: either he should accept an eternal Self like

1 * aatiha sattva upapadukah ’— Buddha-

2 T h e  e n t i r e  a r g u m e n t  p u t  i n  t h e  m o u t h  o f  t h e  m a t e r i a l i s t  iB b o d i l y  

t a k e n  m uia t is  mutandis  f r o m  K u m a r i l a ’a Sloka-vart ika . T h e  Slokas  f r o m  

1 8 6 5  t o  1 8 6 8  a r e  r e p r o d u c e d  verba t im  a n d  S i s .  1 8 6 9  t o  1 8 7 1  a r e  b u t  a 

s u m m a r i s e d  v e r s i o n  o f  K u m a r i l a ’s  Slokas,  5 9 - 6 4  a n d  6 9  t o  7 3 ,  A tm a v a d a , 

S .  V . ,  p p .  7 0 8 - 0 7 .

8 r i d h a r a  i n  h i s  Nyayakandal i  e m p l o y s  s i m i l a r  a r g u m e n t s  t o  p r o v e  i l i e  

i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  m e t e m p s y c h o s i s  i n  t h e  B u d d h i s t  t h e o r y  o f  S o u l  o r  r a t h e r  

n o - S o u l .  S r i d h a r a  o p i n e s  t h a t  t h e  t h e o r y  o f  m o m e n t a r y  c o n s c i o u s n e s s  w o u l d  

l a n d  t h e  B u d d h i s t  i n  r a n k  m a t e r i a l i s m ,  w h i c h  d e n i e s  p o s t - m o r t e m  

e x i s t e n c e  o f  t h e  S o u l  o r  c o n s c i o u s  l i f e ,  t o  b e  a c c u r a t e .  W e  a r e  t e m p t e d  

t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  S r i d h a r a  h a s  b o r r o w e d  h i s  a r g u m e n t s  f r o m  K u m a r i l a  w h o m  

h e  q u o t e s  w i t h  g r e a t  r e s p e c t  i n  o t h e r  p l a c e s .  I t  i s  s t r a n g e  t h a t  t h e  e d i t o r  

o f  t h e  Tativasahgraha  h a s  f a i l e d  t o  e n u m e r a t e  t h e  Slokas  1 8 6 5  t o  1 8 6 8  

i n  t h a t  w o r k  i n  t h e  l i s t  o f  q u o t a t i o n s  f r o m  K u m a r i l a ,  g i v e n  a s  a n  a p p e n d i x .  

P e r h a p s  t h e  o m i s s i o n  t o  m e n t i o n  K u m a r i l a  a s  t h e  a u t h o r  o f  t h e  s a m e  b y  

K n m a l a 6 l l a  i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h i s  o v e r t  o m i s s i o n  o n  t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e  e d i t o r .  

I t  i s  a b s o l u t e l y  n e c e s s a r y  t h a t  t h e s e  ¿ / o k a s  s h o u l d  b e  n o t i c e d  i n  t h e  a p p e n 

d i x  o f  t h e  Tattvasangraha .

V i de  X ynyakandal ï , p .  8 1 .
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the Mlmamsaka or in the alternative deny metempsychosis like 
the materialist;.1

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

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

1 e k a j  n a i l e r y  a s  t a s m a d  a n a d i n i d h a n o  n a r a h  I 

s a m s a r i  k a 6 c i d  e s t a v y o  y a d v a  n n s t i k a t a  p a r a  II

T .  S . ,  S i .  1 8 7 1 .
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reality of the conscious units, which never come to an abrupt 
end but continue producing replicas of themselves to all eternity. 
These conscious moments are absolutely real entities and when 
taken in their totality they are designated by such expressions as 
series, continuum and the like as a matter of convenience. 
This series has no independent reality outside the constituent 
moments, just as a forest has no existence apart and distinct 
from the trees, still these expressions have a pragmatic value 
inasmuch as they give us an idea of the entire collection in one 
sweep. Though the series is thus a mere name, a logical fiction 
quite as much as the series of sky-lotuses, since it is not conceiv
able either as identical with or as distinct from its constituent 
factors, yet there is no logical difficulty for the conscious units 
to form an ever-recurring, never-ending procession. Moreover, 
the eternity of conscious existence is a matter of logical proof. 
Thus, the first conscious moment in a body may be regarded 
either as (1) an uncaused event ; or (2) as the product of an 
eternal conscious principle, e.g., God and the like, or (3) as 
an eternal self-existent entity; or (4) as a product of the material 
elements ; or (5) lastly, as the effect of a different conscious- 
ness-serieB. The first advent of consciousness in the foetus can
not be conceived to be an uncaused event, as it is a historical 
event, distinctly assignable to a point of time. This would be 
impossible, if the first consciousness is a causeless event, since 
an uncaused entity being independent of external factors, would 
continue always and not occasionally. Neither can it be re* 
garded as the effect of such eternal categories as God, space, 
eternal mind, etc. Because, an eternal cause would produce an 
eternal effect always. The third alternative involves a pre
posterous issue, since consciousness cannot be regarded as an 
unitary, eternal entity, the diversity of cognition of colour, sound 
and the like being manifestly a matter of direct experience. 
The fourth alternative of consciousness being a product of the 
physical elements is open to the self-same logical difficulties, as 
the elements are ex hypothesi eternal, obdurate, unchanging
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entities. The successive occurrence of auxiliaries cannot be 
trotted out as an excuse, as an eternal entity cannot have any 
necessity for them. And if these elements are regarded as 
fluxional, this would be surrendering their own position. But 
even the acceptance of the elements being momentary will not 
help the materialist. Because the existence of extra-mental 
physical elements is logically untenable. So if the Cáruálca does 
not hesitate to surrender his position of eternal elements in the 
interests of logic, he should end by regarding them as mere 
ideas, consubstantial with consciousness. The unreality of the 
material world is proved to demonstration by irrefutable logic.

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

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

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

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

“  On the other hand, it must no less readily be allowed
tha t there may be a real something which is the cause of
all our impressions ; that sensations, though not likenesses, are 
symbols of that something, and that the part of that something, 
which we call the nervous system, is an apparatus for supplying 
us with a sort of algebra of fact, based on those symbols. A 
brain may be the machinery by which the material universe 
becomes conscious of itself. But it is important to notice that, 
even if this conception of the universe and of the relation of 
consciousness to its other components should be true, we should, 
nevertheless, be still bound by the limits of thought, still unable 
to refute the arguments of pure idealism.” 1

1 H u x l y ' s  H u m e ,  C h .  I l l ,  p p .  8 0 - 8 2 .
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Kamalaáíla observes that even if the four physical elements, 
which are the only stock-in-trade of the Cárvaka, are granted 
to be momentary and fluxional, the materialist will not succeed 
in making out his case that consciousness is a product of these 
fourfold elements, combined in various proportions. There is 

no proof whatsoever in favour of the position that the two sets 
of phenomena are causally related. Well, the causal relation 
is comprehended by an observation of concomitance, in agreement 
or difference, of a special type and not by mere presence or 
absence. When causal relation is to be determined by con
comitance in agreement, it must be laid down as a necessary 
condition that the effect in question must be perceptible and 
known to be non-existent before ; otherwise if it is imperceptible 
its non-existence prior to the operations of the cause will be a 
matter of doubt and so the causal relation cannot be ascertained. 
If previous non-existence is not regarded as a criterion, 
things already in existence, e.g., the house and its furniture and 
the like, could be misconstrued to be the effect of the cause in 
question. Again the concomitance in absence or difference can 
be ascertained only if other likely causes are found to be present 
and the absence of a particular phenomenon is found to be 
invariably accompanied by the absence of another phenomenon. 
Mere concomitance in absence is incompetent to determine the 
causal relation, as there is room for doubt that the absence of 
the effect might be due to the absence of some other unobserved 
fact. Thus, we cannot establish any causal relation between the 
growth of date trees and the custom of marriage within prohibited 
degrees of consanguinity, though it is found that date trees do 
not grow in a land where such custom does not obtain. The 

fact of the matter is that the concomitance in question, whether 
in agreement or in difference, must be unconditional, else the 
causal relation cannot be established. Let us examine if such 
unconditional concomitance is found to obtain between the 
physical organism and consciousness. Concomitance in agree
ment is not ascertainable, as the antecedence of the physical
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organism to the advent of consciousness in the foetus cannot 
be perceived by one’s own self, as such perception presupposes 
the existence of consciousness in it. Nor can it be ascertained 
in other organisms, as consciousness is by its nature incompetent 
to perceptual observation. So concomitance in agreement is 
impossible of ascertainment. Concomitance in absence too does 
not stand any better chance. For, the absence of one’s own 
bodily organism prior to the disappearance of consciousness can 
be determined if there is a consciousness, but this is sought to 
be eliminated in the process. Nor again can such concomitance 
be ascertained in the organism of another person. Because, 
consciousness in a different organism being invisible by its very 
nature, its non-existence on the cessation of the organism can
not be positively asserted. Nor can such non-existence be 
ascertained by means of inference on the strength of absence 
of all activity in inorganic bodies. Because, there is no such 
restriction that the cause should function always. Moreover, it 
is quite supposable that the absence of the activities may be due 
to the absence of perverted volition and desire, which are 
regarded as the cause of association of consciousness with a 
physical organism. So it cannot be proved that organised 
physical elements are the cause of conscious life.1

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

1 p a r i a p a n d a d i k a r y a d a r £ a n a d  a p y  a b h a v a n i ^ c a y o  n a  y u k t a h ,  n a  

' v a a y a m  h i  k a r a p a n a m  k a r y a b h a v a t t v a m ,  a p i  c a  d e h a v i s e a a p a r i g r a h a h e t o s  

t r s ^ a v i p a r y a s a l a k a a n a B y a  s v a k a r a n a a y a  ' b h a v a t  k i r n -  t a t r a  b u d d h e r  

a b h a v f c h ,  a h o  s v i d  d e h a v y a t i r e k a d  i t i  s a m s a y a h .  T .S .P . ,  p .  526.



PRO BLEM  OF A FTER-LIFE 211

even in reflective thought, which arises in the trail of sense- 
perception and interprets the perceptual experience, the mind 
contributes its own quota, which is not derived from an external 
source. All these facts which will be described in full in the 
course of our dissertation points to the independence of the mind 
existing in its own right. The problem of life after physical 
death is purely a spiritual problem and our spiritual existence 
is independent of any physical trapping, which is only an 
accidental appendage and which is adopted by it either as a 
matter of choice or of necessity, determined by its own law of 
existence.

Now, let us proceed to examine the thesis of the Cdrvaka 
that consciousness is a product of the physical organism in all 
its bearings and aspects. Is the organism as a whole the cause 
of consciousness, or is it as an aggregate of manifold atoms, or 
is it as endowed with sense-organs or independent of sense- 
organs the cause of consciousness ? Again, if it is a cause, 
is it the material cause or an auxiliary cause of the same ? 
Now, the organism as one whole cannot be the cause of 
consciousness, as there is no such thing as an organic whole, 
which, though believed to be an objective existence independent 
of the component parts, is held to be an intellectual fiction 
by the Buddhist. Moreover, if the whole is an organic unity 
constituted of the four elements, it will have a fourfold consti
tution, which is incompatible with its unitary character. Nor 
can the aggregate of manifold atoms be regarded as the cause 
of consciousness. Is each of the atoms constitutive of conscious
ness or the entire collection of them? Not the former, because 
in that case there will be as many consciousnesses as 
there are atoms in the body just as there are as many sprouts as 
there are seeds. Nor can the entire collection be productive of 
one single consciousness, as in that case there will be no con
sciousness, if there is a diminution of any part, say, a breach of 
the nose or a severance of the arm, because it is a matter of 
common observation that there is a failure of sprout, if any of
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the constitutive factors, say, soil, water, the wind or the 
season, is absent. If it is contended that all of them contri
bute to the production of the sprout and the absence of any one 
factor or factors cannot preclude the functioning of others, 
then, there will be a consequent variation of consciousness in 
a cripple and sound body ; but no such variation in conscious
ness is noticeable in a man, who has suffered loss of some 
member of the body. His culture and education persist intact 
as before. And in this theory, we are to expect a bigger in
tellect in an elephant than that in a man, because the increase 
or decrease of the cause is concomitant with similar increase 
or decrease of the effect. But as such concomitant variation is 
found to be absent, we shall safely repudiate any causal 
relation between them. Nor, again, can the body as endowed 
with sense-organs be responsible for the emergence of conscious
ness. The question is, whether the sense-organs are individually 
or jointly the cause of consciousness ; if consciousness be the 
cumulative product of all the sense-organs, then, consciousness 
will fail to emerge or will abruptly disappear if there is 
absence or loss of any one of the sense-organs, as we observe that 

the absence of even one of the accessories entails non-production 
of the effect. Nor can the sense-organs be individually produc
tive of consciousness, because consciousness is seen to continue 
unimpaired even if there is loss of a sense-organ. For instance, 
we see that even a paralytic possesses an alert consciousness, 
though his active organs are rendered inactive by palsy. 
Certainly, a thing, whose variations are not followed by simi
lar variations in another, cannot be regarded as the cause of the 
same. Besides, consciousness as the product of the sense-organs 
will be subject to all the limitations, incidental to the sense- 
organs, to wit, capacity for cognising particular types of 
objects and for recording indeterminate, non-relational cogni
tions, in other words, knowledge of particulars alone and 
lastly functioning in relation only to present objects. The up
shot is that conceptual and relational knowledge and memory
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and imagination will be reduced to unaccountable mysteries. 
Nor can unorganised matter, destitute of sense-organs, be 
regarded as the cause of consciousness. Because, we do not 
see any indication of consciousness in an arm  severed from the 
body. If the body as an organic whole be held to be the cause, 
it will be one endowed with sense-organs, because an orga
nism devoid of sense-organs is a contradiction in terms. 
But the sense-organs, have been weighed in the scale and 
found wanting in the capacity credited to their account.

The last two alternatives remain to be examined. Isa

the organism the material cause of consciousness ? The 
question can be answered if the essential nature of a material 
cause is determined and understood in its proper perspective. 
The material cause is that which bequeaths its essential nature 
to the effects, which, though differing in inessential matters, 
are found to agree in their fundamental constitution. The un
failing characteristic of a material cause which follows as a 
corollary from its essential character, is this that no modification 
in the effect is possible without a corresponding modification of 
the cause. Thus, for instance, a lump of clay is the mater
ial cause of the pot. Now, the production of the pot can be 
obstructed if there is effected some modification in the lump of 
clay itself. So an effect can be injured or modified only by pro
ducing an injury or modification in the material cause. If the 
material cause remains absolutely unhurt or unmodified, there 
can possibly be no change in the effect, as the effect is bound up 
with the material from which it is produced. So it must be 
laid down as a universal proposition that an effect is injured or 
affected only if it is preceded by a similar affection in the mate
rial cause, which means the inducement of diminution in the 
causal energy. Consequently, there is no possibility of any in

jury or benefit being rendered to the effect directly and inde
pendently of the material cause—in other words, such service or 
disservice is possible through the medium of the material cause 
alone. And where an affection or modification in a particular
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entity is not preceded by a corresponding affection in another 
entity, supposed to be its material cause, these two entities 
must be set down as independent facts without any causal rela
tion subsisting between them. Thus, a cow and a buffalo are 
considered to be independent entities without any causal relation 
whatsoever obtaining between them, because any injury done to 
the one is not conditioned by a similar injury in the other.

Let us see whether the dictum laid down by us in the deter
mination of causal relation is satisfied in the case of conscious
ness and the bodily organism, which are declared by the Carvaka 
to I e causally related. Now, it is observed that the mind is dis
turbed by feelings of pain, hatred and the like by some unwelcome 
speech or disagreeable behaviour of another person, though the 
body is not affected in the least. Had the body been the material 
cause of the mind, the latter could not have been disturbed 
without producing an injurious effect in the former. So the 
plea of the physical organism being the cause of the principle 
of consciousness must be abandoned. I t  may, however, be 
urged to the contrary that the mind is inflamed with passions 
and violent impulses, when the body is nourished and developed 
by nutritious and invigorating food and this points to an intimate 
causal relation between the two. But this is only an accidental 
coincidence. Moreover, it does not affect our central position 
that an effect cannot be modified without a corresponding modi
fication in the cause. The fact that the mind is affected without 
any affection in the body is sufficient to condemn the whole plea 
of the Garvaka. The fact that a mental affection sometimes 
coincides with a bodily modification cannot be construed into an 
evidence of a causal relation between the two. Because, such 
coincidence is found even between an external object and a 
subjective affection ; but nobody with an iota of sanity would think 
the mental affection to be a product of the object for that. 
Thus, for instance, a man with a sensitive mind is found to 
faint away at the sight of a tiger or blood-shed ; but this is a 
pure coincidence. By similar logic we could regard the body as



PROBLEM  OF AFTER LIFE 215

a product of the mind, as the body is seen to be agitated when 
the mind is perturbed with passion or grief. These are coin
cidences, pure and simple. The causal relation can be established 
if the variation of one is found to follow a corresponding varia
tion of the other, invariably and unconditionally. But passions 
are not invariably concomitant with bodily affections, as it is 
not a rare phenomenon that an enlightened man is immune 
from passions though he may have« a developed physique. On 
the contrary a lean, emaciated creature is seen to have a strongly 
passionate nature. Certainly a thing cannot be supposed to be 
the effect of something else, when it is found to occur when 
that something is absent. Moreover, the relation between a 
physical change and a mental affection is at best a mediate and 
conditional one. The emergence of passions, anger or love, is 
contingent on the association of pleasurable or painful ideas 
with objects of love or anger. But these ideas are purely sub
jective manifestations, arising from an inexhaustible and ever
growing fund of memory-impressions deposited in the course of 
beginningless metempsychosis. So it is seen in the case of an 
enlightened being, who has completely purged himself of these 
false ideas, that he is absolutely immune from these solicitations 
of animal passions, though he might have a powerful physique. 
A careful consideration of all these facts knocks down the 
materialist’s plea that the mind is a product of the physical 
elements, no matter whether organised or unorganised.

We have proved the absurdity of the physical organism 
being the material cause of the mind or consciousness Let us 
consider whether the organism can be an auxiliary cause of the 
same. But this is also evidently an absurdity; because an 
auxiliary cause is that which directly helps the production of an 
effect. Thus the soil, .water and the like are regarded as auxili
ary causes of the sprout, because they directly assist in its 
production. If this dictum is not accepted, anything can be the 
auxiliary cause of any other thing. But such direct relation is 
conspicuously lacking between physical growth and rise of
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passions, as is evidenced in the case of enlightened persons, who 
are found to be immune from these inspite of their youth and 
possession of a vigorous physique. In the case of unenlightened 
persons even, these bodily changes are not directly responsible 
for the emergence of such passions, etc.; they only stimulate the 
memory-impression8 and subconscious desires that are lying 
dormant in tLem and through their medium become the remote 
causes of the rise of passions. And even if it is assumed for 
the sake of argument that bodily changes do assist, immediately 
and unconditionally, the promotion of these passions, it does not 
necessarily follow that the death of the body will entail the death 
of consciousness. This will be made clear by an example. 
Fire is certainly an indispensable factor in the production of an 
earthen pot (the baked one), but the extinction of the fire in 
potter’s furnace does not necessitate the extinction of the pot. 
So the possibility of the survival of consciousness after the death 
of the physical body is not excluded, even though the latter 
might be regarded (by a concession) as an assisting cause of the 
former. But we have seen that the whole plea of the materialist 
that the body is either a material or an auxiliary cause of con
sciousness is a hollow and unfounded assertion.

I t  has been further contended that the physical organism 
and the mind are certainly related-as cause and effect, as material 
and product, because they are found to be invariably concomitant. 
I t  is an established proposition that things which are invariably 
co-existent are in the relation of material and product and this can 

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

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

1 s y a d  e t a d — y a y o h  s a h a s t h i t i n i y a m a s  t a v  u p a d a n o p a d e y a b h u t o u ,  

y a t b a  p r a d l p a p r a b h e .  a s t i  c a  e a b a s t h i t i n i y a m a h  ¿ a r l r o m a n o v i ] f i a c a \ o r  i t i  

s v a b h a v a b e t u b -  t a d  a y a m  a n v a t a r a s i d d h o  b e t u h ,  v i r u p e  d h a t a u  ¿ a r i r a m  

a n t a r e p a  'p i  m a n o m a t e r  a b b y u p a g a m a f c .  D a ’pT?fcas id dhir m a n o m n t e r  a p i  

d e h a m  p r a t y  u p a d a n a t v a - p r a s a n g a t ;  a n a i k a n t i k a t a  c a  h e t u b h e d a d  a p i  

B a h a v a f i t b a n a s a m b b a v a f c ,  y a t b a  ’g n i t a m r a d r a v a y o h .  t a t b a  b i — v a b n i s a -  

h a k a r i  t a m r a m  d r a v a t v a m  a r a b b a f e ,  n a  k e v a l a m ,  e v a m  i h a  'p i  d e h a p y o '  

p a d a b a m  k a l a i a d i  m a n o v i j f i a n a s a b a k a r i  d e h a m  n t t a r a m  a r a b h a t e ,  i t y  a t a s  

t a y o h  B a b a s t h u n a m  n o*  p a d a n o p a d e y a b h a v a d  i t y  a t o  ' n e k u n t a  e v a .

T. S£ P., p, 529.
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fact our cognitions are derived from both a subjective and an 
objective source alike, as is evidenced in sense-perception. But 
the theory of physical source of primal consciousness leaves no 
room for this peculiarity, as an effect once produced from a 
particular cause cannot possibly derive its being from other 
factors. Thus, smoke being first produced from fire cannot 
subsequently be produced from other causes.1

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

1 a t h â  'p i  B y â t — y a d y  a p y  ufcfcara-kàlarh  m a n o - d h i h  p ü r v a p ü r v a b u d d h i -  

p r a b h a v à  b b a v a t i ,  t a t h â  'p i  y à  p r a t h a m a - k â l a b h â v i n î  t a s y â  d e h o p â d â o a t v â d  

a t o  n à  ’n â d i t v a s i d d h i r  i t i .  t a d  e t a d  a s a r n y a k ,  na h y  a s y â h  k a l p a n à y à h  

k i f i c i t  e â d h a k a m  p r a m â n a m  asfcï ’t i  p r a t i p à d i t a m  é t a t .  b û d h a k a m  a p i  

n â s t î  ' t i  c e n ,  n a ,  v i d y a t a  e v a  b à d h a k a m .  ) a d i  d é f i â t  s a k r d  u t p a n n â  s a t î  

m a n o d h î f i  paécàfc  s v a j â t i s a m u d b h a v â  syât, t a d o  ' t t a r a k ë l a m  s a r v a d a i  ' v a  

p ü r v a p û r v a m a n o v i j ü â n a s a m u d b h a v a i  'va Byât-, na v i j â t î y a - c a k ç u r à d i v i j ü â n a -  

e a m u d b h a v n .  n a  h i  d h ü m o  ' g n e h  s a k r d  u d b h ü y a  p a é c à d  a n y  a t o  v i j à t ï y à d  

b b a v a t i .

T. S. P., p. 529.
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Thus, whatever cognitions may be produced from the organism, 
each of them will go on producing their replicas without a break 
and the result will be an infinite variety of consciousness-streams 
in each living organism, an issue which is directly contradicted 
by experience.1 It may be contended that as the organism is 
only an ancillary condition and not the constitutive cause of 
successive conscious states, which however derive their being 
from the primal internal consciousness, the contingency of 
manifold consciousness-streams does not arise ; and this hypothesis 
moreover gives the key to the fact of consciousness functioning 
only in relation to a physical organism. But this is an uncalled- 
for and irrational hypothesis. For if the organism be the 

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

1 atho^  ' t t a r a k f i l a r h  d e h a s y a  ’p y  u p a k a r i t v u m  a n g ik r iy a f c e ,  t a d a

’n e k a v i j f i f \ n a p r a b a i i d h a p r a s u v R p r a B a r i g a h . . . . n a  ' v a m  a n u b h a s o  'sti.
Ib id , p .  6 3 0 .
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previous cognition working as a helping factor. But in that 
case the foisting of a physical element upon it will have no 
logical necessity, as the law of homogeneity of cause and effect 
and the law of the parsimony of causes equally overrule the 
hypothesis of the physical cause. All these objections, again, 
will hold good even if the physical elements are held to be 
momentary. And so has it been said by the venerable doctor 
(Dignnga?), “  If the primal consciouness is produced from the 
organism, why should subsequent cognitions be determined by 
their compeers ? Why should the all-powerful organism cease 
to function? ” 1

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

is invariably found to be the case in all sensuous cognitions,

1 a t a  e v a  ' n i t y a b h u t a p a k B e  ’p y  e t a d  a c a r y i y a r h  d u a a n a m  e u t a r a m  

s l i s y a t i .  y u d  u l i a — “  d e h a t  sal<rd y a d  u t p a n n a  d h l h  B v a j a t y a  n i j a m y a t e l  

p a r a t a S  c e t ,  e a m a r t h a s y a  d e h a s y a  v i r a t i h  k u t a h  II *' ( T h e  v e r s e  h a s  b e e n  

e m e n d e d  b y  m e  f r o m  w h a t  a p p e a r e d  t o  b o  a  f a u l t y  q u o t a t i o n ,  b o t h  i n  m e t r e  

a n d  m a t t e r ) .

Ib id , p. 530.
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would be not only useless but unaccountable. There is no such 
thing as the plurality of causes ; and if an effect, say smoke, 
could emerge from a variety of causes other than fire, this would 
amount to denying totidem verbis the law of causation and conse
quential repudiation of inference. So it must be admitted on the 
analogy of sense-perceptions in our ordinary experience that the 
first sense-cognition is the resultant of consciousness aiding and 
informing the sense-activity ; in default, the law of causation will 
have to be repudiated.1

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

1 t a t h a  h y  a d i b u d d b i r  b h a v a n t l  a k s a b u d d b i r  v a  b h a v e t ,  m a n o b u d d h i r  

v a  ? n a  t a v a d  a d y a h  p a k s a h  s u p t a a i u r c c h a n T / a - f c f y a  ? ) - c i t t a n a m  s a t y  a p i  

a k s e  ’n u g u n a r a a n a s k i i r a b h a v a d  a k s a b u d d h e r  a n u t p a t t e h .  a t o  n a  k e v a l a m  

i n d r i y a m  a k s a b u d d h e b  k a r e n a m ,  a p i  t u  m o n a  k a r a v i ^ s a s a p e k s a m  i t i  

n t e c i y a t e ,  a n v a y a - v y a t i r e k a s a m a d h i g a m y a t v a t  k a r y a k a r a n a b b a v a a y a .  n a  

c a ’pi y a t o  y a t  p r a t h a m a t a r a m  u t p a d y a m a n a m  n i ^ c i t a m  t a t  t a t o  ' n y a s m a t  

para8tdt  u d a y a m  a s a d a y a t i  a b e t u k a t v a p r a s a n g a t .

T. S. P., pp. 530-31.



2 2 2 B U D D H IST  DOCTRINE OF FLU X

formed and nol before. But concepts or general ideas are mere 
abstractions and are represented by words, i.e., verbal symbols, 
which have nothing corresponding to them in reality. And the 
question arises how this verbal association, which is the invari
able concomitant of conceptual thought, comes to be accom
plished. Is it due to a knowledge of the conventional relation 
(saňketagrahanat) between a word and an object, or to the fact that 
a word is an essential attribute of a concept like consciousness, or 
thirdly, to a cognition of word and object in one sweep ? The 
first alternative is out of the question, as this being the first cog
nition, there can be no previous knowledge of the relation in 
question. The second alternative is equally doomed to condemna
tion. Because, words are of two distinct kinds, the particular 
with its unique individuality (svalaksanarupa) and the generic. 
The first has no expressive power and so its cognition cannot 
constitute the determinate knowledge. Nor can it be regarded as 
an essential constituent of a cognition, as it has as distinct an 
external reference as any other objective fact, say, blue. Other
wise, the blue and the like will have to be regarded as consti
tuent factors of ideas and the result will be that the whole world 
of experience will be a collection of ideas and not objective facts. 
Although in the theory of representational perception, which 
regards our ideas as copies or likenesses of external objects, the 
blue-content is a part and parcel of ideas, still as our perceptual 
knowledge has an external reference, the blue-content is not 
regarded as ail essential attribute of our cognition but of the 

external object, which impinges its form on the cognition some
how. The word in its generic aspect certainly possesses ex
pressive power, but it is not a constituent factor of cognition, 
but of the particular word-individual which is cognised in audi
tory perception. Nor can conceptual thought (vikalpa) take cog
nisance of the individual with all its uniqueness, as it is restricted 
to general ideas. So conceptual thought has to be set down to a 
previous memory-impression, deposited by a previous perception 
in the course of a beginningless career of metempsychosis. The
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third alternative that words and objects are cognised by a single 
act of perception is absurd on the face of it ; because, words do 
not hover over objects or form part of the objective reality, as in 
that case even the uDinstructed would have knowledge of the 

same.1
Moreover, conceptual thought is selective in character and 

takes note of some one aspect to the exclusion of the rest. And 
what is the raison d'etre of this selective tendency ? I t  is nothing 
but a particular habit of thinking, as is seen in the case of a 
particular object giving rise to different ideas in different persons. 
Thus, for instance, the body of a woman is looked upon by an 
ascetic as a mass of dead flesh; by a dog as a covetable morsel of 
food ; by an amorous person as an object of love. So conceptual 
thought, which is made possible by a long-standing habit of 
thinking in a peculiar strain, points to a beginningless existence 
of consciousness, as a definite beginning, even in some distant 
past, would raise all the difficulties that beset the inception of 
consciousness in the present life.2

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

i Vide T. S. P., pp. 531 (L. 6)—582 (L. I).
" kin ca ’nityadirupcna 'rfcliasya 'vi^ese 'pi na vikalpah sarvan" akaran 

yugapad vikalpayati, akarantaravyavacckedena pratiniyataikakaropagra- 
henai ’va vikalpasyotpattek. ata6 eai ’kakaravikalpane karanam vaktavyam., 
na ca ’bhyasat tad anyad vaktum Sakyam, yatka kunapadivikalpanam. tata£ 
oa purvabhyasava^ena vikalpakasya pravrtter anadir vikalpabuddhir iti 

siddham.
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synthesis of an a priori and an a posteriori element, but whereas 
the great German philosopher regards these a priori categories of 
understanding as supplied by the mind from its own inherent 
constitution, the Buddhist traces them to a previous experience, 
shifting however to a continually receding past life. The expla
nation of this fundamental divergence of thought is to be found 
in the Buddhist belief in a beginningless existence of conscious
ness. This epistemological doctrine of the Buddhist is very 
similar to the Platonic theory that all knowledge is reminiscence.

It  has become apparent that material data, whether as a 
constitutive cause or as a conditioning factor, cannot account for 
intellectual, synthetic thought and for its explanation we have to 
postulate the existence of the mind prior to and independent of 
the organism. So the grand alternative that the primal 
consciousness as the product of the organism is a simple 
indeterminate cognition will equally tumble down like a house of 
cards. If the original consciousness is a simple indeterminate 
cognition, we shall never have that synthetic knowledge, which 
is knowledge in the real sense of the term. I t  is determinate 
knowledge, which is capable of satisfying pragmatic needs. Nor 
can simple knowledge be converted into a determinate, synthetic 
knowledge at any later stage of experience, as all our future 
experience also will be simple and indeterminate from its very 
constitution. Determinate knowledge presupposes a relationing 
of the facts of experience, a synthesis of what is immediately 
given in experience and what is not so given. Nor can memory 
be of help, as memory too is conceptual in nature, though percep
tual in origin. And twro particulars cannot give us the general, 
and all our knowledge of reality is a combination of a general 
and a particular idea. This combination or synthesis cannot be 
effected by a simple, indeterminate cognition and for this we 
have to posit the relationing or synthesising activity of conscious
ness. But this relationing is not possible between particulars 
(svalaksaya) and this can be made clear by a study of the process 
as to how the conventional relation of words and meanings, or
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meanings and objects, is cognised. Now, when we relate the 
word ‘ oow’ to the object signified, we do not relate it te thé 
individual cow, which was experienced by us for the first time 
whôn an elderly man had occasion to speak of it as a cow. But 

we come to learn this relation on a subsequent occasion, when 
the word ccow’ is used in another context with reference to 
another * cow/ The previous cow is not before the eyes and so 
the word cannot be affixed to it Nor can it be affixed to the 
present cow, as in that case the previous cow will not be denoted 
by it. So before the relation-is understood, it is necessary that 
we have already had a notion of the cow, that is universal and 
not this or that cow. So if the first consciousness is a direct 
experience of the individual and not conceptual, the conventional 
relation of the word with the object cannot be apprehended. 
Nor can the second experience be of any better help, as it is 
equally a simp.le, non-conceptual experience. Thus relational 
thought presupposes conciqitual. thought and conceptual thought 
is not possible if. our consciousness consists of pure, simple 
indeterminate experience. And conceptual thought (inkalpa), 
which is the precondition of prag natic activity, is, possible if 
there is an  independent thinking principle, prior to the first 
advent o£ experience, endowed with a synthetic and selective 
activity, Tiiis selective activity» we had occasion to observe 
before, is possible if there is a previous habit of thinking and 
this habit points, to the pre-existence of consciousness before the 
physical organism.1

1 atbà’vikaîpike *ti paksas tadà pa kadàcid vikalpika buddhir utpad* 
yate. proklanîtyâ sanketavaéAd uttai-Hkàlam utpadynta iti cen, na ; nirvi- 
kalpakajfitine sthitasya pnrhsah Kariketasja kartum aéokyatvat. tatbâ tri 
na yâvac cbabdasârrvâDyam arthasâmümam va buddbàv avabhâsate na 
tàvafc sanketah sakyate kartum. na câ 'vikalpe vijnàne samânyam praty- 
avabbâsate, yac ca pratyavnbliiïsafce sv'iilaksanam, na taira tena và san- 
ktlah kriyaié, vÿnvuhârâ»thatyfit. fas\a. ds ca sanketa-küladrsïasya 
8valak|anasya vyavabarnkale ’sti sambhava iti na svaîàks.ine, SHnketnka- 
fânât pürvain vikalpo 'vaéyûbhyupagantavyak. sa cà’hhyâsam antarepu 
na Biddbyatî *ti siddhâ'naditâ. T. S. P., p. 632.
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It might be argued though consciousncs may not be regarded 
os the product of physical elements, it may have its source in 
the consciousness of the parents. J3ut then, the parental con
sciousness may be either the material cause or an auxiliary con
dition of the consciousness of the son. It cannot be the material 
cause, as in that case the son’s chain of consciousness should 
inherit all the peculiarities of the material cause in question, to 
« it, the lather’s learning, culture and the like. And this is 
seen to he the case in the father’s  own chain of consciousness ; 
then why not in the son's consciousness al o, as the latter is the 
product of the former in the same sense. I t  may be con
tended that the effect does not inherit all the peculiarities 
of the cause, as for instance, one light is seen to produce another 
light, hut the thickness, richness and intensity of the flame is 

not the same in both. But the analogy of the light and the 
flame is not quite opposite. The peculiar intensity or richness of 
.flame, etc., ere but unstable attributes of the light and do not 
always continue. And the substratum of these attributes is 
none tlie more stable, as it is seen to become extinct on the con
sumption of the fuel, wick, oil and the like. But the case 
is different with consciousness and its attributes. Education, 
culture, etc., are seen to persist throughout the career of conscious
ness and consciousness too never becomes defunct, as it is not depen
dent for its being on any other cause. Moreover, one flame is 
not the material cause of another flame, as they are distinct 
and discrete. So the analogy is entirely out of place. Again, in 
the case of insects that are born of moisture, how can you 
account for their consciousness a9 no parent can be found for 
them. If however parental consciousness is looked upon as a 
helping condition, we have no quarrel with you.1

1 alba mntam—ya*hai 'kasmat pradlpad dlpantarofcpattau na pQrvndl- 
pnsnihctkiire^a 8«)»aiil>rid.Iak? .nenn v! î§ji>isyc 'ttarasya Hipas\a sambhavab, 
kith fcarhi ? nisgarii-kurnsyu pradlpamatrasyo ,tpaitilj......tndvat tadbud*
dh(T iti, tan no, yasm at pradlpad isarhskarak sv^S-nye 'pi tavafc santanath 
na 'vnbtadlmati, asJbbiratvafc t.*sya, tat^S UI 'nJbaaapataye tasyai 'va
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tía primal consciousness must be admitted to have its sourco 
in the previous consciousness of its own series on the strength 
of experience of the career of consciousness in the present 
life More so as other likely elternativcs, to wit, God, space, 
physical elements and the like have been found to be impro
bable, and as consciousness has a historically assignable place, 
it cannot be regarded as an uncaused category. So prc-existence 
of consciousness is established beyond doubt. A.nd as regards 
survival of consciousness after physical death, it can be easily 
inferred from the nature and function of consciousness. We 
know consciousness has the power to produce another conscious
ness and thus the continuity is maintained in our present life 
and as the consciousness-moment at the time of death has the 
same attachment and passions and desires that characterise the 
whole career of consciousness in the present life, there is no 
reason why it should not culminate in another consciousness. 
Certainly things having self-same nature and function cannot 
behave capriciously, as caprices of nature are logically unthinkable. 
The Gurvaka cannot still maintain that consciousness is a direct 
product of the organism, as the causal efficiency of the organism 
in respect of consciousness has been exposed to be a hollow pre
tension on the pain of simultaneous emergence of all possible 
cognitions. I t  is a matter of positive demonstration how atten
tion aroused produces memory and memory rakes up pleasurable 
or painful ideas associated with an object of Jove or hatred, say, 
a woman, and finally culminate in a strong passion of love or 
hatred. Moreover, repeated mental exercises or lack of them in 
the matter of science and arts arc seen to be followed by a 
heightened or lower intellectual efficiency. Furthermore, when

dipasyfi 'sattvnm dráyate, na tv evaift órutadisamskornh. nto na dtp&djvnn
ni'ísflmskürnsya buddhirnútrnsya sambhavo yuktnh api ca sflrfi^vedujfi-
tínúm tnütai *\a nusti, tt^ám kathnm anyavij&anajfi buddbir ity, olam pra- 
Bflógeun, Qtha sahakarikura^am iti pak$as. tuda aiddbasculhy&lá. T.S.P., 
p. 531.
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the mind is engaged with a particular object, the expected cogni
tion of another object though present to the senses does 
not take place. All these lead to one and only one conclusion, 
viz., the independent existence of consciousness, as controlling and 
directing the physical organism as an apparatus. And as all 
other alternatives fail, we have willy-nilly to accept that con
sciousness alone is the substantive cause of another consciousness. 
And the objection that consciousness located in one organism can
not operate as a cause of consciousness in another organism has 
no substance in it. Because, consciousness being an incorporeal 
substance cannot be supposed to be located in a physical 
organism. Certainly consciousness is not a gravitating object so 
that a locus may be necessary for its being or functioning.

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

The objection of Kumarila that consciousness cannot exist 
in an embryonic form, as there is no sense-organ in it, is based
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;on partial observation. Certainly it is sheer foolhardiness to 
-insist that all cognitions are sensuous. What about dream cogni
tions, which arise independently of sense-organs? And these 
-cognitions are not objective cognitions (arthagati) either, which 
Kumarila holds all cognitions to be. There is no difficulty, 
therefore, for consciousness persisting even in fainting fits, 
though sense-organs cease to function that time. We do not 
believe that consciousness exists in the form of a potential energy 
in these states ; we hold that it exists in its own nature and 
so the objections based on it do not arise at all. And there is no 
proof of its non-existence either. How do you know that there 
is no consciousness in these states? Is it from absence of self- 
perception? liut this awareness of absence of self perception 
proves the existence of consciousness in these states. It may be 
contended that had there been any cognition in these states, a 
person would remember on awakening that he had such 
cognitions. But as no memory follows, it is proved that there 
was no consciousness. But this is the result of a hasty general
isation that all cognitions should be followed by memory, 
which is not the case. Only those cognitions are followed 
by memory, which possess intensity and which are repeated and 
have a special interest, and cognitions which lack these condi
tions pass into oblivion like the cognitions of a new-born baby.1

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

J Vide T. S., 61s. 1923-1927.

cf. yadi hy anubhuta ifcy efcavanmatrepai’va Bmeranam syafc, 

By ad etat, yavata saty apy anubhave patavabhyasartbitvadiva kalyat 

smaranam na bhavati, yatha sadyojatadyavasihayam anubhutasyapi  

cittaBya.
T. S. P., p. 541,
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stntes, it would menn dcnth, as death is nothing but cessation 
of consciousness in physical organism If  it is held that con
sciousness emerges into being after a lapse, then, there would 
be no such thing as death, as there is no reason why conscious
ness should not roappear in a dead body though it might have 
lapsed for a time. What demarcates these abnormal conditions 
from death is the presence of consciousness in the former and 
its total absence in the latter. If there is total absence of con
sciousness in these states also, there would be no reason to con
sider thorn distinct from death.1

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

1 svapnamurchudyavastliasu cPtnm ca yndi ne ’svnte | 

mr*ih syat tatra co 'tpMtou marnrmbhavn evn va | 

fcvatfii'ia man a si buddh-6 cal^umdyannpe* sanat |

6Vopudanabalcuai *va svapnadav iva vartate |

T. S., 61s. 1929-30.
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The contention tlint there can be no continuity of conscious
ness in different organisms is absolutely unsubstantial, as the 
association of organisms is accidental, so far as the inherent 
nature of consciousness is concerned. That the consciousness 
in cow is different from that in the horse is not due to the 
difference of organisms, but to the intrinsic difference of nature 
by which one centre of consciousness is demarcated from another. 
The continuity of previous consciousness in a ncwly-Lorn organ
ism is proved by the fact that the child evinces peculiar intellec
tual and moral characteristics which presuppose a long course 
of training in previous lives. The pre-existence of consciousness 
is fu rth e r  proved by the fact that the new-born baby at once 
seeks for the m other’s breast to satisfy its hunger This sliow9 
that the child is born with memory impressions acquired in 
previous lives, otherwise how could it know that the mother’s 
breast contained nourishing food for it ? Again, the child begins 
to cry when its mouth is forcibly removed from the mother’s 
breast and is satisfied when the breast is applied to .the mouth. 
Certainly it could not acquire these experiences in its present 
life. .Even among animals it is found that the monkoy-cbild 
clings to the mother’s person for fear of death from a fall. How 
could these phenomena be accounted for unless previous .know
ledge is postulated ? These activities unmistakably testify that 
the new-born baby has powers of synthetic judgment and this 
is possible if the mind can independently bring to bear upon 

Bcnse-experience some basic ideas, the categories of understand
ing. And how could these ideas be there, unless it is assumed 
that they were acquired in a past life ? No determinate thoiight 
is possible unless the mind does supply from its own fund these 
fundamental categories. Sensc-experiencc alone is never capable 
of giving us that determinate knowledge, which is made possible 
by synthesis, which again presupposes possession of has c ideas. 
This synthetic judgment is possible if the mind can think in terms 
of words and the knowledge of these words could only be acquired 

in previous lives.
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But it -may be contended that if this synthetic thought- 
activity is the result cf memory-impressions of verbal associations 

of conceptual thought acquired in previous lives, then, why 
does not the new-born baby remember the actual words or express 

his thoughts in distinct, articulate language like an eloquent 
speaker ? But as there is no such memory of verbal expressions 
and as the baby does not give articulate expression to his 
thoughts, this hypothesis is absolutely an insensate supposition-. 
But this objection is futile, as it is not an unusual phenomenon 
that there may be previous experience and subsequent loss of 
memory. In fact memory is a delicate faculty and suffers lapse, 
if there is a violent shock in the organism. Thus an attack of 
typhoid is seen to obliterate memory of previous experience. 
Here too the memory-impressions have passed through a violent 
shock during the period of confinement in the mother’s womb 
end so have not bad the opportunity to reach the stage of ma
turation, which makes remembrance possible. So the objection 
of the materialist on the score of loss of memory does not carry 
weight. The example trotted out by him that all the people 
coming from the same village remember the past incidents (in 

the village) contains only a half-truth, ne persons having a bad 
memory fail to recall these incidents. That this is the case is 
borne out by the fact that persons of extraordinary spiritual 
powers do exactly remember their past history and distinctly 
articulate their thoughts as soon as they are born. The reason 
is that*the confinement in the mother’s womb could not impair 
their mental faculties, which have reached the highest degree 
of .development.

Moreover, some people in their very boyhood are seen to 
evince strong passions of love, hatred, jealousy, pride and others 
again display a smerior intellects 1 power, a kindly disposition, 
disj assionnte love and friendship and the like. W hat might be 
the cause of this intensity of pass'ons and intellectual and emo
tional refinement ? Certainly it is neither the environment, nor 
even the objects, that can be supposed to have a bearing on these
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ejnotional idiosyucracies, as enlightened souls are not affected 
with these passions though the objects may be present in their 
fulness. They are again seen to emerge with a vengeance 
when people are not in a mood to philosophise on their worth
lessness. These passions are seen to arise even when the objects 
are lost or dead or not even born. Moreover, these objects can
not be supposed to possess all the fine and good attributes that 
are associated with them. These good or bad qualities are only 
creations of subjective fancy, but are superposed on them by the 
persons concerned owing to their own inherent tendencies. If  
the objects were really good and beautiful as they arc supposed 
to be, they would appeal to the imagination of all with equal 
force. So these emotions and passions must be regarded to be 
purely subjective facts, growing in intensity and volume accord
ing to the strength of habits of thinking. But as the intensity 
of these emotional and intellectual faculties cannot be explained 
by the habits of present life alone, they must be supposed to 
have been occasioned by habits of previous lives.

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

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

There are some thinkers who maintain that the passion of 
love is generated by the prevalence of phlegm, hatred by bile 
and infatuation is the effect of wind. But this is absolutely an 
unfounded supposition. I t  is no t unfrequently seen that a 
phlegmatic person has a violent anger and a bilious man has 8 
loving nature. Moreover, the increase or decrease of phlegmatic 
humour is not found to be accompanied by a corresponding 
increase or decrease of love. Certainly, the relation of cause 
and effect cannot be supposed to exist when the variations of 
one are not concomitant with the variations of another. So this 
theory must be abandoned. On the contrary, it must be granted 
that the strength or weakness, intensity or incapacity of these 
passions and impulses, which exercise so much influence on the 
moral, intellectual and spiritual progress of the individual, is- 
derived from the previous habits of life and thought acquired in 
past lives. The present life and environment cannot be con
ceivably held responsible for all these good and evil tendencies, 
for which sufficient latitude in time should be allowed. There 
is no doubt tha t  a good deal of the ills of the present life is due 
to environmental conditions, to a hostile or indifferent- miHcu, 
which are remediable by a better adjustment of the state and 
society, in-other words,— by the present karman of man in his
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individual and collective capacity. But there will ever remain 
an undeniable residuum, a soupçon of individuality, in the life 
of the individual, which cannot be explained in terms of the 
present circumstances, to which a man is born. The law of 
karman, it may not be out of place here to observe, emphasises 
this freedom of will and choice, which lie3 at the basis of all 
social and political reform. An individual can do or undo, make 
or mar his fortune and when the doctrine emphasises the inexor
able and relentless character of past karrnan, it only docs so with a 
view to encouraging the individual to put forth greater exertion 
to undo the evil, that is his present heritage. The evils of 
heredity too are not insurmountable barriers. They are the 
creations of his own and so can be altered or undone by his own 
efforts. The materialist fails to give this encouragement to man, 
as he makes him a plaything of chance, for which there is no 
room in the philosophy of karman, which the Buddhist along 
with all other Indian systems of thought propounds as the 
solution of the evil that is found to hold sway in this imperfect 
world.

I t  is established, therefore, that the materialist’s theory of 
origination of consciousness from matter, whether organised or 
unorganised, is absolute.y unsatisfactory, as it fails to account 
for the variety and wealth of the manifestations of consciousness 
in various spheres of existence. Not to speak of its failure to 
give ethical and aesthetic satisfaction it is metaph)sically un
tenable as it leaves a large part of our conscious life and expe
rience unexplained and unaccounted for. I t  seeks to immolate 
the rationalistic tendencies of our thought-life at the altar of 
a false God, the all-powerful matter, for a mess of pottage. The 
better minds of every age and clime have persistently refused 
to he seduced by the meretricious charms of this harlot of false 
philosophy and have tried to give us a philosophy, that satisfies 
to a far greater extent the aesthetic, moral and intellectual 
demands of humanity—the demands which lie too deep-seated 
in our nature to be lightly brushed aside. We have not hesitated
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to give in the present chapter a full exposition of the honest 
attempts of two Buddhist philosophers who flourished over 
twelve centuries before, though some of their arguments seem 
to have been deprived of their logical value by the advanced 
researches of modern physiology. But the Buddhist philosophers 
have no doubt succeeded in making out a very strong case against 
the materialist and this redounds to their glory, all the more as 
they could not reinforce their metaphysical arguments from the 
contributions of modern scientific researches.
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CHAPTER XVI

Nirvana

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

Let us examine the conception of Nitvana as found in the 
Milinda Panha, a work of considerable antiquity and believed 
to represent the philosophical doctrines of the school of Elders 
(Sthavira-vada). There, in answer to the queries of King 
Milinda, the Venerable Elder, Nagasena, enumerates the charac
teristic features of Nirvana. Although some of the qualities, 
which go to show that there is extinction of all pain and im
purities, may be susceptible of a negative interpretation, there are 
some again, which unmistakably prove its positive cha acter. 
Nirvdna is said to allay all thirsts and cravings, even the craving 
after extinction. Nirvana is said to be replete with the innu
merable and various fine flowers of purity, of knowledge and of 
emancipation. Nirvana like food is the support of life and puts 
an end to old age and death. As food increases the strength of 
all being, so does Nirvana increase the powers of rddhi of all 
beings. As food is the source of beauty, so Nirvana is the 
source of the beauty of holiness. Nirvana like space is not born, 
does neither grow old nor dies, nor passes away, nor has it 
rebirth. I t  is unconquerable, is not liable to be purloined, 
is.not attached to anything. I t  is the sphere in which arhats move ; 
nothing can obstruct it i it is infinite. Like the wish-fulfilling 
tree, it satisfies all desires ; it causes delight ; it is full of lustre. 
As clarified butter is beautiful in colour, so is Nirvana beautiful
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in righteousness. Like clarified butter again, it has the pleasant 
perfume of righteousness and has a pleasant taste.1

The catalogue of some oT the quali ies of Nirvana in the 
foregoing paragraph unmistakably points to its being a positive 
existence, characterised as it is by permanence, blissfulness, 
freedom and purity*. So Nirvanat as conceived by the Venerable 
Nagasena, docs not evidently imply an extinction of all conscious 
life, but on the contrary points to a much too positive existence, 
nay, the highest life of purity and perfection and bliss. In the 
VMuddhimagga, Buddhaghosa gives us a disquisition on Nirvana 
which, if carefully analysed, will be found to be far from nega- 
tivistic. Nirvana is characterised as the cessation of lust, of 
hatred and delusion (Sam Ni. Jambukhadaka Sutta). Buddha
ghosa warns us that mere cessation cannot be the nature of 
Nirvana, as in that case the state of arhatship will have to be 
regarded as a state of cessation. ‘ But why has it not been 
expounded in its specific character ? asks the enquirer. 
‘Because,* the answer goes, ‘ it is extremely subtle and the 
Master was net eager to dilate on this profound mystery. I t  is 
a-state which can be envisaged only by the noble intuition of the 
Baint.* Again, ‘ Nirvana \s without origination, as it has no 
antecedent cause.* (Question) ‘ But how can it be unoriginated, 
as it clearly emerges on the practice of the maggo (the discipli
nary course enjoined as the means to attainment of Nirvana)1 ? 
(Answer) ‘ No, it is not produced by contemplation, it is only 
attained and realised by it. So it is without origin and because 
without origin, it is not subject to decay and death, and because 
i t  is not subject to origin, decay and death, it is eternal (nicca). 

•“It* is devoid of form and colour, because its nature is beyond 
that of coloured form. In reality it cannot be non-existent,, as it 
is realisable by transcendental intuition, born of unremitting and 
unflagging perseverance and as it is attested by the words of the

1 The Questions of Eing Milinda, 8 . B. E ., Vol. II, pp. 189*195, 
Milinda-Panha, pp. 318-322.



240 B U D D H IS T  DOCTRINE OF FLU X

Omniscient Master, which run as follows:— “ There is, ye 
monks, an unborn ( ajatam), un-become (abhutam), unmade 
(a/ialawj), un-compounded (asankhatam). If, ye monks, tbis 
unborn, un-become, unmade, un-compounded, were not, an 
escape from the born, become, made, compounded, would not be 
discernible. But because, ye monks, there is an unborn, un- 
become, unmade, uneompoundcd, therefore an escape from the 
born, become, made, compounded, is discernible.” 1

From what has gone before, we can legitimately infer that 
B.uddbagho§a refuses to believe Nirvana to be an absolute ceasing 
of existence- Nirvana is ceasing of suffering, of lust, of bate and 
of delusion ; but this does not argue that Nirvana is absolute 
extinction of existence also. Dr. Paul Dablke has however 
taunted those who think Nirvana as a metaphysical reality with 
the title of believers, as victims to conceptual thinking, which 
can never envisage the truth face to face. In support of his 
position be quotes, “ If, ye monks, only so much might permit 
of being attained of a self that would be permanent, lasting, 
eternal, unchangeable, eternally the same, then a possibility of a 
life of purity for the ending of all suffering would not be discern
ible”  (San. Ni. I II .  144). The unconditioned (asankhatam) in 
the Udana, text ha3 been explained by Dr. Dablke as non-condi- 
tioned, as the Ceasing of Lust, of Hate and of Delusion (San. 
Ni. IV ., p. 162). There are of course not a few passages in the 
Tripilaka literature, which can bear such negative interpretation 
that has been, proposed by Dr. Dablke. The following quotation 
from the Ratana Suita, Verse 14, also lends support to the nega
tive conception oE Nirvana, and indeed tbis is oue of the current 
interpretations among the present-day Buddhist monks of Ceylon 
and Burma, as Mr- Yamakami Sogen tells us.

"  Kbinaiii purSnath navam natth i sambhavam,

Viraitacitta uyatike bhavasmin,

1 Viiuddhimagt}o, Udana 8. The translation of the UdSna is taken 

from Paul Dahlke’s ' Buddhism,' p. 219.
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T o  k h i n a b í j f i  a v i r u l l i o c c h í i D í l ñ ,

N i b b a n t i  d h i r ñ  y a t h á  ' y a i i i  p a d i p o . ”

“ The old is destroyed, the new has not arisen Those 
whose minds are disgusted with a future existence, the wise, who 
have destroyed their seeds (of existence), and whose desires do 
not grow, go out like this lamp.” 1

This negative conception of Nirvana is not a newfangled 
theory or a fiction of later scholasticism. It is older than the 
Lañkavatara-sütra, as was shown by the learned Japanese scholar, 
Yamakami Sogen. In the third chapter of the Lankavatara-sütra 
we find a review of more than twenty different views of Nirvana, 
which are all refuted on the score that Nirvana is undefinable. 
“ The first,” says Prof. Stcherbatsky, “ evidently alludes to the 
opinion of the Hlnayanists and the last looks like the opinion of the 
Y o g a c a r a s (Conception of Nirvana, p. 31, f.n. 2.) Áryadeva 
is said to have written a commentary on this section, entitled 
“  The Explanation of Nirvana by heretical and Hinayana schools 
mentioned in the Lañkávatára-sütra." This work has been 
translated by Prof. Gueseppe Tucci of the University of Rome. 
Prof. Stcherbatsky is inclined to believe this commentary to be 
a forgery by some incompetent Pandit (ibid). The first view 
stated coincides with the negative interpretation and is as 
follows : —

“ There are some philosophers/0  Mahamati, who maintain 
that by the suppression of the skandhas (five aggregates), dhatus 
(sic, 18 elements of existence), and áyatañas (12 bases), conse
quent on aversion to sense-objects arising from a constant study 
of the contrariety of things, the mind and mental affections in 
toto cease to function. And as a consequence, cognisance of the 
past, present and future objects ceases and all intellections are 
suspended as a matter of course owing to lack of nourishing

1 See ‘ S y s t e m s  of Buddhist  T h o u g h t ' b y  Y a m a k a m i  Sogen,  

pp. 132-36.
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material just as the light, seed and fire cease to function when 
all aliment thereto is withdrawn. This is their conception of 
Nirvana; but, Nirvana, 0  Mahamati, is not attained by (such) a 
view of annihilation.” 1

Again, in his commentary on the first verse of Chapter XXV 
of the Madhyamika-Karika, Candraklrti quotes the views of a 
school of philosophers, who believed in two distinct types of 
Nirvana, to wit, (1) Nirvana with some residual substratum 
(sopadhi£esa), which an arhat attains in his life-time ; and 
secondly, Nirvana without any residuum (nirupadhiiesa). The 
first type of Nirvaria is attained when the entire catalogue 
of kleias (defilements) beginning with nescience, desires and 
the like has been abandoned, but there remains behind a sub
stratum (upadhi), which here stands for the five aggregates (pan- 
copadanaskandhah), which are the foundation of ego-conscious- 
ness. Now in the first type of Nirvana though the five aggre
gates persist, the illusion of an abiding personality has vanished 
for ever. This purified condition of the five aggregates has been 
compared to a village of robbers, when all the robbers have been 
executed. In the second kind, even the aggregates are annihilat
ed and hence it is called Nirvatia without a residue. This 
final Ntrvdqa is comparable to a village, when not only its 
inhabitants have been totally annihilated, but the village too 
has been effaced out of existence.

So has it been said,

“ W ith his body skill afc life,

(The saint) enjoys some feeling 

B u t  in Nirudna consciousness is gone 

Just as a light (when totally ex t in ct)”

(Prof. Stcherbatsky.)

The final Nirvana, without a residue, is thus attained when 
all the elements of conscious existence become extinct (tad eoarh

y Larikavatara, Ch. I l l*
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nirupadhUesam nirvanas skandhanath nirodhad labhyate, M. K. 
V., Ch. XXV).

I  am inclined to believe that Satikaracarya had some such 
school of thinkers in view whom he characterised as nihilists 
(vainaMkas). Prof. Stcherbatsky tells us that they were an 
early school of the Sautrantikas who were full-fledged Sautranti- 
kas unlike the school of Dignaga which has been named by Prof. 
Stcherbatsky the school of Sautrantika-Y ogdcdras. The older 
and more orthodox Sautrantikas were perhaps an early offshoot 
of the Sthaviravada school, who had their followers among the 
early Sautrantikas and the present-day Buddhists of the Southern 
school. They are certainly not the SarvSstivadins, whose direct 
successors were the Kd§mira Vaibhafikas, mentioned by Vasu- 
bandhu. The Vaibhasika’s conception of Nirvana was positi- 
vistic; it is absolutely a positive state of existence, from which 
passions and defilements of empirical, personalised life have been 
finally and irrevocably purged out and the chances of recrude
scence of the miseries of mundane life have been rem »ed beyond 
recall. I t  is a state of perfection par excellence. Although there 
is room for difference of opinion as to whether it is a spiritual 
living condition or an unspiritual, lifeless objective existence, 
there is absolutely no divergence about its positive character. 
This will become manifest in the following sections devoted to 
examination of the Vaibha§ika and the Sautrantika theories of 
Nirvana.



II

T h e  C o n c e p t i o n  o f  In i r v a n a  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  

S a r v a s t i y a d i n s  o r  t h e  V a i b h a §i k a s

Th^ Sarvastivadins maintain the existence of three eternal, 
incomposite categories (asamshfta dharmas), which are immutable 
and as such remain uniform and unmodified through all time. 
The rest of the seventy-two categories or elements (dharmas) into 

which the objective and the subjective world of reality have been 
divided by the Sarrasliuadins, are composite (samskrtas) and as 
such subject to constant mutation, though all reals are eternal 
and imperishable in their uoumenal and substantial character 
(dharmasvabhava). I t  is for this reason that the system is 
called Sarmstivada or “ the philosophy of all existents.”  Though 
all reals are subject to the law of causation (pratityasamutpada), 
the causal operation governs the aggregates and compounds, 
and not the ultimate elements or atoms. The atoms however 
are pever found in their free, uncompounded state, but are always 
combined in various proportions. These compounds are subject 
to constant flux and so change every moment anew, though 
substantially they remain uniform and unaffected. What change 
are their states or characteristics or attributes. But the incom
posite, simple categories, to wit, aka6a, pratisahkhyanirodha 
and apratisankhyanirodha are eternal verities, absolutely uniform 
and unalterable. These two nirodhas and akata are not negative 
entities, but are absolutely objective existences. The Sautrdnii- 
kas however regard them as purely negative ideas, mere concep
tual forms, having no objective reference. In the Sautrantika1 s 
scheme of reality there is no place for an uncaused category 
and these three eternal verities of the Vaibhdsikas have 
been regarded by the Sauirfinlikus as mere intellectual fictions
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fondly objectified by an irrational imagination. These Sautran- 
tikas have very severely criticised the Vaibhasikas for their believ
ing these uncaused fictions as existential categories, which is 
condemned as rank heresy.

In reply to the strictures of Uddyotakara in one place, 
Kamalasila observes, “ your statement, that uncaused categories 
are twofold, viz., eternal and non-existent, only betray ignorance 
of the opponent’s (Buddhist’s) position, as the Buddhist rational
ists (sic, Suutrantikas) hold uncaused categories to be non
existent illusions. Verily has it been sáid by the Master— 
” The Bodhisattva while reviewing the entire phenomenal world 
does not find a single phenomenon, which is exempt from the 
law of causation. As regards the Vaibhasikas who regard dkdáa 
and the like as objective existences, they are classed by us with the 
heretical schools and are not the true followers of the Buddha 
(Sakyaputriydh). So the advancement of their views in this 
connexion is not consonant with logical procedure.” 1 Again in 
reply to the charge of Kumárila that eternal entities must be 
believed by the Buddhists to have occasional efficiency, as 
pratisankhydnirodha and the like become objects of knowledge 
only after a human exertion, albeit they are eternal,— Sfcntaraksita 
and Kamalasila observe that this accusation of KumSrila is abor
tive so far as the Sautrdntikas are concerned. For according to 
them, these so-called eternal categories are mere intellectual 
fictions and as such can have no causal efficiency, which belongs 
to reality alone. And if the Vaibhasikas are intended, then, too, 
Kumarila’6 charge carries no meaning, as the Vaibhasikas do 
not regard these nirodhas as nullities (abhdvas), as Kum&rila 
imagines. “  Pratisankhydnirodha,19 Kamalasila continues, “ is 
nothing but dissociation (of the principle of consciousness) 
from the dsravas and kleéas (passions and impurities), and as this 
disjunction is effected by transcendental knowledge (pratisañkhyd) 
it is called nirodha dependent upon pratisañkha (prajñd) or the

1 T. S. P., p. 140, II. 8-12.
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highest knowledge of truth. This is a positive entity, as dis

junction is a positive quality of the things that were in conjunc
tion before, since it is logically an established proposition that 
the number of disjoined entities is exactly in ratio to that of the 
conjoined entities.

“  As regards ‘ apratisCFhkhyanirodha, i t  is not the opposite 
process as Kumarila thinks. I t  is altogether distinct from dis
sociation I t  is nothing but a circumstance, which makes the 
future emergence of likely effects absolutely impossible to 
materialise. This state cannot be realised by knowledge ; it 
can be effected only by an absolute and irrevocable removal of 
the causes and conditions responsible for the production of 
the effects in question. And this is what is called nirodha not 
dependent on transcendental knowledge. “ But K um arila /5 says 
Kamalaslla, “ only betrays his woeful ignorance of the Buddhist 
position, which he has the temerity to criticise.” 1 We shall 
see that these two forms of nirodhas have their respective parts 
to play in the evolution of Nirvana.

And this pratisankhyanirodha or dispersion of kleias (pas
sions and defilements) is the highest stage, the summum bonum 
of life and is synonymous with Nirvana according to the Vaibhd- 
sikas. Vasubandhu observes, “  The essential characteristic of 
it is everlastingness. Its description is beyond the power of 
the tongue of man. I t  can only be realised by the self-experi
ence of a perfect man. Generally speaking it may be, for all 
practical purposes, designated as the highest good, eternally 
existing, which may be called also visarhyoga or deliverance.” 2 
Both these nirodhas are necessarily involved in Nirvana. The 
pratisankhyanirodha by the removal of kleias directly unfolds the 
state of Nirvana and the apratisankhyanirodha is also necessary 
to ensure the non-emergence of these kleias by the perpetual 
removal of the causes and conditions of the same, pre-eminently

1 T. S. P.,  pp. 780-31.
2 ‘ S y s t e m s  of Buddhist  Though t ,* p. 1C>f>.
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of auidya (nescience). So SaAkarfic&rya is absolutely in the 
right when he includes the cessation of nescience, etc., in 
the category of the first nirodha.1 But the truth of the matter 
is that according to the Vaibhasikas cessation of nescience and 
kleSas does not connote extinction, but mutual dissociation of 
the mind and passions from one another and this dissociation is 
called nirodha (obstruction or barrier) inasmuch as it serves as 
the unfailing barrier against any possible association in future.2 
But SaAkaracarya from the very beginning has criticised the 
views of the Sautrantikas aud not of the Vaibhasikas, although 
he calls the view refuted as those of the Sarvastivadins. Whether 
and how far again his criticisms of the Sautrantika1s position 
are logically sound, that is entirely a different question and the 
value and force of 9uch criticism is to be judged from the 
Sautrantika standpoint. Whether SaAkaracarya erred in the 
matter of naming is not a very important question so far as the 
philosophical . importance of his comments is concerned, if 
his criticism can be brought home against a particular school of 
Buddhistic thought. That he did not criticise the Vaibhd§ika 
doctrine is absolutely clear from the fact of his characterising 
the three eternal categories as absolute non-entities.8 Be that 
as it may, we have found that according to the Vaibhasikas 
Nirvana is an everlasting existence, uncaused and unpro
ductive by itself. I t  is an absolute and uniform reality, freed 
from imperfections and impurities of phenomenal life.4 We

1 yo 'yam avidyadinirodhah prati&ankhyaairodhantahpati parapari- 

kalpitah, etc. Br. Su. II. 2-23.
2 visamyukfcir visamyogah klesavisamyuktilaksanah. samyoga- 

praptiniyatarodhabhuto va yo dbarmah sa pralisankhyanirodhah.

A. K. V., Ka. VI, p. 16.

3 trayam api cai 'fcad avastv abhavamatram nirupakhyam iti manyante.

Op. cit., II.  2. 22.

4 nityah khalu pratisankhyaDirodbah, tasya kim aabhagabetuoa pra-
yojanam.

A , K aV . , Pa 17.
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again take the liberty of quoting from the work of the 
learned Japanese scholar :

“ One of the Buddhist elders called Sughosàcârya (quoted 
in the Abhidharmamahâvibhâsàéâstra) says : —

<{ Pratisankhyanirodha is the dharma par excellence among 
all dharmas, the supreme goal among all goals, the highest of all 
things, the noblest of all reasons, the greatest of all achievements. 
And therefore is the title anuttaram or supreme- But what is the 
abode of this supreme dharma, Nirvana or Pratisankhyanirodha ? 
Is it within or outside the universe ? ”

The answer is given— “ Pratisankhyanirodha is neither 
quite the same as the skandhas nor quite different from 
them, but its nature is different from the sâsravadharmas.” 
(P. 116.)

Prof. Stcherbatsky in his illuminating work, The Concep
tion of Buddhist Nirvana, observés that this Nirvana of the 
Vaibhâçikas is a lifeless condition of the elements of existence. 
“ When all manifestations are stopped, all forces extinct, remains 
the lifeless residue. I t  is impersonal, eternal death, and it is a 
separate element, a reality, the reality of the elements in their 
lifeless condition. This reality is very similar to the reality of 
the Saiikhya's undifferentiated matter ( Prakrti), it is eternal, 
absolute death.” 1 Nirvdria, though a vastu, is not anything 
living or spiritual. “  The moral law conduces through a very 
long process of evolution the living world into a state of final 
quiescence, where there is no life, but something lifeless or in
animate. In this sense the Vaïbhâsika outlock resembles the 
the materialism of modern science.” 2

Candrakïrti in his commentary on the Mâdhyamika-lcârikâ 
refers to two schools of philosophers, of whom one regards the 
final state of Nirvana as a positive existence and another thinks

1 Op. cit., p. 27.

2 Ibid,  p. 29.
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it to be an absolute annihilation of the elements of existence. 
Chandraklrti criticises these two theories with equal severity. 
Among the advocates of positivistic Nirvana, he counts the 
followers of Jaimini, Kanada. Kapila and lastly the Vaibhasikas. r 
We know from Vasubandhu's Abhidharmakosa that Nirvana, 
which is represented by pratisankhyanirodha in its positive 
aspect and apratisankhyanirodha as its negative side, albeit a 
reality preventing the recurrence of the kleias and their logical 
consequences, is an incomposite, unconditional (asamskrta) cate
gory (dharma), and is eternal and is neither the product nor the 
cause of any other dharma. We have seen that Santaraksita 
and Kamala^Ila are emphatic that these two nirodhas do not 
imply extinction of anything ; only there is a mutual disso
ciation of the elements of existence without leaving any chance 
for a future combination and as this • combination is the cause of 
the miseries of phenomenal existence, the Nirvana becomes a 
state of absolute purity and perfection, without any tinge of pain 
and suffering. Prof. Stcherbatsky also endorses the above view 
in the following words :

“ At last the absolute stoppage of all the pure dharmas of 
the highest spiritual beings is reached, an eternal blank is sub
stituted for them. This is Nirvana, absolute annihilation of all 
the samskrtadharmas, which is tantamount to the presence of 
a s a m sk r ta d h a rm a s2

And this conception of Nirvana is in full accord with the 
metaphysical position of the Vaibhasikas, who maintain that 
all the seventy-two categories (dharmas) have a twofold nature, 
“  the one representing their everlasting nature (dharmas vabhava) 
a n d  the other their momentary manifestation (dharmalaksana) 

We know from Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakosa and also from 
the Tattvasamgraha that these Vaibhasikas maintained the im
perishable nature of all these dharmas in their noumenal state

1 Op. cit . , Chapter on Nirvana.
2 The Central Conception of Buddhism,  p. 53.
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and the controversy only related to the nature and relation of 
their momentary manifestations, whether these manifestations 
in time connoted the change of attributes or of characteristics or 
of states of efficiency or only relativity.” 1 Patanjali and Vyasa 
in the Yogasutra and the Bhaqya respectively synthesised all these 
different theories and regarded these changes as virtually identical 
in character.2 The Sautrantikas vehemently opposed this doctrine 
of the duality of nature, the division of entities into substantial 
and phenomenal aspects and they scented in it the reminiscence 
of Sankhya and Jaina doctrines. However may that be, the im
perishable and uniform existence of realities iD their noumenal state 
is an accepted doctrine of the Vaibhdsikas, and so the mind or 
intellect (rnanas) being one of the elements of existence must be 
set down as an eternal verity so far as its noumenal aspect is 
concerned. And as Nirvana does not connote annihilation or 
extinction of being of any of the categories, and as it means that 
there is only an absolute dissociation and disjunction of the 
elements from one another, and consequently of all the manifes
tations of imperfect life, which were due to the association of 
these elements in the state of samsara, the question relevantly 
arises as to what part the mind-category (manodhatu) plays in 
Nirvana. The mind exists, as extinction in the sense of absolute 
cessation of being, is denied by the Sarvastivadins. But does 
consciousness exist ? ThiB is the crux of the problem and the 
determination of the Vaibhasika's Nirvana as spiritual or unspiri
tual hinges on the solution of this problem. Prof. Stcherbatsky 
observes, “ It (Nirvana) is, nevertheless, a kind of entity where
there is no consciousness  The theory is that consciousness
cannot appear alone without its satellites, the phenomena of 
feeling, volition, etc.” (Ab. K., ii.)3 An interesting question 
is raised, ‘ The last moment of consciousness (of the arhat)

1 T .S . ,  61s. 1786-1856.

2 Yogaeuira,  III . 13.
3 The Central Conception of B ud d h ism , p. 53.
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before entering into unqualified Nirvana will not then be a 
manodhatu, because it does not emerge into being? No, it 
exists in the form of manas, but there is no emergence of tainted 
consciousness which could link it to another birth and another 
phenomenal embodiment. The reason is that there is a total 
expulsion of the karman and passions, with their possible causes 
and conditions completely removed.’ 1 Now, what is this 
manodhatu? Can it be equated with consciousness? The 
manodhatu can be and has been equated with the several 
vijhanadhalus and this dhatu is nothing but the locus or recep
tacle and manodhatu being the substrate of different mental 
phenomena, as, e.g., samjna (concepts), cetana (will), vedana 
(feeling), etc. has been regarded as a separate principle from 
these. And this is the reason why these mental phenomena 
have been classified into separate skandhas.2 It is proved that 
manas, is distinct from these mental phenomena, but it does not 
throw any light on the nature of manas, whether it is of the 
nature of consciousness, pure and simple, the variations being 
due to the presence of contents or it is like the soul of the 
Naiyayika something unconscious and inanimate, the conscious- 
ness-states being the accidental products due to the co-operation 
of objective dharmas and the subjective sense-organs. The 
manodhatu has been equated with manovijUdnadhatu and the

1 caramam clttam n& mano bhavisyati, na hi tad asti? na, tasya, 

'pi manobhavena ’vasthitatvat, anyakaranavaikalyan no 'ttaravijftanasam- 
bhutir iti.

Ab. K.,  i. 17,

YaSomitra com m ents: tasya 'pi caramacittasya manobhavena '6rayatvena 

'vasthitatvat, paunarbhavikakarmakleSakaranavaikalyan na punarbhavapra- 

tisandhivijiianam ity abhiprayah.
Ab. K. V., p. 41.

2 cittad arthantarabhute samjfiavedane, skandhadeSanayam prthag-
desitatvat, athava sva^rayad arthantarabhute sanjiiavedane, tada£ri-

tatvat.
Ib i d ,  p. 70, 11. 16-18
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substrata of the five consciousnesses, beginning with visual 
consciousness (caksurvijmnadhata) and ending in tactile consci
ousness (kâyavijnânadhàtu). In discoursing on the graduated 
arrangement of the skandhas in respect of their grossness or fine
ness, it is said that the aggregate of matter (scil.), sense-data 
(rüpa), is first enunciated, because it is the grossest of all, then 
feeling, then conception, then the mental faculties and tendencies 
(samskâra) and lastly vijnâna, because it is the finest of all, being 
“ pure consciousness (without con ten t) /’ 1 If we are justified 
in taking Yaéomitra literally at his word, we can regard manas 
as of the nature of pure consciousness arid if manas remains in its 
absolute purity in Nirvana, as the Vaibhâsikas suppose, then the 
Nirvana, of the Vaibhdsika may be regarded as essentially spiri
tual in nature, since the existence of pure consciousness as in 
the Sânkhya conception of Kaivalya isolated existence of 
consciousness would not be barred out. If, however, the 
principle of consciousness (manodhâtu) is regarded as the 
substratum of consciousness, which is the plain sense of many 
texts, and this substratum be something distinct and differ
ent from consciousness itself, as it is indisputably declared 
to be distinct from feelings and conceptions and sensuous 
knowledge, being present as the locus or substrate of the 
same, we shall have to conclude with Prof. Stcherbatsky that 
Nirvana according to the Sarvâstivâda school is a "  materialistic 
kind of annihilation/* though the word 'annihilation* should 
not be taken literally in the sense of extinction of being, which 
the Vaibhâsika emphatically denies and which the learned Pro
fessor has taken care to emphasise.2

Prof. La Vallée Poussin maintains that Pratisankhyânirodha 
or Nirvana is a dravya (substance) which the arhat enjoys in his

1 v i j ü â n a m  t u  s a r v a s ü k ç m a m  upalabdhimâtra laksanatvàt , y a t h a u *  

dàrikarh c a  v i n e y r m ü m  a r t h a p r a t i p â d a n a m  n y â y y a m .

Ibid,  p .  5 1 .

The Central Conception of B u d d h ism , p .  0 8 .

2 Buddhis t Nirvana, p .  2 6 .
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life-time in the highest trance (samjnavedayitanirodha) and 
which remains when the arhat passes out of existence after 
death. The mind does not exist, nor any consciousness in the 
final Nirvana. We must confess our inability to understand how 
this conception can be fitted into the metaphysical scheme of the 
V(ribha$ikas, who like the Sankhyas deny absolute extinction of 
any element of existence. Moreover the highest trance of sam
jnavedayitanirodha on which Proof. Poussin bases his concep
tion of Nirvana, does not give us warrant to suppose that mano- 
dhatu becomes extinct in it. As the name indicates, there is 
only cessation of ideation and feeling. It is quite evident from 
Yasomitra’s comment that the mind does not cease to exist, 
though the possibility of future thought-activity is brought to an 
end.



I l l

T h e  C o n c e p t io n  o f  N i r v a n a  ac c o r d in g  to  t h e  S a u t r I n t ik a s

The Sautmntikas hold bondage (bandha) or phenomenal life 
(samsara) to be an absolutely positive fact, being the outcome of 
causes and conditions, which are, in their turn, absolutely real. 
Nirvana is the final aim and objective and is the only deliverance 
from the imperfections and limitations of phenomenal existence, 
in Nirvana the pains and miseries of worldly life, the passions 
and defilements (kleéas) that taint the career of unfree souls, are 
totally and irrevocably extinguished and so Nirvana is character
ised as the summum bonům (šivam) and even as bliss, being the 
negation of suffering. Whether Nirvana is to be understood as 
denotative of a positive existence or a negative void will be deter
mined in the course of our discourse and should not be anticipated 
at this stage. The Sautrantxkas of course are absolutely em
phatic in their denial of a personal individuality or soul-principle, 
permanent and everlasting, which is the accepted doctrine of all 
Buddhist schools of thought save and except perhaps the Vátsi- 
putriyas, who postulate the existence of a quasi-eternal spiritual 
substance over and above the discrete conscious states. We have 
fully elucidated the grounds of their denial of a personal self in 
the review of the Soul-theories of the various schools of philo
sophy and there it has been sufficiently proved that the life of 
consciousness is confined to a moment’s existence only. We 
have also established that bondage and emancipation do not con
tain any presupposition of an individual, unitive self as cement
ing the discrete moments of consciousness ; and the continuity of 
consciousness is due to recurrence of consciousness units in close, 
unbroken succession, and does not imply the existence of any 
real continuum. The chain or continuum is but an apparent, 
ideal continuum, being an illusion generated by the homogeneity 
of the moments of consciousness. Bondage only connotes the
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presence of nescience (avidya) in the subjective centre with all 
its logical outcomes, birth, decay and death. These different 
stages of phenomenal life are all governed by the law of causality 
and so if there is avidya at the bottom, decay and death will follow 
as inevitable consequences at the top. Bondage is, therefore, 
nothing but the presence of avidya in the chain of consciousness 
from an undateable, beginningless time and contrariwise 
moksa or nirvana is the absolute cessation of avidya with all 
its paraphernalia. Santaraksita in reply to the criticism of 
Kumarila declares that moksa (liberation) is nothing but the 
purified existence of absolute consciousness, freed from all taints 
of ignorance.1 According to Santaraksita and Kamala^ila, there
fore, bondage and liberation, samsara and nirvana, are positive 
entities, being the distinctive landmarks in the career of con
sciousness, the former being represented by consciousness in the 
grip of ignorance and defiling passions and the latter being free 
consciousness, purged and purified from the contamination of 
these masterful passions.“ These two representative authors, 
though they give their absolute allegiance to the subjective 
idealism as propounded by Dignaga and Dharmakirti, have not 
hesitated to call themselves Sautrantikas in more than one place 
and they have taken care to specify the doctrines'of the Yogacara 
school when they advanced thbm as the final truths. Their alle
giance to the Saulrantika school is therefore provisional, but it is 
unqualified and unhesitating so long as they hold to it In fact 
the transition from the Sautrantika to the Yogacara position was 
an easy and natural passage. The reality of the external objec
tive world was but a logical presupposition in the Sautrmtika’s

1 karyakaranabhuta6 ca tatra ’vidyadayo rii'itah I 

bandl as tadvigamad isfco muktir nirmalata dhiyah I

T .  S . .  61. 5 4 4 .

2 tesam  ca 'vidyadinam tattvajfianad vigatau satyam  ya nirmalata  

dhiyah bh nirmuktir ity  ucyate. cittam  eva tu eamsaro ragadimaladusitam I 

tad eva tair vinirmuktam bbavanta iti kathyate I
T .S .  P., p. 184.
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scheme of metaphysics and so the Sautrantika had to postulate 
the existence of two worlds side by side, an ideal and a real 
world. The Yoyacara or Vijnanaodda as propounded by the 
school ot Dignaga, who adopted the Sautrantika position in logic 
and epistemology by way of compromise or concession, only 
explained away this logical presupposition and so the two worlds 
were reduced to one, the objective reality being unceremoniously 
shoved aside. So it is very difficult to decide at this distance of 
time whether the view of Nirvana as posited in this connexion 
represents the orthodox Sautrantika position or the position of 
the idealist, which is accepted as true philosophy by these 
thinkers. We have it on the authority of Gunaratna that the 
Nirvana of the Sautrdntikas consisted in the absolute cessation of 
the consciousness-continuum, the total extinction of the stream 
of consciousness, induced by an unremitting meditation on the 
principle of soullessness.1 We have also indications of this 
theory from the Tattvasamgraha itself, which we propose to 
discuss at length in view of their utmost importance in the course 
of our present dissertation. Prof. Stcherbatsky tells us that the 
orthodox Sautrdntikas held that “  Nirvana was the absolute end 
of the manifestations, the end of passions and life without 
any positive counterpart.” 2 But Santaraksita and his worthy 
disciple tell us in plain and unmistakable language that Nirvana 
is not discontinuation of consciousness, but its continuation save 
and except the passions and desires (kle§as). We propose to 
defer the discussion of this tangled problem for the time being.

Is aoidya a positive entity ?

We have seen that bondage is nothing but consciousness in 
the grip of avidya, and moksa or nirvana is but the emancipation 
of consciousness from the hypnotic spell of this avidya. Now,

1 nairatmyabhavanato jnanaaantanocchedo moksa iti.

S .  D .  S .  T ,  R .  D . ,  p .  4 7 .
2 The Concept ion oj Ninmna,
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what is the nature of this avidya ? According to the monistic 
VedSntists avidya is an indescribable stuff, neither absolutely 
real nor absolutely unreal, but something different from both 
of them. I t  cannot be supposed to have a distinct existence 
outside consciousness, as it works in and through consciousness 
alone; nor can it be non-aistinct from consciousness, as it is 
destroyed by knowledge, and knowledge is consciousness in 
essence. So it is an unclassifiable, nondescript something. 
It is neither an airy nothing nor a real something. It is not an 
entity as it disappears totally and irrevocably, but it cannot be 
regarded as an absolute nonentity like the rabbit’s horn or sky- 
flower, as it has causal efficiency. The nature and functional 
activity of avidya is illustrated by examples of common illusion 
like the illusion of a snake on a rope. The snake is not a real 
snake, but so long as the subsequent knowledge sublating the 
idea of snake does not emerge, it is as real as anything. But 
when the rope is known to be a rope and not a snake as falsely 
perceived before, what happens to this snake ? Well, it vanishes 
as an airy nothing. The snake is an unreal fiction, but though 
unreal, it is perceived like a reality and this demarcates it from 
such fictions as a sky-flower or a barren woman’s son, which 
are never perceived even in illusion. B utin  its essential character 
the rope-snake is as hollow and unsubstantial as these fictions 
of the imagination. It is a product of avidya, an illusion born 
of another avidya, which, though checkmated and chastised in 
one case or another, reappears in other forms and under other 
shapes. Avidya possesses an infinite resourcefulness and is 
neither baffled nor abashed. The only thing that it cannot 
stand is the light of true knowledge, which kills it outright, 
root and branch, with all its resources and magical powers.

Kamala^ila, however, in common with all realists, refuses 
to subscribe to such an illusive category, which is neither being 
nor non-being. He asks, ‘ Is avidya identical with Brahman 
or distinct from it ? If it is non-distinct from it, Brahman and 
avidya will be identical and the consequence will be the
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impossibility of emancipation (moksa). Because, the Absolute 
being eternal and uniform and avidya being an integral part of 
its essence, the latter will be indissoluble and emancipation as 
the result of cessation of avidya will be a meaningless jargon. 
If on the other hand avidya is distinct from Brahman, it will 
have no influence on the latter. And even if a relation be con
ceded, it will be of no avail, as Brahman being an eternal, 
uniform principle will not be liable to any supplementation or 
detraction from that quarter. So the relation of avidya and the 
Absolute being out of the question, there would be no samsara 
(birth and death), for whose cessation emancipation would be 
sought after.

Mpreover, it is positively illogical to say that avidya is some
thing which is neither distinct nor non-distinct from the Absolute. 
A reality must be capable of being defined either as identical 
or as non-identical with another. There can be no half-way 
house between two contradictories, as this would constitute a 
flagrant breach of the Law of Contradiction and the Law of 
Excluded Middle. Nor can avidya be conceived to be an unreal 
nonentity, since that would contradict experience. An unreal 
Action cannot have any causal efficiency, and causal efficiency 
alone is the line of demarcation between reality and unreality. 
If, in spite of this causal efficiency, the Vedantist insists on 

calling it an unreality, we Buddhists, shall have no quarrel with 
him, as the dispute is reduced to a question of nomenclature.

The Buddhist Conception of Avidya.

Avidya is, in the judgment of the Buddhist, a positive 
entity and not a fictitious category as conceived by the Vedantist 
It is the inherent tendencies of the mind, the subconscious 
impulses and drives (vasanas), which make the mind cling to 
false ideas and notions. And these tendencies and subconscious 
drives have a causal energy and as vehicles of energy they are 
an essential part and parcel of consciousness. So in conformity
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with the law of causal operation the preceding moments of 
consciousness as informed with avidya produce by their inherent 

causal energy the succeeding moments of consciousness instinct 
with false tendencies and impressions, it being an established 
proposition that the effect inherits the nature of the cause. It 
is nothing strange, therefore, that the mind should conjure up 
false ideas as those of an abiding ego-principle, God and the 
like. But this avidya can be rendered weaker and weaker in 
each succeeding moment by a graduated course of meditation 
(yogabhyasa) until the last vestige of the bias of ignorance and 
superstition is totally removed and a stream of consciousness is let 
loose, absolutely purified and cleansed of all taints of passions 
and ignorance. And the emergence' of such a pure stream of 
consciousness is but emancipation (apavarga)f the highest good, 
the ultimate goal of aspiring humanity, in which there is no 
suffering, no limitation, no imperfection, as the sole cause of it 
has been destroyed once for all without leaving any chance for 
its recrudescence even at a distant date.1

Nirvana, we have seen, is primarily and principally a cessa
tion of the ZcZeias, headed by ignorance and consequential impuri
ties. Now, what is the process, the modus operandi of this 
cessation of the formative principles of phenomenal life, in other 
words, of the cycle of births and deaths? What is the antidote 
to these ills of life, (sic) of ignorance and passions, which are 
the mainspring of the perverse will to live ? Santaraksita assures 
us that these fcic^as (passions and ignorance), these veils of truth, 
totally vanish as soon as the truth of non-egoity is realised just 
as darkness vanishes in the presence of strong light.2 Now, 
there are two kinds of veils or positive hindrances lo moral aud 
spiritual perfection, to wit, (1) the veil of ignorance and passions 
(kleiavarana) , which impedes the realisation of purity and truth ;

1 T .  S. P . ,  p p .  7 4 - 7 5 .

3 p r a t y a k s i k r t a n a i r a t m y e  n a  d o s o  l a b h a t e  s t h i t i m  |

t a t v i r u d d h a l a y i i  d l p r e  p r a d i p e  t i m i r a r h  v a l h f i  | 'I'. S . ,  si.  3338 .
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and (2) the veil covering the ontological reality {jneyavarana) , 
which again is twofold, viz., one which hinders the thorough
going discerning knowledge of reality as to what is worthy of 
acceptance and what is worthy of rejection and secondly, what 
induces the incapacity for exposition of the realised truth to 
others. The first kind of veil (sic of passions) can be got rid 
of by a realisation of the illusory character of the ego-principle 
(nairatmyadarfana) and the other can be overcome by an unremit
ting and zealous meditation on this non-egoity carried on for 
a prolonged period of time. But why should this realisation of 
non-egoity have such extraordinary efficiency in the matter of 
removal of passions and imperfections ? Is it a mere dogma 
or a well-reasoned psychological truth ? For an adequate expla
nation of this proposition it is necessary to enter into the psycho
logical origin of these passions and cravings for individualised 
existence, which are held responsible for the miseries of metem
psychosis. Now, these passions of love or hatred and the like 
have certainly their foundation in the perverted belief in the 
existence of a personal soul, which, however, has been proved 
to be a baseless illusion. These passions of surety have nothing 
to do with external objects, as these feelings do not arise in spite 
of the external world when the belief in a personalised existence 
is lacking and on the other hand they crop up with a vengeance 
though the external objects of love or hatred may be absent, 
when the belief in the masterful ego is in possession of the field. 
So by. the joint method of Agreement and Difference these 
passions must be causally affiliated to the unfounded belief in 
the existence of a personal self.1 It is a matter of logical 
deduction that in the absence of egocentric bias self-love cannot

1 tatha hy ami ragadayah klesa vltathutmadar^anamulaka anvayavya-  

tirekabhyam ntecituh, na brihyfirthabalabbfivinah, yatah saty api bahye 'rthe 

na 'yonisaumanaskoram antareno 'tpadyantc, vina ’pi ca 'rthena ’yoni- 

sauvikalpaaamtnukhlbhfivc samulpadyante,  na cayatsadasattanuvidhayi yun. 

na bhavati tat  tatkaranarh yuktam ntiprasaiigfit. T. S. P . ,  p. 870.
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arise and attachment to external^ objects too cannot originate 
if they were not affiliated to the self as conducive to self-interest 
and self-gratification. Likewise hatred too will have no raison 
d'etre, as a man comes to resent things or persons that are supposed 
to thwart his interests, but when a man has no reason to be 
interested in anything, obstruction of interests becomes unmean
ing. The same fate awaits other passions, because they have 
their roots remotely or immediately in self-love. Thus, ego- 
consciousncss firmly established by repeated illusions from begin- 
ningless time extends to external objects, which come to be 
prized as promoting self-gratification and any obstruction to 
these objects naturally excites his resentment and hatred. And 
the whole catalogue of passions comes into being, and as time 
wears on, they acquire a fresh lease of life and a fresh accession 
of strength by the sheer right of prescription and the result is 
all-round confusion and misery.

Now, these evils are not natural growths or attributes of 
living creatures ; they are exotic growths and excrescences 
fostered by self-love and so are bound to vanish if egoity is 
demolished. And this egoity is an ungrounded illusion. The 
subjectivity of an individual has been shown by us to have no foun
dation outside the concatenation of momentary psychical units, 
which are individualized into an abiding self by a false supersti
tion. I t  may be urged, ‘ let there be no soul or real individual
ity, but consciousness is a fact and these passions may be 
natural attendants of this consciousness, as they live and move 
and have their being in it. And so they may be in
eradicable like consciousness itself. ’ But this contention is 
not based on a logical assessment of the character of these 
passions. Well, what is the normal function of consciousness ? 
I t  is assuredly nothing but to apprehend reality as it is, other
wise the relation of subject and object, knower and known 
(visayavisayibhaca) cannot be established. And i f ‘our intellec
tual life is not to be condemned as bankrupt, it must be admit
ted that the normal function of consciousness is to apprehend
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the reality in its true nature and the true nature of things, 
both subjective and objective, has been proved to be in a state 
of perpetual flux without any underlying substratum either in 
the shape of an abiding self or a permanents ubstance. So 
consciousness must be supposed to take stock of the principle 
of non-egoity and non-egoity alone in its normal healthy state. 
The fact that consciousness gives us the report of an ego-prin- 
ciple must be set down to adventitious defects, which are 
abnormal accidents like the illusory perception of a snake on 
the rope.1 This gives the key to the secret as to why ego-idea 
goes to the wall in its contest with the idea of non-egoity, 
though antagonism is the common factor. The reason is that 
ego-consciousness is a false superstition fostered by abnormal 
conditions, which are, happily, aventitious phenomena and non- 
egoity, on the other hand, is based upon tru th  and so is natural 
to our thinking principle. I t  is for this reason that non-egoity 
invariably triumphs over egoism, because truth is constitutional
ly stronger than falsehood. W ith  regard to the idealists even, 
who do not believe in external reality and consequently deny 
that the normal function of consciousness is to apprehend ex
ternal reality in its true nature, our explanation also stands. 
Though these idealists deny external reality and believe the 
contents of knowledge to be manifestations of consciousness, 
still they have to acknowledge . that consciousness is self- 
regarding (sic self-conscious), otherwise there will be no dis
crimination and consequently no knowledge. The knowledge of 
‘ blue * and the knowledge of ‘ red,* though equally manifestations 
of consciousness, are certainly distinct and distinguishable

1 taamad bhutaviaayakaragrakita ’aya avabhavo nija iti stbitam. 

bhuta6 ca avabhavo viaayas) a k^anikanatmadirQpa iti pratipaditam etat ; 

tena nairatmyagrahanaavabhavam eve *ti tan na ’fcmagra’ nnasvabhavam. 

yat punar anyathaavabhavo ’ays khyafcimudhanarh aa satnarfchyad

figantukapratyayabatad eva na svabhavatvena, vatha rajjvarh

sarpapratya v a s y a .
T. S. W ,  p. 873.
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and they can be distinguished, if consciousness can know 
itself in its manifestations. Consciousness has, therefore, 
to be admitted as self-regarding (sic) as self-intuilive and if 
knowledge per se is not to be condemned as something essen
tially rotten, it must be accepted that the normal function of 
consciousness is to know non-egoity in the form of pure con
sciousness bereft of subject-object distinctions, which is the 
ultimate reality. So ego-consciousness being an unfounded 
illusion, the whole catalogue of passions, major and minor alike, 
must be supposed to be exotic overgrowths and not natural to 
consciousness. Their extinction is, therefore, inevitable only if 
the proper antidote in the shape of realisation of non-egoity 
is applied. That these passions do actually grow and have 
their being in consciousness is no argument that they are 
natural and inevitable to consciousness. Mere appearance in 
some substratum does not argue that it is either natural or 
inevitable to it. The snake also appears on the rope but it is 
not believed to be natural. If subsequent disappearance is the 
reason of its falsity, the same logic applies to these passions, 
which are experienced to disappear when non-egoity is contem
plated.1

It may be urged that the antagonism of egoity and non- 

egoity is not an established truth and is only a dogmatic assump
tion. Because, it is a matter of experience {»hat even philo
sophers who are convinced of the truth of non-egoity are as 
much subject to fits of love and anger as ordinary mortals are 
and this points to the other way—that conviction of non-egoism 
is not hostile to the existence or active functioning of these 
passions. But this objection is only a specious argument. 
The conviction of non-egoity, which is claimed by us, Bud
dhists, to be antagonistic to egoism and its derivative passions, 
admits of varying degrees and grades of perfection. Thus, 
(1) one comes to believe in the truth of non-egoity from the

* Ibid,  p.  8 7 3 .
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teaching of an expert. The belief is inspired by the teacher’s 
lecture and the truth is accepted more on trust than on convic
tion (¿nitamayajmna). (2) The second stage is reached when 
a person convinces himself of the truth by logical arguments 
and this is called intellectual conviction (cintamaya). (3) But
when by incessant, energetic meditation on the truth intellec
tually realised, the mind acquires requisite strength and clarity 
of vision and ultimately envisages the truth face to face, in 
all its fullness and richness, all doubts are dissolved and the 
man is said to have realised the truth of non-egoity. This is 
intuition born of contemplation (bhavanamayadariana). And it 
is this transcendental intuition of non-egoity that is regarded 
by us as the antidote to egoity and its satellites, passions of 
love and hatred and the like. So there is no logical flaw in our 
position.1

So it is only when the profound truth of non-egoity is 
fully realised by reason of a course of unmitigated and unremit
ting mediation, the ego-consciousness with all its satellites 
vanishes into airy nothing without leaving behind any trace or 
vestige. The ego-consciousness, though an illusion in essence, 
has however been fostered by a habit of thought, which has no 
beginning in time, and as a consequence has become almost 
an integral part of the thought-principle by sheer length of time. 
It is not at all strange, therefore, that it cannot be uprooted all 
on a sudden by the mere lecture of a professor. These passions 
can be made weaker and weaker by a gradual strengthening 
and fostering of the opposite modes of thought and thus by a 
long-standing cultivation of spiritual regeneration they can be 
destroyed root and branch. The neophyte in spiritual discipline 
has reason to be encouraged by the fact that these passions, 
exotic growths that they are, cannot raise their head when the 
mind philosophises on their unreality and worthlessness.2 So

1 Ibid , p. 875.

2 Ibid.
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there is not the slightest room for doubt or hesitation that 
realisation of non-egoity will remove these evils of life in toto 
and ultimately land us in the realm of Nirvana, the snmmum  
bonum of life, where there is not the slightest tinge of suffering 
and impurity.1

The realisation of non-egoity, we have seen, is the only 
way to Nirvana. In fact, non-egoity is one of the fundamental 
truths, nay, the central plank of Buddhist religion and philo
sophy. But the crux of the problem lies not so much in the 
way to Nirvanaf the theoretical and practical discipline enjoined 
as preparation for reaching the goal, as it is in the conception 
of Nirvana itself. To state the problem in plain words : Is the 
Nirvana of the Sautrantika a positive state or a negative void ? 
Is there consciousness in Nirvana or is it a pure voidity with no 
consciousness in it ? We have already quoted Kamalalsila and 
Santaraksita speaking of Nirvana as a pure stream of conscious
ness with all taint of avidya purged out. In another place 
Santaraksita states, “ This doctrine, that there is no self, will 
terrify the ignorant heretic. But it was preached to his disciples 
by the Lord with a view to their ultimate good.” Kamala^ila 
in this connexion quotes an ancient verse in support of the text 
which is as follows : “ The ego does not exist, nor will it ever 
come to ex is t; likewise nothing pertaining to the self exists or 
will ever come into existence. This (idea) is a veritable 
terror to the soft intellect, but it dissolves the fears of the 
wise.” 2 But these texts are not explicit. I t  is clear that there 
is annihilation of individualized consciousness in Nirvana, and 
it is quite possible that impersonal consciousness may remain

1 advitiyam sivadviLram kudratinam bhayankaram I 

vineyebhyo hitayo ’ktam  nairatyam tena tu Bphutam II

T. S., SI. 3322.

6 i v a m  i t i  n i r v a n a m  u c y a t e .  T .  S .  P . ,  p .  8 6 6 .

2 ‘nasty aham na b h a v i a y a m i  na m e  ’sti na bhavisyati I iti 

balasya santrasah panditanam bhayakBayah’. ||

T. S. ,  61. 3322, quoted thereunder.
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and this has been plainly stated in more than one place.1 It 
is also stated that contemplation of non-egoity destroys avidya 
and not consciousness per se. These passages only indicate that 
ego-consciousness is a delusion and there is 110 ego-principle as 
is supposed in the heretical schools They only prove that the 
extinction of ego-consciousness is the ultimate objective and this 
is realised in Nirvana. But there is no indication that extinc
tion of consciousness as such is the desideratum. Tn another 
place, Sántaraksita tells us that True knowledge is knowledge 
of pure consciousness alone, completely disentangled from the 
accidental impurities. It  has been proved that consciousness per 
se is devoid of subject-object relations and is free from two sorts 
of delusions and this is the truth that has been promulgated by 
the Enlightened ones.” 2 All this proves that pure, impersonal 
consciousness in the abstract is the ultimate reality and Nirvana 
is nothing but the realisation of this truth alone.

But does the above conception of Nirvana represent the 
Sdutrantika point of view ? A doubt is roused when Kamalaslla 
tells us that this doctrine of impersonal consciousness has been 
established in the chapter on ‘Examination of external reality,* 
where the position of Buddhist idealism (vijñanavñda) has been 
expounded. If this explanation of Kamalas'lla be supposed to 
imply that the doctrine in question is the property of Buddhist 
idealists, we have to revise our estimate of the Sautrántika 
conception of Nirvana. Sántaraksita and Kamalaslla are seen 
to admit the possibility of extinction of consciousness in Nirvana 
as an accepted doctrine of the Sraeakayana and this perhaps 
is the orthodox Saatrantika conception. Gunaratna expressly

1 cittam eva hi sarii9áro rágadikleáavásitam | tad eva tair vinir- 

muktam bbavánta iti kathyate II
T. S. P., p. 184.

2 etad eva hi taj jñánam yad viáuddhátmadaréanam I ágantuka- 

malápetacittamátratvavedanáfc II avedyavedakárá buddbih pürvam prasa- 
dhitá I dvayopaplavaáünyá ca,sü sambuddhaih praküáita II

T. S., áls. 3535-36.
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tells us that in the Sautrantika's conception Nirvana consists in 
the annihilation of the stream of consciousness. The Brahmini- 
cal writers have attacked this doctrine of annihilation in severe 
terms and Sartkaracarya, who criticises the Sautrantika position 
in his Sarlrakabhasya, has nicknamed these Buddhists as nihilists 
(vainaiikas) . That a class of Buddhist philosophers, presum
ably the Sautrantikas, held the view that in Nirvana the con- 
sciousness-continuum becomes totally/lefunct owing to lack of 
passions and desires, is evidenced from the Tattvasangraha and 
the Panjika also. And this fact was taken advantage of by the 
materialist when he claimed total extinction of consciousness 
after physical death on the analogy of the final consciousness of 
the Saint.1 Santaraksita does not challenge the authenticity of 
the example cited by the materialist. He only makes a reser
vation in the. case of the Bodhisattva who does not enter into 
final Nirvana by surrendering the conscious life but on the 
contrary sedulously preserves his subjectivity to render succour 
to the suffering world. But this view was held by the Mahiiyanic 
philosophers and was not accepted by the Srdvakas. Santarak
sita admits the possibility of extinction of consciousness in the 
case of Srdvakas, who have no such incentive to maintain their 
individuality as the Bodhisattva has. Santaraksita, we are 
tempted to believe, only seeks to reach a compromise with the 
Mahdydnists and to glorify his philosophy by maintaining the 
ideal of Bodhisittva-hoo.l. Whether one can defer the oppor
tunity of entering into Nirvina or not to be of service to the 
suffering creatures, this doctriue does not possess any meta
physical value so long as the possibility of absolute annihilation 
is kept open. Aud Santaraksita maintains this possibility. 
In  reply to the charge of the materialist, he only says that the 
consciousness-moment at death is certainly capable of producing 
another consciousness as its effect (quite as much the preceding

1 sarugamnranam oittam na cittuniarasandhikrt I maranajfianabhji- 

veDa vTtnk]eya9yn lad yathfi ||
T. S., si. 1863.
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moments of consciousness), since it is not purged of attachment, 
unlike the purified consciousness of the arhat. Kamalasila 
removes all doubt in the matter, when he says that the argument 
is conclusive as the emergence of another consciousness, 
is due to this fact alone (sic the presence of passions and 
impurities in the life of consciousness).1 This conception 
of Nirvana is absolutely identical with what is found 
in the Ratanasutta and the Lankávatára quoted above. The 
Saatrantika's conception of Nirvana therefore has nothing to 
distinguish it from that of the Theravada, as both these schools 
regard Nirvana not as annihilation of passions and impurities 
alone, but of consciousness also. Nirvana is a blank and a 
void. Uddyotakara and Šaňkarác&rya have criticised this con
ception of Nirvana and Jayanta has ridiculed it.

The conception of Nirvana as extinction of all existence, 
conscious or unconscious, has received sledge-hammer blows at 
the hands of Nágárjuna, who has broken off the theory into 
smithereens by his sharp dialectic. The whole Sautrantiha 
philosophy is pivoted upon the law of Pratltyasamutpada 
(causality, or to be literal, dependent or relative origination) 
and Nágftrjuna and Sankara and the later Vedántist dialecticians 
have thoroughly exposed the hollowness of causality as a meta
physical reality. But, the dialectics of Nágárjuna and Sankara 
apart, the theory of Nirvána as extinction of all elements of 

conscious existence stands self-condemned even from the stand
point of the Sautrantiha himself. (1) An entitative continuum 
can cease to exist only if there is an antagonist present to operate 

against it. Of course, there is no interaction possible between 
momentary existents and what happens, when two antagonists, 
say, heat and cold, are brought together, is this : An entity

1 maranaksanavijííánam evopadeyodayaksamam I ragino 'hínasaň-  

galvát purvavijnfinavafc tathfi || ibid, si. I8f)D. ‘ nil py ’aDaikantikam etá-  

vanmfitrahetukatvae cittfinfcarotpňdasyn. ’

T. S. V. under above.
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deteriorates in its causal efficiency in the presence of another 
entity and so with progressive loss of causal energy carried to 
the extreme one of the two entitative series becomes totally 
extinct.1 Whatever might be the real nature of oppositional 
relation, the fact is undeniable that the presence of another 
entity, supposed to be hostile, is indispensable if there is to be 
a cessation of an entitar ve series (santanoccheda) . Now, there 
is no such hostile element present, which can occasion the di
minution of causal energy in pure consciousness attained by the 
realisation of non-egoity and consequently there is absolutely 
no reason for a break in the continuity of consciousness. (2) In 
the second place, we ask, why should there be any attempt, 
even if it is possible at all, to get rid of this ideal state of im
personal consciousness ? To use Kamalasila’s own language, 
there is absolutely no cause for worry or uneasiness or any sense 
of limitation in impersonal consciousness, which is admitted on all 
hands to be an ideal state, free from all suffering and pain and 
impurity. There is an incentive for transcending the limita
tions of personalised existence, because it is liable to be associated 
with pain and impurities. But no such incentive can be sup
posed to operate against the ideal state of perfection, which 
pure impersonal consciousness connotes.2 (3) The admission 
of the possibility of total extinction undermines the very founda
tion on which the philosophy of Nirvana Btands. Nirvana is 
possible of attainment simply because nescience, ego-conscious- 
ness and passions are eradicable by a course of moral and 
spiritual discipline (sic), the contemplation of non-egoity, as 
set forth before. And the reason why non-egoity triumphs
over egoity is said to consist in the fact that non-egoity is in the

1 S e e  a n te , p p .  7)1-52.

-  n a  c a  n a i r a t m y a d a r s a n a s y a  k a d f i c i d  d u s t a t a ,  s a r v o p a d r a v a r a b i t a t -

\ e o a  g u n a v a t t  v a t ...................... t a n  n a  ’s y a  h a n a y a  y a t n o  y u l d a h ,  a p i  t u  ) a d i

bl i a v o d  aparihrmf iyi  ’v a  b h a v H ,  b u d d h e h  p r a k r t \ f i  g u n a p a k s a p a t f i t .

T.  S .  1 \ ,  p.  8 7 4 .
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constitution of consciousness and egoity is a false accretion, an 
exotic overgrowth. But the proposition, that consciousness 
becomes defunct in Nirvana because there is no attachment and 
the like in the purified stream of consciousness, takes for granted 
that passion is an integral part of consciousness, if not identical 
with it. And if these passions are integral factors of conscious
ness, there is no reason why they should be eradicated and if 
eradication is possible, they should pass into extinction along 
with non egoity and consciousness itself. But this means that 
non-egoity and egoity are not antagonistic, and can live in 
happy concord. At any rate egoity cannot be weaker than 
non-egoity ; on the contrary the palm of superiority should be 
given to the former as the continuity of consciousness is entirely 
dependent upon the continuity of ego-consciousness and its 
satellites. But this will mean that Nirvana is an impossible 
ideal, a mere catchword and a hoax. The Sautrantika cannot 
look on with equanimity on this possibility, because the repu
diation of Nirvana is tantamount to repudiation of Buddhism 
and its philosophy and ethics. (4) This doctrine of absolute 
annihilation of the continuum runs counter to the entire 
Sautrantika metaphysics. As has been aptly observed by 
Sankarac&rya “ there cannot be cessation of a continuum, because 
the members of the series stand in an unbroken relation of 
cause and effect, and the continuity cannot be interrupted.” 
Vikiaspati Mi3ra explains Sahkara’s text as follows:— “ A 
number of momentary existents standing in the relation of 
cause and effect, one emerging as the other disappears, is what 
constitutes a continuum or series (santana). Now, as for the 
last moment in the series, whose cessation would entail the cessa
tion of the whole continuum, does this last moment produce 
any effect or not ? If it does not produce an effect, it will no 
doubt be the last member, but in that case it will not be a 
reality, as the reality of a thing consists in its causal efficiency 
alone. And the unreality of the last moment will retrogrcssively 
entail the unreality of all the members of the series, as the cause
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of an unreal cannot be anything but unreal in itself.” 1 If, 
however, the emergence of a dissimilar series in its place is 
construed as the cessation of the previous series, as in the case 
of pot and potsherds, then, too, there is no absolute discontinuity 
of existence, as another series only takes its place and though 
there is supersession of one series, the continuity of existence is 
not suspended. So absolute extinction of consciousness-continu- 
ura, leaving no legacy behind in the shape of either a homogeneous 
or a heterogeneous series, is an impossibility even in the 
Sautrantika* s own system of thought. The cessation of ignor
ance and its attendant evils is possible because contemplation of 
non-egoity exercises a hostile influence over it and because 
pure consciousness follows and takes its .place. But on the ab
solute annihilation of consciousness-continuum there is nothing 
to succeed and to take its place—a conception, of which there 
is no warrant, neither logic nor precedent. The theory of 
Nirvana as an absolute extinction of existence is, therefore, not 
only indefensible in the light of Nagarjuna’s and Sankara’s 
dialectic, which holds that a thing existing on its own account 
cannot be destroyed and a thing which depends on another for 
its existence is not real, but it contradicts the central concep
tion of Sautrantika metaphysics, to wit, the conception of causal 
efficiency as determinant and constitutive of reality. If, how
ever, the Sautrantika*s Nirvána is supposed to be an emergence of

1 sarveav api santánesu santáninám avicchinnahetuphaiabhávena 

santánavicchedasyá 'sambhavát. S. B ., Br. Sů. II. 2.22. Vide the 

Bhámaťi  thereunder.

Also, santater anutpádo 'pavarga iti cet, na, taayá ’éakyatvát, aantater 

anutpádo na sakyate kartum, káryakáranabhávapraváhasya santatibhávát.

N.V., p. 77.

ná 'pi santánanivrttih sakya kartum antyaksananupapatteh. sa hy 

antyaksanah kificid árabhate na vá, árambhe ná 'ntya iti na káryakárapa- 

praváhanivrttih, praváhaé ca santána iti na santánanivrttih. anárambhe 

tasyá ’sámarthyená 'eattváfc tatah pňrve sarva eva ksaná asantah syur iti 

kasyo ’ccheda iti bhávah. Tát. ti, p. 242.
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pure, impersonal, abstract consciousness, a view which Santa- 
rnksita adopts in some places and which has been spoken of as 
an alternative view by Jayanta, Srldhara, and Madhavacarya,1 
and if the cessation of conscious life in Nirvana is construed to 
be the abandonment of individualised existence or explained 
away as the opinion of the old Sravakayana, then the concep
tion of Nirvana (however objectionable it might be from the 
standpoint of absolutism) of the Sautrantikas will be a logically 
consistent doctrine in consonance with the fundamental tenets 
and principles of the school. Otherwise it stands self-condemned 
and self-contradicted.

1 (a) nirvanudipadakhyeyam apavargarh tu eaugatah | santatyucche-
dam icchanti svaccham va jnanasantatim II N. M., p. 512.

(6) ‘badubhayanirodhas tadanan’aram vimalajnanodayo va mukfcih.'

S. D .  S.,  p. 42.

(c) nanu bhoh ku esa mahodayo nam a? savaBaaasamucchedo

jfianoparama ifcy e k e ..................nikhilavaaanocchede vigatavisayakaropa-

plavaviSuddhajflanodayo mahodaya ity apare.
N. K., p. 8.
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CHAPTER XVII

P e r c e p t i o n  i n  D i g n a g a ’ s S c h o o l  o f  P h i l o s o p h y

Dharmaklrti in his Nyayabindu, a representative work on 
Buddhist Logic and Epistemology, has divided all true knowledge 
into two broad classes, viz., (1) perception and (2) inference. 
Ail human activities depend for their success in the last anahsis 
on true and authentic knowledge and Dharmottnra, the author 
of an authoritative commentary on the Nyayabindu, defines 
this true knowledge in his commentary as knowledge which is 
capable of verification, or in bis own words, which does not 
disagree with the objective reality represented in it. Correspond
ence of knowledge with reality is regarded as the test and warrant 
of its validity and this correspondence is attested when knowledge 
leads to the actual attainment of the object by creating a voli
tional urge for the object presented. So the purpose of know
ledge is served when it reveals an objective reality in its true 
character ; and the actual attainment of the object, wrbich takes 
place by reason of a chain of psychical facts, beginning with 
desire and volitional urge and ending in actual physical en
deavour, is only a bye-product. This intermediate link between 
knowledge and attainment has only a psychological importance 
and though'they have an important bearing on the problem of 
truth, the logical value of these intermediate psychical states is 
only mediate and derivative. Dharmottara explicitly asserts that 
the function of an accredited instrument of knowledge (pramana) 
is completed when the object ¡6 apprehended. The volitional 
urge and the attainment follow as necessary consequences. It  
follows, therefore, that an instrument of knowledge fulfils itself by 
making kno.vn an object which is not cognised before. A
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cognition, which reveals an object which has been known before, 
is redundant and so is not an independent pramana.1

Dign&ga omitted to put pratyaksa under the rubric of 
“ Valid knowledge” (samyagjnam) as Dharmaklrti has done 
and Uddyotakara has made capital out of this apparent omission.2 
There is, however, no room for honest doubt that DignSga proposed 
to give a definition of pratyaksa as a. species of valid knowledge 
and could not mean anything else. Santaraksita also did not 
care to supply the word jnana (cognition) in his definition of 
pratyaksa and Kamala^Ua observes that the word jnana has not 
been read in the definition as the negation of kalpana (ideal or 
conceptual constructions) perforce indicates that it must be 
knowledge, which is alone liable to be associated with conceptual 
elements.3 This appears to be a trifling matter and is stated 
here only with a view to drawing the attention) of the readers to 
the trivial and frivolous character of some of the criticisms of 

the Brahmanical writers. Most of these criticisms are mislead
ing as evidence of Buddhist doctrines and unless they are corro
borated by the original writings of Buddhist authors themselves, 
the only course of action for an honest student of Buddhist

1 avisamv&dakam jfi5narh samyagjfiunam...: ata eva ca* rtbadbigatir  

eva pramapapnalam. a lh ig a teca ’ rihe pravarttirah puruBah propita6 c a ’ 

rthal}. tatha ca aaty 'arthadbigamat Bamoptah promonuvynparah, ata ev5 

'Dcdhigatavisayam. yenai ’va hi jftacena prathamam adhigato 'rtboa tenai 

’va pravariir&h purusah prapita6 ca 'rtbah. tatrai va ’rthe kirn anyena  

jfiuncaa ’dbikum karyam. tato ’dhigatav ga^am apramapam.
N .  B .  T . ,  p .  3 .

T h e  m e f t D i r g  o f  pramana  a n d  prama  w i l l  b e  m a d e  c it -ar l a t e r  o n .

9 14 atha svarupnto na vyapadeSyain ity esa kalpanopodhaSabdarthah?

sarve ’rthas tarbi prat)ukfii\h prfipnuvanti. N. V.. p. 42.

Cf. n a  h i  y a ih u s n m y ; » g j f i a n n m  m i h i k r t y n  p r a n a k s f i d i l n k s a n a r h  k r t a m  

K i r t  i n a  n a  t n t b r i  D i g n a g e n a ,  y e n a  ’d h i k a r u j  j i i u n e  v y a v a t i s t b e t a  k u l p a n a -  

p o d b u  it i  b b a v n h .  T f i t .  T i . ,  p  1 5 4 .

3 kidpaniipratisedboc ca jfifina9ya pamarthyalabdhatvat. avatsa dbenur  

anlyatum iti yatha vatsapratisedhena godhenoh, ity ato jfinnam noktam.

T .  B .  P . ,  p .  3 0 7 .
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philosophy will be to hold his judgment in suspension. There has 
been a good deal of conscious or unconscious misrepresentation 
and suppression of facts and suggestio falsi and this should he 

regarded as sufficient warning against placing implicit reliance 
on the evidentiary value of such testimony.1

Dignâga's definition of Pratyaksa

Pratyaksa has been defined by Dignâga as “pratj/aksnm 
kalpanâpodhâm," which in simple English can be rendered as 
“  perception i3 (a cognition) which is free from conceptual con
structions.” This single adjective has been deemed sufficient 
to exclude inference, which is invariably associated with ideal 
constructions (kalpanâ). I t  is also competent to exclude errors 
and illusions (bhrama) from the category of perception, as errors 
and illusions are never in harmony with facts though they may 
be free from ideal elements. Perception, however, being a 
species of authentic knowledge presupposes as a necessary condi
tion this harmony of fact with knowledge and as illusions do not 
admit of verification, which is the only test of this harmony, 

there is no possibility of confusing them with valid knowledge, 
much less with perception which is only a subdivision of the 
same. So we see that the definition of pratyaksa, as propounded 
by Dignàga, is self-contained and self-sufficient.

1 I t  m ust be observed here that there are a good m any  Brâhminical  

writers who possessed first-hand knowledge of Buddhist philosophical works 

and who have tried to criticise the Buddhist position on fair grounds. 

Barring a few inaccuracies here and there, the account of Buddhist doc

trines, as given by Kumârila, Vacaspati Misra and Jayanta  Bhatfca in their 

works, appears to be a faithful representation of the B uddhist  position ond 

1 0  will continue to attract the attention of students of Buddhist  philosophy,  

particularly so when the original works of Buddhist  writers have been loBt 

for the  m ost part.
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Dharmakirti s definition of Pratyak§a

Dharmakirti, however, has added another element, namely, 
abhranta (non-erroneous) to Dignaga’s definition with a view to 
excluding errors from- the category of perception. This addi
tional qualification, however, is redundant as we have seen that 
Dignaga’s definition is competent to exclude such contingencies. 
This addition, however, has been a source of confusion and has 
led to polemic among the commentators. We have it on the 
authority of Santaraksita that there were some thinkerB 
who regarded illusions as purely mental facts, having 
nothing to do with sense-perception ; and so these thinkers 
objected to the inclusion of the adjective * non-erroneous * 
(abhranta) in the definition of pratyak§a, as uncalled for. 
But Santaraksita has stoutly opposed this view on the 
ground that as illusions occur on the operation of particular 
sense-organs and cease when this operation ceases, they should be 
regarded as sensuous aberrations and not pure mental errors. 
They arise only when there is a defect in sense-organs concerned, 
and if organic defect is not held to be responsible, these errors 
would disappear in spite of this defect, if the person is logically 
persuaded of his error. But however much a man might be 
satisfied by reasoning, his illusory perception does not disappear 
so long as the organic defect is not removed. A jaundiced 
person, though persuaded of the error, does not cease to see 
things yellow until the jaundice is cured. But mental illusions, 
such as belief in the existence of supernatural beings or of 
universals (bhavasamanya) as objective categories, however 

obstinate and confirmed by habits, are seen to disappear when 
the deluded person is properly schooled in philosophic thinking. 
But the mirage or the double moon will not cease to be presented 
unless the physical defect is removed. Moreover, the vivid 
presentation of false objects in illusions cannot be accounted for 
unless they are regarded as sensuous presentations. Santaraksita, 
therefore, concludes that illusions being perceptual knowledge and
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being free from ideal constructions could come within the 
category of perception, unless the saving clause is added to 
Dignaga’s definition.1

Vinitadeva, an older commentator on the Nyayabindu, 
however, gave a different interpretation of the expression 
4 abhranta/ He interpreted ‘ abhranta ’ as meaning 4 not 
lacking correspondence with reality 1 (avisamvadaka). But this 
alone would be wide enough to include inference as the latter too 
does not lack this correspondence. So the other clause 44 free 
from ideal constructions ”  is added for the exclusion of inference, 
which is invariably attended with ideal elements. 44 Abhranta 
should not be construed,” says Vinitadeva, 44 as meaning a 
cognition which is contrary to and so erroneous in respect of the 
object. This interpretation of the word 4 abhranta * would make 
the definition absolutely futile as all knowledge, let alone 
perception, is erroneous with regard to its object according to the 
Yogacaras (Buddhist subjective idealists) and accordingly this 
definition has been so worded as to meet their position also.”  
This interpretation of Vinitadeva has been strongly animadverted 
upon by Dharmottara. Dharmottara observes that this interpre
tation of the word 4 abhranta * as 44 not lacking correspondence 
with reality ” is itself futile, as from the context which treats 
of 4 true and authentic knowledge* and of perception as a 
sub-species of the same, we have it that perception must not be 
incongruent with fact, because authentic knowledge connotes 
this very congruence and not anything else. So Vinltadeva’s 
interpretation would make the definition tautologous, as

1 efcac ca laksanadvayam vipratipattinirakaranartbam, na tv anumana-  

nivrttyartham. yatah ka-p;inap'>dhagrah nenai ’va ’nurnan »m nivarttitam.  

tatra *saty abhran^agr vh «tie gaechalvrks id trsaoadi pratyakswm kalpanii-  

podhatvat svat. tato hi pravrtt^na vrksamGti am avapyata iti aamvadak-

atvat pam yagjaanam  lanoivrttyartham abhraQtagrahnnam, tad dhi

bhrantatvan na  pratyaksam.

N .B.T., p. 9.
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the definition in relation to the context would read as 
follows:

“ The cognition which is not incongruent and is free from 
ideation (kalpana) is not incongruent/’ But this reiteration of 
‘not incongruent’ does not answer any purpose. So the word 
‘ abhranta ’ should be taken to mean that which is not contrary 
to the real object presented in it. But what about the position 
of the idealist? The definition so interpreted will not meet 
their purpose. The author of the sub-commentary assures us 
that there is absolutely no difficulty as the definition has been 
propounded from the Sautrantika*s position and not from the 
idealistic standpoint, though the former is not the orthodox 
position of the master (acarya) /

Is the adjective r abhranta * absolutely necessary even 
from the Sautrantika standpoint ?

If we look deeper into the meaning of the definition, we 
shall see that the adjective 4 abhranta * is not necessary. 
Perception being a species of valid knowledge must be free from 
discrepancy with fact and this is adequate to exclude ‘ errors,* 
as errors are invariably discrepant with reality. The adjective 
‘ abhranta * is,r therefore, useless whether it is taken in the sense 
of ‘ non-discrepant ’ (avisarhvadaka) as VinTtadeva suggests, or

1 etac ca laksanadvayam ityadina Vinitadevavyakhya du^ita.

tena tv  evam  vyakhyatam. “ abhrantam iti yad visamvadi na bhavati,  

evam  saty anumanasya ’py etal laksa^am prapnoti ’ti kalpanapodhagra-  

hanam  tannivrfctyartham- yady evam  vyakhyayate, alambane yan na  

bhrantam tad abhrantam ity ucyam ane aarvath pratyaksam jfianam alambane  

bhrantam iti na  kaayacit pratyaksatvam syat. tatha ca 'ha, ‘sarvam  

alambane bhrantam muktva tathagatajdanam* iti Yogacaramate, tad apy

atra ’caryena samgrhitam M iti. tad ayuktam ........................................................

nanu 'ktam  Yogacaramatam asarhgrhltarh 6yad iti, ucyate. bahyanayena  

Sautrantikamataau9areua ’caryeaa laksanam krtam ity adoaah.

N .B.T .T ., pp. 18-19.
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in the sense of ‘ non-erroneous * as proposed by Dharmottara. 
The idealistic position has been severely left alone and the 
Sautrantika standpoint can be fully met even without this 
qualification. The question pertinently arises—what IedDharma- 
klrti to propose this amendment ? We have the answer from 
Dharmottara’s commentary and its confirmation from the 
Tattvasangraha. Dharmottara observes that the twofold qualifica
tion is introduced in the definition to combat a prevailing 
misconception and not for the exclusion of inference, as for this 
the adjective “  free from ideal constructions ” is sufficient. If 
the second epithet was not added, such experiences as of moving 
trees and the like could be regarded as true perception, as these 
are free from ideation and capable of satisfying the pragmatic 
test. But these experiences are absolutely false and so cannot 
be included in the category of valid perception.1 Santaraksita and 
Kamalasila too observe that there were certain thinkers among the 
Buddhists themselves who held even these abnormal experiences to 
be valid knowledge inasmuch as they satisfied the pragmatic test. 
But both Santaraksita and Dharmottara rightly point out that what 
constitutes validity is not pragmatic fitness alone, but that plus 
harmony of presentation with reality. So such presentations as 
that of the light of jewel for the jewel itself, or of yellow conch- 
shell for a really white conch-shell, or of moving trees for trees 
which are really fixed and stationary are not valid perceptions, 
though there is actual verification. Mere verification and prag
matic satisfaction cannot however be accepted as the test of

1 pita6ankhadibuddhTnum v ibhram e 'pi pramanatam | 

arthakri) avisarhvadfid apare sampracaksale II 

tan  na 'd h y a v asitak i iraprauiupo na  vidyate  | 

tatra  'py arthakriyavatp ir  nDyatba ’t iprasa jya le  II

T. S . ,  61s 1324-25. 

kecit tu svayuttbya eva ’bbrantagrahanam ne 'cchonti. bbrantasya, 'pi

plta6ankbajfianasya pratyakaalvat..................pramanam ca 'visamvaditvat.

ata eva 'carya Dignagena lakaane na krtam abhrantagrahanam.

T. S. P .,  thereunder.
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validity ; but verification of presentation with reality is the 
criterion. What is presented is the light of the jewel or 
the white conch and what is actually attained is not the yellow 
conch or the light of the jewel, but something different. 
In the mirage, too, what is presented is the refracted light 
of the sun and the determinate experience is of water. In the 
case of the jewel’s light which is mistaken for the jewel itself, 
the presented datum is the light, though the experience is of the 
jewel. Here of course there is correspondence of experience with 
reality. But the test of truth is not correspondence of experience 
with reality either, but of presentation (pratibhdsa) with experi
ence (adhyavasaya) and of presentation with reality. And this 
correspondence is lacking in the case of the jewel’s light. The 
pragmatic utility and partial congruence of such experience, 
which have given rise to this misapprehension of its validity, 
are due to previous experience of the white concll, the memory- 
imposition of which makes this false experience possible. There 
were some thinkers, who held that discrepancy in respect of 
colour was immaterial, as the idea of contrary colour was an 
imposition of the imagination due to memory-association and as 
there was congruence in respect of the shape and configuration, 
these experiences should be allowed as valid. But this view is 
open to grave objection, as no shape or configuration is detachable 
from its colour and so these should be regarded as identical.1 
Disagreement, therefore, in respect of colour is tantamount to 
disagreement of the entire presentation with reality.2

It has become perfectly clear that Dignaga’s definition of 
perception is complete and sufficient by itself. The addition of 
the adjective ‘ abhranta ’ has no logical necessity or justification, 
as the sine qua non of valid experience is agreement with reality 
in all respects and as experiences of yellow coneh-shell and the

1 This dibtinction of colour and form and the premium put upon the  

latter remind us of Locke’s familiar distinction of Primary and Secondary  

qualities.

2 T. S. ,  61b . 1325, 1327.
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like do lack this all-round correspondence, they are excluded 
bo ipso  from the category of valid perception. But the mis
apprehension prevailed in certain quarters and Dharmaklrti felt 
it imperative to clear this misconception. It is fully evident 
from the testimony of Dharmottara and of Santaraksita that the 
introduction of this objective ‘unerring ’ (abhranta) was not made 
by way of improvement, but was dictated by a practical necessity 
to rebut a prevailing misconception among a section of Buddhist 
philosophers, which, perhaps on account of its volume and 
strength, called for this amendment.



Se c t io n  B

Kalpana— What is its meaning?

Dbarmaklrti defines kalpana as a cognition, the content 
(pratibhasa) of which is competent to be associated with verbal 
expressions.1 This association takes place when the content and 
the verbal expression are cognised in one sweep, so the two are 
felt to be one inseparable whole.2 The word ‘competent ’ (yogya) 
is advisedly put in to include even the conceptual cognitions of 
children, who have not yet learnt the use of language, but whose 
knowledge has reached the state of judgment and so would have 
been actually associated with articulate words! Even the 
knowledge of the baby born on the very day is not free from 
ideation, as the baby, too, recognises the mother’s breast and 
ceases crying when its mouth is applied to it. This recognition 
presupposes an act of relationing a present sense-datum with a 
past experience and this recognition of identity has all the 
competence for verbal association, which is invariably the mode 
of relational thought in adult psychology. The actual employ
ment of words is, at best, s)mptomatic of conceptual thought and 
does not constitute its essential character. The criterion of 
conceptual thought is found in the indefinite, blurred presentation 
of the content (anryatapralibhdsatv'd) and this indefiniteness is 
due to the absence of sense-datum, which alone is the cause of 
a definite invariable presentation. But as the objective datura 
in question is not present before the eyes and the conceptual

1 abhilapasamsargayogyapratibhasapratitib kalpana.

N.* B. Cb., 1.

5 abhilapc na sam-arga ekasmin jnane 'bh.dhe) akara ya 'bbidbana- 

karena saha grab) akfirata)a sllanam.

N. B .  T., p. 10.
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thought arises independently of this objective reality, the 
presentation of the content lacks the distinct richness and vivid
ness of direct perceptual cognition. Conceptual knowledge 
(vikalpa) has a past and a future reference and identifies the 
past and the present datum of experience and so is authentic 
being based upon and determined by a living fact. Concep
tual thought or experience mixed with conceptual thought 
is independent of a live fact and so is unauthenticated and un
reliable as evidence of objective reality.1 The unreliability of 
conceptual and relational thought will be made fully clear in a 
later section and for the present we propose to examine Dignaga’s 
definition of kalpana and to see whether it differs from Dharma- 
kirti’s definition or not.

Dignaga in his Nyayamukha, a work on Buddhist logic,2 
has on the other hand defined kalpana as the association of

1 katham punar etad vikalpo 'rathnn no 'tpadyata iti? arthsBan- 

nidhinirapeksatvat. balo ’pi hi ja v a d  dr£) am aoaih  staoam  sa eva 'yam iti  

piirvadrstatvenana prat\avam rs tti tavan do 'paratarudito m ukbam  aropayati  

stane. purvadrstrtparadrafcam ca 'rtham ekikurvad vij&anam asannihita-  

vi^ayam, purvadrsta8>a ’sunnihitatvar, asannibitam ’ ca 'rthanirapck^am, 

anapeks tm ca pratibhasaniyamahetor abhavad aniyatapratibhasam, tadr6am  

ca ’bhilapasam^arg lyogyam. indriyaviji\anam lu  sannihitamatragrahit- 

vat artba'apek§am. artbasya ca pratibbasaaiyainaheiutvan niyataprati- 

bhaaain.
N. B .  T., p. 11.

2 The N yayam u kha  is a wo k on logic composed by Dignaga.  

I t  has been referred to by Sm taraksita  and a passage has been  

quoted from it b> Kamalaslla express'y and other passages seem  al o to 

have been quoted though the nam e of the author or of the book is no t  

mentioned. The Nya ya m u k ha  is lost in Sanskrit but is preserved in a Chinese  

translation. I t  is rrally a mntter of gratification that P /of.  G. Tucci, 

P h D , of the University of Rome, has translated the Chines eversion into 

English. The whole world of B uddhist  scholars will be g-ateful to the  

learned Professor for having made this important work of Dignaga accessible  

in one of the most widely known modern languages of Europe.

Vide  T.- S. and the Pafijikd, sis. 1224, 1228, 1237.



284 B U D D H IST  DOCTRINE OF F L U X

class-character (játi), quality [guna), of action (kriya), of sub
stance (dravya) and of name (sarhjña). Criiics have found in 
this definition of Dignága an inexcusable flaw, inasmuch as 
class-character and the rest are all imaginary constructions and 
not objective existences and so cannot be associated with a real 
object, since association is possible only between two rearsub- 
stances like milk and water. And even these realists, as for 
instance Kumárila, who believe in the reality of class-character 
and the rest, have got to admit that kalpana is pos>ible only 
through verba! association. I t  is therefore logically economic 
to hold kalpana to be a verbal association actual or potential. 
Dignága, therefore, lays himself open to the charge of looseness of 
expression or confusion of thought or perhaps both by resorting 
to this tortuous formulation. Sántaraksitá has taken elaborate 
pains to save the master from this unenviable position by resort
ing to familiar scholastic devices, which the elasticity of Sanskrit 
idiom easily lends itself to. I t  will serve no useful purpose to 
elucidate these textual manipulations and it will suffice to say 
that Sántarakfita with all the aids of scholasticism in his 
armoury had to admit at last that verbal association alone is 
sufficient ty characterise kalpana and the association of class- 
character and the like has been mentioned only out of regard for 
others’ views which have found wide currency.1

Kalpana— why shyuld it be unreliable ?

The next question arises as to why should verbal association 
be tabooed from the category of authentic knowledge ? Verbal 
expressions are necessary for relational thought and unless 
relations are wholesale condemned as false appearance, use of 
words cannot be placed under an indiscriminate ban, as suggested

1 Vide  T. S . ,  sis. 1219-38.

paráparaprasiddhe 'yam kalpani d'vividhá mafcü I Ibid,  61. 122L

satyam  Iokanuvrttye 'dam uktam nyáyavide’dróam I

iyán eva hi áabde'smin vyavahárapatharri gatah II Ib id , 61. 1228.
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by the Sautrantikas. The Sautrantika replies that relational 
thought, which, of necessity, is carried on by the use of words, 
cannot be a true measure of reality, since an entity is unique 
and unrelated {svalaksana), being entirely cut off from the 
rest of the world of similar as well as dissimilar things. 
What, however, is perceived in direct experience is this unique, 
self-characterised real, which has nothing in common with 
others. All reals are momentary point-instances, absolutely 
independent of each other and they only emerge into being 
under the inexorable law of pratltyasamutpada (causality) and 
exercise a causal efficiency, which is peculiarly individualistic. 
Relations, therefore, are only ideal constructions (vikalpas) and 
have nothing corresponding to them in the objec ive world, 
These constructions are purely subjective and independent of 
both sense-data and sense-organs. It  cannot be urged that as this 
relational thought arises in the train of sense-object contact, 
it should be valid as much as non-conceptual and non
relational (niroikalpa) cognition. Because, this sequence is 
purely accidental and is not contingent on sense-object contact; 
as relational thought is seen to arise even in the absence of 
such contact. And even in the event of sense-object contact 
there can be no relational thought, unless and until words express
ive of the objects perceived are actually or implicitly associated 
with the latter. If 6ense-object contact had competency for the 
generation of relational thought, it could not fail to do so even 
in the first instance. There is no reason why an intermediary, 
viz., the remembrance of word-relations, should be in request 
for the purpose. And even if the sense-object contact is seen 
to persist, the determinate, relational knowledge cannot be set 
down to its credit, as the act of remembrance, which is a non- 
sensuous and purely psychical fact, would detach the resultant 
experience from the objective reality.1

1 arthopayoge'pi punah emártam sabdanuyojaDam I 

aksadhir vndy apekseta so ’rfcho vyavahito bhavet II

N. M.-, p. 92.
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I t  has been urged that the recalling of the conventional 
relation of word and object is only an auxiliary factor, which 
merely reinforces the sense-faculiy and, therefore, does not obstruct 
its opera'ion. The relational knowledge is, therefore, purely a 
case of sense-perception as the sense object contact does not 
cease to function. If the sense-faculty was inoperative, we 
could have relational knowledge even if we did shut up our eyes 
just after the primal contact. But as this is not the case, there 
is no logic in regarding conceptual experience as untrue.1 There 
are varieties of conceptual knowledge and all are not invalid. 
Conceptual knowledge, which arises as the result of sense-object 
contact should be regarded as the true perceptu.il experience and this 
is endorsed by popular behaviour.2 But this contention is illogical. 
The idea of assistant and assistable is only intelligible if there 
is any actual supplementation from reciprocal services ; but this 
supplementation, even if conceded, gives rise to logical complica
tions, which are insurmountable.® Moreover, a relational know
ledge, as for instance, of the staff-bearing-man (dandi'ti vijfla- 
nam) is a complex, made up of varying factors and this cannot 
be the result of primal sense-object contact, but on the contrary 
presupposes a considerable number of psychical operations. 
Thus, in the case cited above the complex knowledge arises only 
after the adjectival factor (the staff), the substantive element 
(the person), the relation (e.g , the conjunction, samyoga) and 
the conventional mode of usage have been perceived severally and 
jointly and not otherwise.4 But it is too much to expect all

1 ya' i tva 'locya summllaya netre ka6cid vikalpayet I 

na syafc pratyaksuta ta~ya sambandbananuBaratah I

S. V., p , 174, si. r : s .

2 evam samane 'pi vikalpamarge I yatra ’ksasambandhaphalanuisarah | 

pratyaksata ta&ya, talha ca loke vina 'py ado laksan^tHh prasiddna u II
S. V., p., 2U7, 61. 254.

3 See ante, Ch. I.
4 viSesHnam vise§yaih ca Bambandham laukikirii ethitim I grhifcva 

sakalam coi’tat tatha^ prat yeti nanyatha II N. M. p., 93. The laukiki sthi i i  

(tha conventional mode of usage) is also a determining factor, by virtue of
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this of the first indeterminate experience engendered by sense- 

object contact*
As regards the distinction of one class of conceptual 

knowledge from another class, viz., of imaginary constructions, 
which are independent of objective reality, from relational 
knowledge, which is supposed to be contingent on an objective 
sense-dutum and is substantiated by verification, it must be 
observed that the distinction is not based on reality at all. All 
conceptual knowledge, which moves through the machinery 
of word-associaticns, is devoid of objective basis without 
exception. The logical value of such knowledge is, therefore, 
really nil. The objective reference and relative vividness of the 
conceptual thought arising m the trail of sense-experience is due 
to the preceding non-conceptual cognition, which is generated by 
an objective reality. The verification and pragmatic satisfaction 
offered by such knowledge is therefore mediate and derivative 
and cannot be claimed as a matter of right. The contention of 
Kum^rila and Jayanfcabhatta—that verbal association is the 
condition of perception of class*character as much as the sense- 
faculty, light, attention and so forth are the conditions of per
ception of colour, etc., and so remembrance of verbal convention 
cannot be regarded as a barrier between sense-function and the 
object is an untenable sophistry. Well, the object is a single 
entity and, being amenable to perception, is cognised in its en
tirety by the first sense-perception. There cannot possibly be any 
part or aspect that may be left uncognised by the original ex
perience.1 The assertion of the Naiyayika that class-character

w h i c h  ‘ t h e  s t a f f  ’ i* c o g n i s e d  a s  a n  a d j e c t i v a l  a d j u n c t  t o  t h e  ' m a n , '  t h o u g h  

t h e  r e l a t i o n  i s  t h e  s a m e  a n d  t h e  o r d e r  c o u l d  b e  r e v e r s e d  b u t  f o r  t h i s .

1 e k a s y á  ' r t l i a s v a b h a v a s y a  p r a t y a k s a s > a  s a t a h  s v a y a m  I k o ’n y o  n a  

d r s t o  b h a g a h  * y a d  y a h  p r a m f m a i h  p a ñ k s y a f c e  II y a t  t u  k e s á ñ c i d  v i k a l p a n i i m  

i d a n t á g r á h i t v a B p a s t  i t v á d i  r ü p i i n  t a d  a r b h á v i n á b h á v  n ¡ r v i k a ) p a k a d a r á a Q a " i ’- 

s t h a b h á v i t v á v á p t a í a c c h á y a s a i i i s ' i r g a j a n i i a m  n a  t u  t e s a m  a r t h a > p a r ó a h  

k a á c i d  a s t i *  a r t h á t m a n o  n  y a t á t i n a n o  n i r v i k a l p e n a i  ' v a  m u d r i t a t v á t .

N. M., P. 93;
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and the like are also cognised by the first indeterminate percep
tion is only a dogmatic statement, unsupported by experience and 
logic alike.

The proposition that the content of determinate knowledge 
is determined by that of indeterminate perception is an un
warranted supposition, which takes for granted that all our 
knowledge is derived I’rorn sense-data and the mind is only a 
passive register with no contributions of its own.1 But this 
supposition is contradicted by logic, as class-character and the 
like, which are thought to be cognised in perception, are fictions 
of the imagination. The relation of class-character with the 
individual object cannot be either one of identity or of differ
ence. If the two are different and distinct, there is no reason 
why they should be found together and that for all time. Nor 
can they be identical, as they are possessed of contradictory 
characters. The class character or the genus is, therefore, a 
subjective idea and has no existence outside the subject’s 
consciousness.2

AH conceptual knowledge refers to false, ideal constructions, 
having nothing whatever to do with reality. These ideal con
structions are fivefold, to wit (1) genus, (2) quality, (3) action, 
(4) name and (5) substance. These are regarded as ideal 
constructions, as they proceed on the assumption of difference

1 nirvikalpânusârena savikalpakasambbavât I 
gràhyrtm tudânugunyena nirvakalpasaya manmahe II

N. M., p. 98. 
yad eva savikalpena tad evà 'nena grhyate I 
iha éabdânusandhànamâtram abhyadlnkHrh param I 
vïsaye na tu bhedo ’¿ti savikalpavikalpaydi II

lbidt p. 99.
2 tattvànyatvobhayâtmànah aanti jât\ âdayo na ca I 

yad vikalpakavijüàoam pratyakaatvam prayâsyati II
T. S., 61. 1304.

also,
vyaktayo ’nâ nuyanty anyad anuyâyi na bhâsate I 
jô an âd avyatinktaû ca kaiham arthanturam vrajet II

Quoted in the Parlj., op. cit.
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where there is identity and of identity, where there is difference. 
Thus, (1) the genus or class-character (Jati) is not anything 
distinct from the individual, but it is fancied to be distinct. 
(2 and 3) The same is the case witfy quality and action, which 
are really non-distinct from the substratum, but they are 
imagined to be distinct and hence are called ‘ false constructions/ 
(4) Name and the individual, on the other hand, are actually 
distinct and different, one being a word and the other being a 
substantive object. But the two are regarded as identical, as is 
evidenced by such expressions as ‘he is Caitra,’ ‘Caitra’ being 
a mere name. The identification is so complete that a man inva
riably responds when his name is called out. (5) The last 
variety is illustrated by such verbal usage as ‘ He is a staff- 
bearer * (dandy ay am). Here the staff and the man are distinct 
as poles apart, but there is identification of the two.

Jayantabhatta, however, takes exception to these forms of 
understanding being regarded as false constructions on the ground 
that the relation of identity or of difference actually obtains 
between the objective facts concerned. But the distinction of 
class-character and the like has been proved to be false by the 
dialectic of relations. Now, as regards his contention that name 
and the individual are never confounded as identical, as the 
usage is not of the form ‘ he is the name Caitra * but ‘ he is 
Caitra,’ it must be said that this is only a cavil and blinks the 
fact that ‘Caitra’ is a name none the less. His next objection is 
that there is no perversion in the usage 4 He is a staff-bearer,’ 
as stuff-bearer means the man and not the staff, which is cog
nised to be distinct as it actually is. But this, too, has no 
force against the Buddhist, as the Buddhist does not admit any 
relation outside of the terms. There is no point in the argu
ment that the relation of the staff is predicated and not the staff 
itself, as the relation and the relatum are not different. Moreover, 
language does not always conform to the experience of man and 
to make a contention on the basis of linguistic usage is not 
psychologically correct. Thus, for instance, it is an allowable
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expression to say ‘ The boy is fire 9 (agnir manavakah). But our 
perceptual experience does not conform to the import of language. 
We do not perceive the boy to be identical with fire, though 
metaphor gives out suoh a meaning.1 There can be no 
gainsaying that all conceptual knowledge, which proceeds 
through the machinery of verbal expressions, gives false 
appearance and not truth.

But it may be asked that if these are only constructions of 
the imagination and perversion of relations and are all 
false experiences, then why should not there be any occasion 
of their being invalidated by a true experience just like the 
false experience of silver in the mother-of-pearl ? The answer 
is that conceptual constructions, though false, are not on a 
level with errors and illusions. An illusion arises when one 
entity is perceived to be another, as in the case of the sun’s 
rays being perceived as water. But class-character and the 
like are not distinct entities from the individual and there 
is no chance of these being cognised as distinct entities. The 
false conception of identity or difference centres round the 
individual entity itself and does not refer to a distinct entity. 
Hence, no experience sublative of the relational knowledge 
can possibly arise, as such experience can arise if there is con
fusion of one thing with another. These conceptual con
structions are placed in a different category from the categories 
of truth and error. They cannot be authentic, as class-characters 
etc., are not objective realities ; nor can they be levelled with 
errors, as there is no sublative experience possible.2

1 Vacaspati Mi6ra in his B ham at l  proves that there is no distinction  

between quality and substance and this is attested by experience which takes 

them  to be identical. I t  cannot be said that quality here stands for the sub

stance qualified and so there is cognition of identity. Because, our experience  

does not obey the dictate of linguistic usage. Of. na ca suklapadasya  

gunavi6istaguniparatvat evam  prathe ’ti sampratam, na hi ¿abdavrttyanusari 

pratyaksam. na hy agnir munavaka ity upacaritagnibhavo manavakah  

pratyakeena dahanatmana prathate. B ha . under Br. Su., II . 2. 17.

2 Vide  N. M .p p. 94.
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To sum u p : it has been proved beyond the shadow of 
a doubt, we believe, that determinate perception, which invari
ably arises in the form of judgment, being essentially relational, 
only gives us false appearance. Conceptual constructions, eg. ,  
class-character and the like are, at best, “ working errors ” and 
their pragmatic value is only a meretricious show. Reality is 
revealed only in the primal simple experience and the truth of 
such experience is attested by verification of the presentation 
with reality and pragmatic satisfaction is only symptomatic of 
such truth.

Is all knowledge determinate and conceptual ?

Bhartrhari, the grammarian, poet and philosopher in one 
and the author of the V akyapadiya, a work on the philosophy 
of grammar and a product of wonderful learning and extraordi
nary genius, has propounded the theory that the whole universe 
has been evolved out of * Word,1 which is the eternal, imperish
able Brahman.1 I t  is for this reason that all knowledge is 
interpenetrated with words, and a cognition, which is free from 
word-association, is an impossibility.2 The contention of the 
Buddhists that the simple, non-conceptual cognition, free from 
verbal association, is the only true knowledge, therefore, has no 
legs to stand upon. Knowledge and word are co-extensive and 
one without the other is an idle abstraction, which is logically 
and psychologically absurd. This theory of the grammarians 
has been vehemently opposed by the philosophers of other 
schools ; but with the metaphysical side of this doctrine we are 
not concerned in the present context. We shall only review it 
as a theory of knowledge and see how far its claims can be 
psychologically maintained.

1 anadinidhanam brahma ¿abdatat.tvam yad akaaram 1 vivartate 

'rthabhavena prakriya jagato yatah II Va. Pad., Ch. I. I.

2 na so'sti pratyayo loke yah ¿abdanugamad rte I anuviddham  

iva jfianam sarvaih Sabdena bhasafce I ibid, 1. .124.
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Harivrsabha, the commentator, observes that unless words are 
actually present in the perceptual cognition, an object cannot be 
distinctly known and so there would be no memory, as memory 
comprehends only the thing that was perceived before.1 
Bhartrhari is emphatic that ‘ word * is the life and light of con
sciousness and consciousness, minus word, is comparable 
to light without its illumination and as ‘ word* refers to 
something beyond its own self and is, thus, by its very 
constitution relational,2 all knowledge is therefore a fortiori 
relational. Jayantabhatta remarks that this doctrine 
embodies height of unreason ; how can there be a cog
nition of word in ocular perception? There may be 
cases of perception, where the conventional relation of word 
and the object has not been cognised before ; and even if previous
ly cognised, the relation might be forgotten, or the memory- 
impression might remain in the subconscious level for want 
of stimulus. How can there be an impression of word- 
association in such cases? 8 Harivrsabha, however, contends that 
even the primal cognition is not free from word-association, 
though the verbal expression may be of a very general kind. 
Thus, though the particular verbal expression may not be 
known, the perceived object will at least be referred to in its 
most generic verbal character, e.g., it is a substance or so. 
But the full individuality cannot be revealed unless the specific

1 6abda6aktyanupatina jnaneno ’pagrhayamano vastvatm a vyakfca- 

rupapratyavabha^o jayata ity abhidhiyate, tadr6a eva ca emrtiviBayo bhava- 

ti, anubbavadamanakaratvat tasyah.

Com. on 1, 124. Va. Pad.

- vagrupata ced utkramed avabodhaeya 6a6vati I na  prakoSab prakaSeta 

ea hi pratyavamar6inl II

op. c i t 1, 125.

3 katham ca cakauee jnane vaktattvam  avabhasate I agrbite tu

aambandhe grblte va ’pi vismrte I aprabuddhe ’pi samekare vacakavagatih

kutah II
N. M., p. 99.
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word-element presents itself.1 This dispute about the very 
matter of experience reminds us of the pregnant remarks of 
Jayantabhatta in another context. “  I t  is strange that these 
divergent views should be entertained with regard to the very 
object of perception. A dispute regarding an unperceived 
object is set at rest by perceptual evidence ; but what can decide 
a controversy in the matter of perception itself ? In a dispute 
about the matter of perception, a man can seek to convince his 
opponent only by swearing by his own experience.** 2

But iSántarak^ita does not think that the position is so 
desperate and seeks to clinch the issue on logical grounds. He 
argues that the vivid perception of an object presented through 
a sense-organ, when the mind is occupied in the determinate 
perception of another object, is clearly a case of simple, non- 
conceptual experience, free from verbal association. Here 
obviously a simple cognition synchronises with a determinate, 
conceptual experience and the former is indisputably an instance 
of non-relational knowledge. I t  cannot be urged that there is 
one determinate experience, as in that case there would be two 
distinct verbal' references, or the previous verbal association 
would be surrendered in deference to the newcomer. But as 
this is neither one nor the other, since two verbal references are 
impossible to abide in one cognition, we have to conclude in fideli
ty to experience that the determinate knowledge is synchronous 
with a simple indeterminate cognition. The contention of the

1 yo 'pi prathamanipátí bahyesv arthesu prakñáo visepanimittapari- 

grahe 'pi vaatumatram idam tad iti pratyavabhásayati vñgrupatñyañ ca 

BBtyamutpanno 'pi prakáóo viáesavágrüpam asvíkurvan prakúsakriyñsádhan- 

atáyám na vyavatisthate.
op. c i t ., Com. under I, 1, 125.

2 pratyaksavisaye 'py etáá citram vipratipattoyab I paroksárthe hi 

vim atih  pratyakeeno ’paéám jati I praiyakse hi b«mutpanna vim atih  kena  

é&myati II idam bháti na bhñtí fti samvidvipratipattiBu I parapratyaynne  

purpeárh éara^am áapathokfcayab II

N. M., p. 08.
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Naiyayika—that two distinct cognitions cannot synchronise in 
one perceiving mind and that the idea of synchronism is due to 
quickness of succession and so is essentially illusory—is opposed 
to experience. I t  is a matter of experience how various cognitions 
do appear simultaneously in the mind of a person witnessing a 
dancing performance. He sees the movement of the eye-brow 
of the dancing girl, hears the music, tastes the flavour of spices, 
smells the fragrance of flowers, feels the cool breeze of the fan 
waved overhead and contemplates the presents he will make and 
all these at one and the same.time. And does not a man perceive 
the cooling sensation, fragrance and savour of a delicacy simulta
neously when he eats it ? Moreover, quickness of succession 
cannot be a cause of this illusion of simultaneous perception. 
If rapidity of career could be an obstacle to perception of real 
succession, we could feel no succession to the movement of 
thoughts and feelings, which only last for a moment Likewise 
there would be no distinction of such words as ‘ rasah ’ (taste) 
and * sarah ’ (lake), as sounds are momentary and the order of 
syllables is one of unbroken succession. The example of the 
whirling fire-brand producing the illusion of a circle of fire is 
not apposite either. The illusion is not due to the quick succes
sion of the flames, which as though perceived in succession are 
mistaken to be grasped in one sweep, as the Naiyayika would 
make us believe. The fact of the matter is that it is not a case 
of many cognitions being lumped together by memory ; it is one 
cognition by one sense-organ. If it had been a confusion of 
memory and perception, the presentation of the circle would 
have been faint and blurred, as memory only cognises past 
objects and the representation of past objects by memory would 
lack the rich colourful vividness of sense-perception. The fire- 
circle in the fire-brand is not a mental illusion, as the Naiyayika 
would make out ; on the contrary it is a case of perceptual illusion 
devoid of order and sequence. So synchronism of manifold 
cognitions being established in perceptual experience, the simple 
cognition of an object in conjunction with a determinate experi
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ence cannot be disputed. Moreover, the appeal to experience is 
not the.only resource of the Buddhist, but there is strong logical 
proof in favour of indeterminate experience being possible. A 
determinate experience is always a relational knowledge, in 
which the individual is related to an ‘ universal.’ But as ‘ uni
versal ’ (játis) are pure fictions of the imagination, they cannot 
be supposed to enter as constituents of the presentative data. 
They are absolute nonentities and a nonentity cannot be en
visaged by perception, which takes stock of a really existent 
fact only. Again, relational knowledge is possible if there is a 
previous knowledge of at least one of the relata and this previous 
knowledge must be non-relational, otherwise regressus ad infinitum 
will become unavoidable. Besides, the whole contention of the 
grammarian is pivoted on a misapprehension. All reals are 
unique, momentary individuals, having nothing to do with any 
other real, preceding or following it. Such reals are from their 
nature repugnant to word-association, as the conventional relation 
of word and object is only a fictitious relation which cannot 
subsist between facts. But the object previously cognised cannot 
last a moment longer, much less till the time when the woid- 
relation will be comprehended. So words only relate to ideal 
fictions and not real entities. And the primal sense-perception, 
which takes stock of reality as it is, cannot, therefore, be amenable 
to word-association unless it is degraded to the rank of an unreli
able vagary. But this is absurd on the face of it, as it sounds 
the deach-knell of all relational activities. Unfailing correspond
ence and pragmatic satisfaction are, as we have observed before, 
the test of true knowledge and when these two tests are appli
cable only to the first non-conceptual experience, the first experi
ence is alone regarded as reliable evidence of reality.

Classification of perception

Dharraaklrti has divided perception into four categories, viz.,
(I) sense-perception ; (2) mental perception ; ( i) self-cognition ; 
and lastly (4) supersensuous perception of Yogins.
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The category of ‘ sense-perception ’ (indriya-vijMna) stands 
for the entire class of perception of objective realities, which are 
presented to oonsciousness thiough the medium of sense- 
organs. The sense-organs being five in number, sense-percep- 
tion can be classified under five heads, to wit, (i) ocular percep
tion (caksurvijMnam) ; (ii) auditory perception (srotra-vijndnam); 
(in) olfactory perception (ghranendriyajavijmnam) ; (iv) tactual 
perception (kaijendriijaja-spraatavyaoijndnam) ; and (v) lastly 
gustatory perception (râsanavijnânam), The classification is based 
on the variety of the media or the channels of perception and 
does not in any sense invest the sense-organs with agentive 
powers. Their function only consists in creating a connecting 
link between the subjective consciousness and the objective reality 
lying outside. This function is exhausted when the object is 
presented to consciousness and does not continue thereafter. So 
the first presentation is alone authoritative with regard to the 
objective reality. But Kumàrila would contend that even sub
sequent cognitions are equally valid, as they only tend to set t^e 
first cognition on a ground of certitude ; and this certitude being 
excluded from the category of errors should be regarded as valid 
knowledge like inference. Santaraksita, however, observes that 
as the certifying knowledge, which arises in the trail of primal 
cognition, does not exclude any misapprehension, it cannot be 
put on the level of inference. Mere exclusion from the category 
of errors cannot be the ground of validity. Inference, too, is 
valid not because it is distinguished from error, but be
cause it removes error and misapprehension, which were actually 
present. But in this case of determinate perception, the deter
minate knowledge does not remove any misapprehension, because 
no such misapprehension is felt to exist.1

Is auditory perception free from verbal association ?

Perception has been defined to be a cognition, which imme
diately takes stock of reality in all its uniqueness and so is free

1 Vide  T ,S . ( sis. 1299-1302.
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from verbal associations. But auditory perception, which cog
nises word, cannot be free from word-association and if word- 
association is condemnation of perceptual knowledge, auditory 
perception must be eo ipso invalid. Moreover, * wordB ’ stand 
in a different category from all other objects of perception. A 
word is not a self-contained and self-enclosed entity. I t  has a 
reference beyond its own self. I t  not only reveals the object it 
stands for, but also reveals itself. In this respect, word, light 
and consciousness stand in a category altogether distinct from 
the rest of knowables. These three have a double aspect and a 
double reference. They express themselves and express others.1 
Bhartrhari too has emphasised this dual character of ‘ word * 
and he has sought to bring home this peculiar trait possessed 
by it by the analogy of consciousness and light. A word reveals 
not only the meaning, the fact meant by it, but also its own 
identity, quite in the same way as knowledge reveals the 
object cognised by it and also its own self. In  reality these two 
aspects or powers do but represent one identical reality and are 
not factually different. But still they are cognised as distinct 
functions or powers by reason of an inherent differentiating 
propensity just as light appears to have two functional powers 
or energies, to wit, its power of revealing itself, its self-luminos
ity and its power of revealing ah other. Thus, word is self- 
regarding and other-regarding like light and cognition, though 
these two functional traits are in reality one identical energy 
or the fact itself, the difference being only an appearance.2 By

1 ¿abdasvalakaa^am kificid vacyam  kificid vacakam.
N . B . ,  p. 11.

also, c/. nanu jfiana^abdadipaa trayah prakaSah avaparapraka^a ity  ahuh.

N . M., p. 542.

2 atmarupam yatha jnane jfieyarupam ca dr^yate I 

artharuparh tatha ¿abde svarQpam ca prakaSate II
Va. P .,  1.60.

also, grahyatvam grahakatvam ca dve ¿aktl tejaso yatha I 

tathai ' va  sarva^abdaciam ete prthag iva sth ite II
ibid, 1.65.
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virtue of this double functional energy a word is distinguished 
from pure material objects like jar, etc., which possess the power 
of only being revealed (grahyatva) and also from sense-organs, 
which are seen to possess and exercise only the energy of reveal
ing (grahakatva)}  A word, therefore, being possessed of a double 
facet, in other words being both an expression (vacaka) as well 
as the content of expression (vacya), all auditory perception must 
by its very nature be associated with verbal expression and so 
cannot be valid knowledge.

Santarak^ita observes that the difficulty exists only in the 
imagination of the opponent. Word, as an objective reality, is 
as unique and self-contained as other entities are The double 
aspect of a word, which consists in its being both an expression 
and the expressed content, does not belong to the unique, self
characterised, momentary word, which alone is real. The 
expressive power does not belong to a real word qua real word. 
This relation obtains between two purely ideal fictions and 
has nothing to do with the real word.2 Dharmottara also 
observes that even if the self-identical, unique word-individual 
is assumed to be possessed of expressive power, there would 
still be no difficulty, as this twofold character of a word is 
cognised only when it becomes the subject of conventional rela
tion (sic, of word and object) .s Harivr§abha too seems to endorse

1 yady api ghatadayo grahya eva caksuradioi grahakany eva, tathapi  

tejo yatha upalabdhau vi§ayibhavam apannam eva viaayopalabdhau 

karanatvam pratipadyate, tatha aabdo * pi. te ca *aya pratipadyaprati- 

padakatva^akti n i t y a m ' atm abhute prthag iva pratyavabhasete.

Com. ad  1.55, ibid.

2 nam a ’pi vaoakam nai 'va yac chabdasya svalakaanam I svalakaa- 

paaya vacyatvavacakatve hi duaite II adhyaropltam eva ’to vacyavacakam  

iSyate I anaropitam artham ca pratyakaam pratipadyate II
T.S .,  p. 542.

3 ¿rotrajiianam tarhi Sabdaavalakaanagrahi, 6abda8valaksanarh kincid 

vaoyam  kificid vacakam ity abhilapa8arhsargayogyapratibhaBarh syat,  

tafcba ca aavikalpakam ayab. nai ’aa doaah.: aaty api 8valaksanaaya vacya- 

yacakabbave Banketakaladratatvena grhyam anam  svalakaanam vacyam
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the view of Dharmottara by saying that a word reveals its own 
self when it expresses, by reason of its objective reference, its 
necessary factual incidence in the objective reality. The obvious 
implication of Harivrsabha is that the self-regarding character of a 
word becomes manifest only when its meaning-reference, its 
factual incidence, is in evidence and not otherwise.1 But this 
relation of word and meaning' is not understood in the primal 
auditory perception and only becomes manifest in the determin
ate knowledge that follows in its wake. Auditory perception, 
therefore, has no reason to become a bugbear.

vacakam ca grhltam syafc. na  ca sanketakidabhavidarsanavisayatvam  

vastunah sampraty asti tatah purvakaladrstatvarh apasyac chrotravijnanam  

na vacyavacakabhavagrahi.
N .B .T . ,  p. 11.

1 yatha jnane jiieyam  grhyate, jnanasvarupam ca svapraka^atvat,

tadvac ohabdo *py abhidheyatanfcraa tadrupopagrahl svarupam api pratya- 

vabhasayati. PrakaSa ad 1.50, Va. P .



CH A PTER  X V III

P r a p y a k a r it v a v I d a  or R el at io n  o f  t h e  S e n s e - organ 

w i t h  t h e  O b je c t

Perceptual knowledge arises when the sense-organ operates 
on the perceivable object in some fashion or other. The sense- 
organ is located in the physical organism and the object lies out
side ; and unless some relation is instituted between these two 
indispensable factors of knowledge, knowledge cannot be 
supposed to come into being. If this knowledge were indepen
dent of such relation, there is no reason why it should not 
appear always or never at all. There must be a determining 
factor for this regularity in our psychological life and this deter
minant is not the sense-organ or the object jointly or severally, 
because they are present side by side and virtually enjoy an 
autonomous existence. A tertium quid has therefore to be postu
lated, which can bring these two autonomous realms into 
occasional relation, that results iq the emergence of perceptual 
knowledge. Philosophers have propounded various theories to 
explain this phenomenon and these theories, barring differences 
in details, have been broadly divided into two classes, to wit, (I) 
Prdpyakaritvavada, which assumes some sort of actual, physical 
contact between the two ; and (2) aprdpyakaritvavadd, which 
denies physical relationship and seeks to explain the relation in 
non-physical terms. There is again divergence of views in 
respect of particular sense-organs. In view of the extraordinary 
importance of the problem we propose to pass under review the 
various theories of the rival schools of philosophers and the 
Buddhist position will naturally be dealt with last of all. The 
Nyaya, VaUesika and Mimdmsa schools hold almost identical 
views and the differences are of minor importance. The Samkhya,
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Vedanta and Yoga schools are in full agreement in this respect. 
The Jainas hold an intermediate position and the Buddhists 
are ranged in the opposite camp. W e accordingly propose to 
discuss the theories in the order indicated above and shall take 
care to point out mutual divergence wherever it exists.

The Nyaya-Vaticsika and Mhnarhsa schools

The tongue and the skin-surface apprehend objects that 
are in close contact with themselves ; the taste and touch of 
objects situated at a distance from these sense-organs are not 
amenable to perception. There is absolutely no room for con
troversy with regard to their immediate contactual relationship 
with their objects so far as these two sense-organs are concerned. 
About the organ of smell, too, there is practical unanimity that 
there is actual physical contact with odorous objects. The 
molecules of a fragrant substance are] wafted by the wind directly 
into the interior of the nasal membrane and odour is perceived 
by the nasal organ in its own region. This functional peculiarity 
of the nasal organ is so notorious that authorities on religious 
law have enjoined the performance of expiatory rites if odours 
of impure substances are smelt. The implication of such in
junctions is that there is actual contact of the impure objects 
with the nasal membrane and the penance is advised to get rid 
of sin that accrues on the contact of unholy substances. And 
we can extend this functional peculiarity to other external sense- 
organs as well, viz., to the visual and auditory organs by 
obvious analogy. Moreover, it is absurd to suppose that the 
sense-organs are the efficient causes of perception of external 
objects and they can exercise this causal function from a posi
tion of sacred aloofness. An efficient cause operating from a 
respectful distance is contradictory to experience. If it is 
assumed that organs have an inherent unseen power by virtue 
of which they take cognisance of objects situated apart, then the 
non-apprehension of objects separated by a wall and the like
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would become unaccountable, because energy or power being 
incorporeal cannot be resisted by a physical barrier. The 
Buddhists regard the eye-ball as the organ of vision. They con
tend that the organ of vision cannot be supposed to be made of 
light or some fiery substance, as in that case a treatment of the 
eye-ball could not result in the improvement of eye-sight or any 
injury thereof would not entail deterioration in the power of 
vision. So the eye-ball possessed of a special energy should be 
regarded as the seat of the faculty of vision and this applies to 
all other organs as well. But the Naiyayika regards this ob
jection of the Buddhist as absolutely devoid of substance. The 
eye-ball is the seat of the faculty of vision, no doubt ; but this 
need not argue that the organic vision cannot go over to the 
object, as it is not the fleshy ball but something more refined 
and subtle in nature. The improvement or the deterioration 
of the eye-ball has a corresponding effect on the faculty of vision, 
because the former is the medium or the residence of the latter. 
An improvement of the locus can have a salutary effect on the 
content. I t  is also a medically attested fact that treatment in other 
parts of the body, say in the foot, also results in improved vision.1 
So.the medical argument, used by Dignaga, has no cogency.

If the faculty of vision were confined to the eye-ball, it 
could not possibly go over to the region of the object. But in that 
case how can it be explained that the eye apprehends distant 
mountains and trees and not the collyrium painted on the ball ? 
If the sense-faculty is supposed to be something distinct from 
the fleshy organ, which can travel to the place of the object, 
the difficulty is at once solved. W ith regard to the auditive 
organ, which is believed to be nothing but ether enclosed in 

the ear-cavity it cannot of course go over to the region of object, 
as ether (aka£a) is all-pervading and devoid of locomotion. But

1 cikiteadiprayogaS ca yo 'dhi§thane prayujyate I bo 'pi taeyai 'va 

samskara adheyaayo ’pakarakah II ...caksuradyupakarai ca padadav api 

dfSyate II
S. V ., p. 147, 61s. 45-46.
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even in this case also, there is actual physical contact as sound itself 
travels to the region of the object. There is a theory that sound 
moves in the fashion of a wave and one sound-wave creates another 
sound-wave until it reaches the ear-cavity. There is another 
theory which supposes that a particular sound, when produced, 
creates other sounds in all directions and so persons standing on 
all sides can simultaneously come to have sound-perception.

Kumârila is not particular about the physical relation and 
observes that the Mïmàmsâ theory of perception is not affected 
whichever position is adopted. He, however, observes that there 
is no difficulty in the theory of contactual relation also. Pârtha- 
sârathimisra in his Nyâyaratnâkara and Sàstradipïkâ has elabo
rately defended the theory of contactual relation and practically 
sides with the Nyàya-V aiéesika school.1

T h e  Sarnkhya sch o o l  also thinkB th a t  s e n se - fa c u l t ie s  travel  

to  th e  reg io n  o f  th e  re sp e c t iv e  ob jects  and  in  th is  respect there  

is  p ra ct ica l ly  n o  d if feren ce  w i t h  th e  Naiyàyikas. T h e r e  is ,  of  

cou rse ,  d ifference  in  regard to  th e  c o n s t i tu t io n  o f  th e  o rg a n s ,  

w h ich  the  Naiyàyikas h old  to  be e le m e n ta l  products (bhaittika) 
and th e  Samkhyas b elieve  to  be evo lved  from  ahamkâra (th e  eg o -  

s e n s e ) ,  a p articu lar  tattva (p r in c ip le )  of th e  Sankhya th eo ry  o f  

ev o lu t io n .  T h e  V e d â n t i s t s o f  th e  â a û k a r a  sch o o l  have accepted  the  

Samkhya th eory  a lm o st  in toto. D h a rm a râ jâ d h v a r ïn d r a ,  the  au th or  

o f  th e  V edàntaparïbhàsà, h o w e v er ,  holdB th a t  even  th e  auditory  

o rg a n  in  c o m m o n  w ith  th e  organ  o f  v is io n  travels  to  th e  reg ion  

of th e  object .  T h er e  is  no  reason  to  d en y  lo c o m o tio n  to the  

a u d it iv e  fa cu lty ,  as it  is  eq u a lly  c ircu m scr ib ed  like  th e  ocular  

o rg a n .  A nd o n ly  on  th is  su p p o s i t io n  w e  can  a c co u n t  for th e  

p ercep tio n  of th e  source  o f  so u n d , as is  ev id e n c ed  in  su ch  

ju d g m e n ts  as ‘ I  have heard th e  s o u n d  o f  a d r u m .’ U n le s s  th e  

a u d it iv e  fa cu l ty  a c tu a l ly  p erce iv es  t h e  sound in i ts  p lace  of o r ig in  

th e  aff il iation  o f  sound to  th e  Bource w ould  be in d e fe n s ib le .  N o r

1 Vide S. V., pratyakqa.
Sa. DI. (Bom. ed.) pratyak§(L.
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can we accept the suggestion of Kumarila that such perception 
is erroneous, as there is no sublative experience to prove the 
error.1

The Nydya position recapitulated

We have seen that the Naiyayika holds that there is actual 
physical contact between the sense-organ and the sense-datum 
and this*contact takes place either by the sense-organ going over 
to the region of the object as in ocular perception, or the object 
coming over to the locus of the sense-faculty, as in the case of 
olfactory and auditory perception. W ith regard to gustatory 
and tactual perception, however, there is no divergence of opinion. 
The real controversy relates to the remaining three organs. 
Dignaga seems to have been the first philosopher who opposed 
it on the ground that the perception of objects situated at a 
distance or possessing greater dimension than the sense-organ 
would be unaccountable if the sense-faculty and the object 
actually coalesced together. There is no such peculiarity in the 
case of gustatory and tactual perception, where the immediate 
contact»is an undisputed fact.3 The eye-ball possessed of ocular 
faculty is the actual instrument of ocular perception, as medical 
treatment of the eye-ball is seen to result in the improvement 
of the faculty.8 And even if it be conceded that the faculty of 
vision travels outside, the faculty would be inoperative as in that 
case one could see an object even after shutting up the eyes 
immediately after the contact has taken place.4 But all this is

1 6abde tv  adhikyavicchedau bhrantyai *vo 'ktav asam bhavat |

S. V ., P. 143, 81. 51.

2 yatho'ktam  Dignagena— ‘sanfcaragrahanam na gyufc praptau jfiane 

'dhikasya ca I * T. T., p. 118.

3 ‘adhiathanad bahir n a  ’ksam  taccikitsadiyogatah.' loc. cit.

4 saty api ca bahirbhave na 6aktir visayekgape I

yadi ca gyat tada pa£yed apy unmllya nimilan&t II locf c i t .
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contrary to experience. Uddyotakara in reply observed that 
the perception of distance is with reference to the physical 

organism and does not militate against the theory of contactual 
relation. W ith regard to gustatory and tactual perceptions, 
the contact takes place in the organism and hence distance 
is not felt. Vàcaspati Misra explains that this feeling of 
distance is actually a case of perversion. People regard their 
organisms as their own selves and so whatever is outside of this 
organism is looked upon as something foreign and distant.1 The 
perception of greater dimension is possible because the faculty 
of vision is of the nature of light and light proceeding from a 
small lamp is seen to pervade a larger amount of space. The 
perception of dimension is conditional on the dimension of the 
object and not of the sense-organ.2

The Buddhist Position fully Elucidated : 
the Jaina position

The Jainas hold that contactual relation subsists between 
all other sense-organs and. sense-data except the sense of vision. 
The fact of externality and distance, so vividly apprehended in

1 éarîram avadhim krtvâ santaranirantare bh a vat ah. Da punar 

indriyapràptyaprâptinimitte bhavatah, yatra éarîram indriyam co’bhayam 

arthena sambadhyate tatra nirantaragrabanam bhavati. tasmat santara 

iti grahapasyà 'nyanimittatvàn na eàntaram iti grahanàd apràpyakâritâ 

sidhyatî 'ti.
N .  V . ,  p .  3 5 .

éarïràvacchinDàb khalv âtmânab éarîram evâ ’tmânam abhimanyamânâ 

arthân anubhavanti, tatra ya eva éarîrasambaddha ity anubhuyate tam eva

sântara iti manyate éarîrasambandhena tatra aparéàdau na sântara-

tvâbhimâna ity arthah. •
T .  T . ,  p .  1 1 9 .

2 yathà vartideée pinditam api tejah pràaâdodaram vyâpnoti svabhâ-

vatah prasarad api na svaparimânânuvidhâyiDam pratyayam àdhatte, kintu 

viBayabhedâQuvidhâyinam, visayanirüpanâdhînanirüpanà hi pratyayâ 

ne'ndriyûdhînanirùpanâh.
Tt- T .t p. 120.
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visual perception, cannot be explained, so argues the Jaina 
philosopher, if the visive faculty and the object are supposed to 
coalesce in any form. With regard to the rest of the organs the 
Jainas are entirely in agreement with the Nyaya-Vai6esika school. 
The real controversy, therefore, centres round the Buddhist 
position and so we propose to give an exposition of the Buddhist 
position, as vindicated by Santaraksita.

Santaraksita was perhaps the first Buddhist philosopher, 
who took up the defence of Dignaga and gave crushing replies 
to Uddyotakara’s animadversions. Santaraksita maintains that 
the theory of confeactual relation is a superfluous hypothesis, and 
even if it is adopted, we shall have to posit, as an indispensable 
condition, over and above, that sense-faculties have a natural 
aptitude for the apprehension of their respective objects ; and this 
alone is sufficient to determine the scope of perception. It may be 
urged that mere aptitude in the absence of physical contact can
not account for the non-perception of distant objects, as aptitude 
remains unimpaired even in distance. If physical relationship 
is regarded as the determinant factor, the position becomes 
understandable. But this contention, the Buddhist observes, 
betrays confusion of thought. Why should not there be a 
physical contact with distant objects ? If the loss of efficiency 
is the answer, it is better and more logical to hold that the 
sense-organs do not possess this aptitude in regard to distant 
objects and so distant objects cannot come within their ken. 
And why should not the faculty of vision apprehend the quality 
of taste along with the colour, though the two co-exist in one 
substratum and the physical contact is a factual occurrence? To 
say that the contact does not take place in respect of taste and 
hence taste is unperceived may be calculated to throw dust into 
the eyes of an unthinking person. But we ask, the Buddhist 
queries— ' why should not the contact take place at all ? ’ If 
the natural constitution of the object is supposed to offer the 
explanation of the problem, then, the Buddhist pleads, this 
should alone be postulated as the determinant and to posit physical
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relationship as an intermediary is superfluous, if not absurd. 
A magnet attracts a piece of iron from a considerable distance 
and no physical relationship between the two is observable Of 
course, Vacaspati Misra holds that magnets too must be 
supposed to exercise an energising influence like the faculty of 
vision, otherwise there would be nothing to prevent attraction of 
iron even wnen the latter is situated at too great a distance or 
intercepted by a partition.1 But this is only begging the 
question. If it is supposed that the magnet throws its light 
(prabha) over the iron-stick and so attraction takes place, we 
can only remark that such light is not observed by experience 
and there is absolutely 110 ground for supposing it to exist. And 
even if it is conceded, the question pertinently arises why should 
not the light of a magnet draw on timber and the like, 
though it may be found in close association with iron? If 
natural affinity or constitution be the cause, it can hold alike 
in the absence of such relationship and the assumption of 
physical contact does not make it more intelligible.

The contention, that in the absence of physical contact a 
sound will be heard simultaneously by all and sundry irrespective 
of the distance between the persons, has no force against the 
Buddhist, as the latter holds that objects are perceived simultane 
ously by all. But why should there be a variation in the 
insensity and volume of the sound perceived, according to the 
distance or proximity of the hearers ? The Buddhist answers 
that the intensity or otherwise of the quality of perception does 
not depend on the physical relation at all ; the explanation of this 
qualitative*variation is to be sought elsewhere. The difficulty is 
not minimised in the theory of contactual relation also. If the 
sense-faculty apprehends the object in close contact, the ques
tion of distance need not introduce any difference and the 
sense-object should be perceived by all alike. If, however, the

1 ay ask ant am an er api cak^usa iva vrttibheda eBitavyah, anyatha 

vyavadhanaviprakarsayor api lohakarBanaprasafigat.
T. T., p. 122.
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sense-faculty or the object is supposed to suffer deterioration 
owing to the distance travelled, the Buddhist is not precluded 
from resorting to some such analogous hypothesis even without 
physical contact. On the other hand, the theory of contactual 
relationship fails to explain all cases of perception. If the 
faculty of vision actually travels forth to meet the object, we 
cannot account for the simultaneous perception of the moon 
and the bough of the tree, which are separated by thousands of 
miles from each other. Uddyotakara’s argument that the 
rapidity of the succession of the two cognitions makes us slur 
over the temporal distinction in perception is only an eye-wash. 
We have proved that rapidity of movement is not antagonistic 
to perception of succession as is evidenced in the cognition of 
succession of letters in pronounced words. Nay, there would 
be no idea of succession at all, as our cognitions are all 
momentary and follow closely one upon the other. Again, the 
contention of Uddyotakara (N. V., p. 36, Ben. Edn.) that to 
become an object of perception is to be related to consciousness 
through the sense-organ does not carry any sense. Relation is 
not the conditio sine qua non of perceptual knowledge. When 
we say that the real becomes the object of knowledge, we only 
mean that the rea l. is one of the causes of knowledge and the 
relation of causality is not necessarily contingent on physical 
contact, as is sufficiently proved by the behaviour of the magnet 
and iron.

It  may be urged why Bhould the self-identical object cause 
different kinds of presentation in different persons at different 
placeB? Why should the selfsame reality be presented differ
ently, as vague and distinct, intense and feeble ? Different 
presentations should have different causes, else taste and colour 
could be affiliated to the selfsame sense-datum. But the
difficulty is rather on the other side. When actual contact of 
the sense-organ with the datum is the invariable condition of 
perception, the object should be perceived alike, irrespective of 
the relative distance of the percipients. If you suppose that the
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organic faculty suffers loss of energy in proportion to the dis
tance travelled, the Buddhist can with equal logic and 
cogency suppose that distance proportionately detracts 
from the presentative character of the object and hence differ
ent presentations of the same object are possible. On the other 
hand, the contactual theory miserably fails to explain auditory 
perception in all its varieties. If the sound proceeds in the 
fashion of a wave and enters into the ear-cavity and is perceived 
in its own region, there is no reason why there should be any 
difference in the various sound-perceptions, say, that of the 
thundering of a cloud and the whistling of a feather twirled 
within the ear-drum. They should be felt alike as all sounds are 
apprehended within the ear-drum according to the theory of 
contactual relationship.

But in reality the thundering of the cloud is perceived to be 
distinct from and external to the percipient. Uddyotakara’s plea, 
that spatial distinction is felt when the contact takes place outside 
the physical organism, cannot, however, hold good in the case of 
auditory perception, as the contact takes place within the ear
drum and hence inside the organism. Kumarila’s contention, 
that perception of distance, and for that matter, of externality in 
sound-perception, is a perverted illusion, has been nailed to the 
counter. The conclusion is, therefore, irresistible that the ear 
and the eye apprehend objects from a distance and that without 
any movement from any side to bridge over the gulf separating 

the two. In the case of olfactory perception also, there is the 
same lack of physical contact, as perception of distance and 
externality is as much present in it as in others. The doc
trine of the Sàmkhya and Vedanta schools that the mind moves 
out to meet the object in its own place is absurd on the very 
face of it and does not deserve any refutation. Uddyotakara has 
been misled by the false analogy of the tactual and gustatory 

organs.
Analogical inference is more often than not an unreliable and 

unsafe guide and the present case affords a curious commentary
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on its treacherous and guileful character. Though there 
is analogy in point of their externality as compared to the mind 
and their incapacity to apprehend objects separated by an opaque 
medium, there is fundamental disagreement in other respects 
viz., their structure, constitution and distribution over the 
body, and what is the most damaging factor of all is their per
ception of distance and externality. The external organs of 
sense, therefore, barring the tactual and gustatory organs, do not 
differ at all from the mind so far as the absence of physical con
tact is concerned. The position of Dign&ga has, at any rate, the 
redeeming feature of not making any gratuitous assumption of 
an invisible and unwarrantable relationship, which instead of 
straightening matters, rather complicates the situation, so far, at 
least, as auditory perception is concerned. The Buddhist position, 
thererefore, has better claims to commend itself to our acceptance, 
if simplicity in philosophical speculation is regarded as a 

virtue.
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CHAPTER XIX

M a n o - v i j S a n a  o r  M e n t a l  P e r c e p t i o n

In pursuance of the classification of perception by Dignaga, 
DharmakTrti has included manovijnana as a species of perception 
in his scheme of epistemology. KumArilla, we are told by the 
author of the sub-commentary, very severely animadverted on 
this additional category of perception as proposed by Dignaga 
and the rather complex definition of manovijnana in the Nyaya- 
bindu was evidently framed to meet the criticism of Kumarila, 
who showed that this variety of perception was not only redun
dant, but also led to preposterous issues. After all, the emen
dation of DharmakXrti only satisfied the academic test of the time 
and even in this emended form, it has very little practical and 
psychological value. So this variety can be easily dispensed with 
without prejudice to the theory of perception and it has been 
actually omitted by Santaraksita in his treatment of perception. 
This manovijnana, however, should not be confounded with 
the mental perception (manasapratyaksa) of the Naiyayikas, 
which the community of names might suggest. The mdnasa- 
pratyak§a of the Buddhist is entirely a different species of know
ledge from its namesake in the Nyaya-Vaise§ika philosophy, the 
latter being subsumed under self-perception (svasamvedana), a 
distinct category of Buddhist perception.

But what is the reason that led Dignaga to formulate 
it as a variety of perception, though logically and psycho
logically it had little or no value ? We can understand 
the position of DharmakTrti, as be could not but feel 
called upon to meet the challenge of Kumarila and gain an 
apparent triumph over the hated heretic by vindicating mano- 
vijndna against the latter’s criticism. The reason for this is
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perhaps to be found in the metaphysical scheme of the Sarvasti- 
vadins, who included manovijnana and manovijnana-dhatu in the 
list of the seventy-five categories (dharmas), into which the whole 
universe of knowledge and reality was reduced by the Sarvasti- 
vddins.1 We have it further from the sub-commentary that the 
conception of manovijriana as a species of perception was a 
necessary deduction from the import of a scriptural text, a 
Buddhavacam, which declares, “ Colour is cognised, 0  monks, 
by a twofold cognition, the sense-perception and the mental 
perception induced by it.” 2 But Kumarila justly pointed out 
that if this mental perception was cognisant of the selfsame 
object as the sense-perception^ it would be useless as it did not give 
any new experience. If, on the other hand, it was supposed to be 
cognisant of the external object without the tnediacy of the 
sense-organ, such distinctions as of blind and deaf from normal 

persons would become impossible, as even a blind man could 
ex hypothesi perceive colour by this manovijfidna and privation of 
sight would be no bar. In order to avoid these contingencies 
Dharmaklrti observes that this mental perception does not 
cognise the self-samQ object of sense-perception, but only the 
exact facsimile of it which springs into existence immediately in 
the second moment in the object-series.8 And this mental per
ception is brought into being by the cumulative force of (1) the 
sense-perception, which i9 its immediate substantive cause 
(samanantarapratyaya), from which the former derives its oon- 
soient character and (2) the objective datum, which leaps into 
being in the second moment, as an exact facsimile of the object

1 Vide  Yamakami Sogen’s ‘S y s t e m s  of Buddhis t T houghts .* P .152 

and Prof. Stcherbntsky's ‘Central Conception of B u d d h i s m p. 97 and p. 100.
2 dvabbyarh bhik§avo ruparh drSyate caksurvijfianena fcadakr t̂ena 

manovijflanene ’fci. N.B. T.T., p. 26.
3 taba6 cantare prabisiddhe aamanajablyo dvitiyaksanabhavy upadeya-

ksana indriyavijftanaviaayasya grhyafce latha ca aati 'ndriyajfianavisayakaa-
pad uttaraksana okasantanantarabhuto grhitah.

N .B .T ., p. 18.
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of sense-perception. So mental perception being the joint product 
of sense-perception and an objective datum, it cannot come into 
play without the inediacy of the sense-perception and consequent
ly a blind man has no chance of perception of colour, as the 
visual perception, its antecedent cause, is absent. Nor can it be 
superfluous, as its object is entirely distinct from that of senBe- 
perception. This mental perception, however, must be supposed 
to come into play only after the sense-organ has totally ceased to 
function ; otherwise there would be no means of distinguishing 
one from another.1 After all is said and done, the question how
ever necessarily arises as to the utility of admitting this additional 
category of perception in the scheme of knowledge. Dharma- 
klrti’s ingenuity has saved it from the charge of absurdity, but 
its superfluity is patent on the face of it. Does this manovijnana, 
which has been defended by Dharmaklrti with such a flourish of 
logic, add an inch to our stock of knowledge of extra-mental 
reality ? Certainly not, as sense-perception is sufficient for that 
purpose. Nor is it necessary to reinforce the sense-perception, 
since there is no warrant for us to suppose that sense-perception, 
unaided by any extraneous agency, is not competent enough to 
give us all the knowledge we require of the external objective 
world. It is on the contrary the most effective and satisfactory 
instrument for that. The position of the Naiydyikas, who regard 
mental perception as a separate category of perception, is, how
ever, intelligible, as mental perception is requisitioned for the 
apprehension of pleasure and pain, which are in their opinion 
blind qualities of the self unlike the Buddhist’s theory, which 
makes them live facts being self-intuitive and self-revealing. 
Moreover, knowledge according to them reveals only the object of

1 yada ce 'ndriyavijfianaviaayopadeyabhutah k^a^o grhltaa tade  

'ndriyajfianena 'grhitaaya visayantaraaya grahanad andhabadhiradyabhava- 

prasango nirastab- etac ca manovijfianam uparatavyapare caksusi pratya- 

ksam  isyate. vyaparavati tu  caksusi yad rupajfianam ta t  sarvam caksura- 

6ritam eva, ita ra tha  caksura&ritatvanupapattih kasyacid api vijfianasya.

N.B.T., p. 13.
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knowledge and for its own revelation and knowledge, it requires 
another knowledge to comprehend it. And this subjective 
comprehension is called by them mental perception. But the 
Buddhist has no necessity for such mental perception, as feelings 
of pleasure and pain and all consciousness are, in their theory of 
knowledge, regarded as self-regarding and self-cognisant. The 
futility of admitting manovijmna as a separate category of per
ception was apparent to that astute Buddhist philosopher, 
Santaraksita, who thought it discreet to slur over it. Kamalasila, 
however, in this connexion observes that mental perception is a 
well-known piece of doctrine and so a definition of it has not been 
given in the text.1 But this is only a tribute to scriptural autho
rity and only proves that it has no epistemológica! or pragmatic 
value of its own to claim a separate consideration.

But desperate efforts were made to justify this variety of 
perception and its function and utility were sought to be proved 
beyond cavil. There were some thinkers who maintained that 
this mental perception was to be postulated for making the rise 
of vikalpa (the interpretative conceptual thought) a possible 
event. Sen&e-perception, belonging as it is to a different cate
gory of experience, cannot be supposed to have generative effici
ency in regard to" conceptual thought, which, being a purely 
intellectual fact, would require, according to the law of homo
geneity of cause and effect, as its generative cause, another purely 
intellectual entity. Thus, manovijftana, notwithstanding its 
inefficiency in regard to acquisition of fresh knowledge, has an 
important part to play as an intermediary between the indeter

minate sense-perception and the determinate interpretative 
knowledge which makes selective activity possible. But this is 
an idle hypothesis, as the author of the sub-commentary ob
serves, since sense-perception is alone competent to generate such 
knowledge. The very validity of sense-perception depends on 
this generative efficiency of itself and it can be regarded as an

1 eiddhantaprasiddhatvan manaBaaya 'tra ua laksanam krtam. T S .P .,  

px 96, under ál. 1330.
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efficient cause of knowledge only if it exercises a function, and 
this functioning is nothing but the generation of conceptual 
knowledge itself. If you suppose a tertium quid between the 
two cognitions, you will only make the indeterminate sense- 
perception an inefficient, abortive fact, which is absurd.1 But 
the apologia of the sub-commentary, too, is equally a hopeless 
failure. The author admits that this mental perception has no 
service for us; but he goes on to say that this is unquestionably 
of use to Yogins, who are enabled to discourse on mystic matters 
by comprehending these truths in the mental perception.2 But 
this, too, is not convincing enough as for the comprehension of 
such truths the supersensuous mystic perception of the Yogint 
which has been postulated as a separate category of perception, 
is sufficient in itself. Dbarmottara seems to offer the key to the 
solution of this tangle by observing that mental perception is an 
accepted doctrine for which there is no logical warrant. A defi
nition has been proposed in the text only to show that it would 
be free from logical difficulties, if it conforms to the definition.8 
I t  is clear, therefore, that manovijnana has no epistemological 
importance and can be jettisoned without harm. The inclusion 
of it in the scheme of perception is made only in deference to 
scriptual authority and not for any logical or epistomological 
necessity.

1 kin ce 'ndriyavijnanasya katharh pramanyam, yadi svavyaparam  

karoti. svavyaparas 'tu svasm in vikalpotpadakatvam nam a. tata£ ca  

vijatlyad api vikalpasyo 'dayad iti yatkificid etat.
N .B .  T.T., p. 31,

3 na m anasapratyaksena 'smadvidhanam arthakriyavaptir bhavati,

api tu vltaragadeh. te  ca tasm in  ksane manaae co 'padarSitam visayam  

pratipadya dharmade^anadikritn arthakriyatn asadayantl 'ty anavadyam.

N .B . T.T., p. 29.

3 etac ca siddhantaprasiddham manasaprafcyaksam, na tv  asya

prasadhakam aati pramanam. evamjatiyakam tad yadi syan na ka^cid dosah

syad iti vaktum laksanam akhyatam asye 'iti.
N .B .T ., pp. 13-14.



316 B U D D H IST  DOCTEINE OF F L U X

The causal factors in perception

Before we proceed to discuss the next variety of perception, 
viz., svasamvedana, we feel it necessary that something should 
be said about the causes and conditions of perception, as con
ceived and designated by the Sautmntikas. We had occasion to 
speak of samanantara-pratyaya in connexion with manovijüâna 
and unless there is a clear conception of samantarapratyaya or of 
all pratyayas for the matter of that, the understanding of the 
theory of perception will of necessity remain incomplete. We 
hope the apology is sufficient for our embarking upon a consi
deration of this topic, which would otherwise appear as irrele
vant in the scheme of epistemological problems. We however 
abstain from giving a detailed examination of the theory of 
Pratltyâsamutpâda (the Buddhist theory of causation, literally, of 
dependent or contingent origination)— a theory, which in its 
richness of details, in its various applications and abstruse meta
physical character, will remain for ever an object of admiration 
as a triumphal monument of Buddhistic dialectic. In the present 
context we shall however be content with giving a brief exposi
tion of the nature of the different pratyayas, so far as their bear
ing upon the psychology of perception demands.

The Sautrântikas have postulated four different causal 
factors, which are necessary to produce perceptual cognition. 
No one single cause can give rise to this cognition and for this 
the combination of all the four causes is a conditio sine qua 
non . This combination of all the causal factors, which invari
ably and immediately eventuates in the production of the effect 
concerned, has been termed samagrl (the entire causal, complex) 
in the Buddhist and in the Nyâya-Vaiéesika system of philo
sophy. These four causes are named and explained as follow

ing :—

(1) Klambanapratyaya— the object of perception is termed 
the âlambanapratyaya or the basal cause, which is the objective
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basis of knowledge. Thus red, blue, pen and the like are the 
instances in question. These are responsible for the variation 

of contents of knowledge and are objectively referred to.
(2) Samanantarapratyaya is the immediate antecedent in a 

particular series (santana), which is similar in every respect to 
the effect, the consequent entity and which disappears immedi
ately leaving behind a legacy of its own character in the conse
quent {samai ca’sav anantaraS ce ’¿z). The samanantara-pratyaya 
of a particular cognition is the immediate cognition preceding 
it, which communicates its cognitive character to its immedi
ately succeeding cognition. It is different from the content of 
the cognition, which is its alambana, in this that the character 
of the samanantarapratyaya is uniform, whereas the content is 
variable. I t  can be best illustrated by a case of mental percep
tion (manovijndna), the samanantarapratyaya 'of which is the 
sense-perception (indriyavijnana), which is responsible for the 
cognitive character of the former— a quality which is common 
to both. Dharmottara has expounded this particular pratyaya 
in the following language : “ I t  is similar or co-ordinate in 
respect of its cognitive quality (jmnatva) and is the immediate 
precedent (anantara), as there is nothing intervening and is 
termed the pratyaya, as it is the cause thereof.” 1 So manovi
jndna is the joint product of sense-perception as its immediate 
co-ordinate cause and of an auxiliary cause, which is, in this in
stance, the immediate duplicate of the object of sense-perception, 
leaping into existence in the second moment in the series con
cerned.

(3) The third pratyaya is the auxiliary cause or the set of 
auxiliaries, as the case may be (sahakaripratyaya). The 
auxiliary causes are rather co-operative factors, all acting 
together towards a common effect and are not to be understood

1 Bama6 ca 'sau jfianatvena, anantara6 ca 'eav avyavahitatvena, sa  

oa *sau pratyayaS ca hetutvat samanantaraprafcyayab-
N .B .T ., p. 13.



318 B U D D H IS T  DOCTEINE OF F L U X

in the Buddhist theory of causal operation in the sense 
of reciprocally helpful factors, as the causal factors are all 
momentary and as such can neither be the generators nor re
ceivers of supplementation to be afforded by such he lp .1 Thus, 
light, attention, etc., are the co-operating causes of sense-percep- 
tion, as light reveals the object in a clear perspective and atten
tion makes the cognition possible. As these sets of causal 
factors cannot be subsumed under any other category, they are 
treated as a distinct causal category sui generis.

(4) The fourth and the last causal category is the adhipati- 
pratyaya, the dominating or determinative cause. The other 
causal factors, to wit, the object, light, attention and the 
immediate consciousness (the antecedent cause) though present in 
full, cannot determine the specific character of the perceptual 
experience to follow. They are sufficient to account for the 
production of perceptual experience as* such, colourless and 
undifferentiated in itself. But the specific character of the per
ceptual knowledge, in other words, the specific objects to be cog
nised, can be determined by the sense-organ in operation. Thus, 
the organ of sight is the determining factor in the perception of 
form and colour and the auditory organ in that of sound. The 
perceptual character is the common feature and the variable con
tents of perceptual knowledge are determined by the extra-mental 
reality. But the particular character of the object and the con
sequential specification of the perceptual experience can therefore 
be determined by the action of sense-organs alone. This deter
mining factor is called the adhipatipratyaya, the dominating 
cause, as in ordinary language all that determines or regulates 
is said to be the dominant factor.2

1 divividhaS ca sahakari, parasparopakary ekakaryakari ca. iha ca  

k§anike vastuny afci^ayadhaniiyogad ekakaryakarifcvena sahakari grhyate.

N. B .  T., p. 13.

2 loke niyamakeaya 'dhipatitvopalambhafc. S. D . S ., B a ud d h a * 

dartarui, p. 39.



CHAPTER XX

S e l f - c o g n i t i o n  (Svasarhvedanam)

“ Sarvarh cittacaittânâm àlmasamvedanam” — All conscious
ness, cognitions (citta) and feelings (caitta) irrespectively are 
known by themselves, that is to say, they are self-transparent 
and self-luminous. Consciousness is diametrically opposed to 
matter in this that it is of the nature of illumination like the 
luminary in the firmament, whereas matter is veiled and hidden by 
a constitutional darkness. The being of consciousness is its illu
mination, its self-luminosity, and so it cannot be unknown. 
Consciousness, thus, differs from dead, unfeeling and unthinking 
matter, which has no light in itself. The immateriality of 
consciousness carries with it the prerogative of self-revelation 
and does not connote any subject-object relation in its constitu
tion, which its very immateriality precludes. Matter alone can 
be divided and consciousness can be consciousness only if it 
refuses to be split up into compartments, which the subject- 
object relation involves.1 So self-luminosity of consciousness 
does not connote bifurcation of consciousness into a subject and 
and an object, which would be absurd in a single unit. Con
sciousness and self-consciousness, therefore, are interchangeable

1 vijüànam jadarüpebhyo vyâvrttam  upajâyate I 

iyam  evâ 'tmasamvifcfcir asya yà 'jadarùpatâ II 

kriyâkârakabhâvena na svasam vittir  asya tu I 

ekasyà 'naméarüpasya trairüpyânupapattitah II

T. S .,  sis. 2000-2001. 

na hi grâhakabhâvenà ’tmasarhvedanam abhipretam, kirh tarhi ? svayam- 

prakrtyâ prakàéâtmatayà, nabhastalavartyâlokavat.
T. S. P . ,  ad  2000.
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terms.1 Now, in the text of Dharmaklrti quoted above the word 
‘dtia* stands for consciousness in general, inclusive of all cogni
tions, thoughts and ideas. The word ‘caitta’ stands for feelings, 
which are classed apart from cognitions on the ground that 
feeliugs do not contain an external, objective reference like the 
latter, but are conversant with internal mental states and are 
purely inward in reference.2 Barring this difference, they are 
all conscious states, the conscient character being common to 

cognition and feeling alike In this respect, the Buddhist 
philosopher is in complete agreement with modern psychologists. 
The word, ‘saroam* (all) is advisedly put in with a view to includ
ing all the states of consciousness, feelings and cngnitions alike 
and not merely pleasurable and painful feelings, which, on 
account of their manifestness (sphutanubhavatvai) are alone apt 
to be mistaken as self-revealing and self-transparent. There is 
no state of consciousness, which is not cognised of itself which, 
in other words, is not self-revealed. And this alone constitutes 
its difference from matter that consciousness shines in its own 
light and matter, being veiled in its nature, is revealed by the

1 Cf. “  W e can know nothing until we know intelligence, for the  

knowledge of all things depends on it, and not it on this knowledge."

Descartes, Reg. V III  (XI, p. 243). “ Or all forms of perception,

imagination and conception, that is all forms of knowledge are forms of con

sciousness or thinking, and hence consciousness is known in knowing any. 

thihg." Norman Smith, Studies in the Cartesian Philosophy , p. 90.

2 cittam  arthamatragrahi, caitta vi^esavasthagrahinah sukhadayah. 

sarve ca te cittacaittas ca ...sukhadaya  eva sphutanubhavatvat svasarh- 

viditah, na ’nya cittavastha ity etadasankanivrttyartham sarvagrahanam  

krtam. nasti sa cittavastha yasyam atm anah samvedanaih na pratyaksam  

By at.

N. B . T., p. 14 (A. S. B. Edn.)

Cf. tatra 'rthadrstir vijnanam  tadviscse ca caitasa’ ity abbyupagamat.

M. K ., P. P. V., ad 1. 1.

also, ‘cittam  arthamatragrahi, caitta vi^esavasthagrahinah sukhadayah 

vlj&anarh upalabdhir vastumatragrahanam, vedanadayas tu caitasa visesa- 

graha^iarupah.’ A. K. V.
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light of consciousness. Matter, thus, can shine only in borrowed 
light and if  this light itself be veiled, we cannot conceive how the 
object can be revealed at all. An object is revealed only when 
it is cognised, to be precise, when it becomes part and parcel 
of tbe cognition and if this cognition remains veiled and un
known, the object cannot possibly be known. The proposition 
of the realistic philosophers, i.e., the Naiyayikas and the Mimam- 
sakas, that cognition makes known the object by keeping itself 
in the background like the sense-organ, has, therefore, no sense in 
it and contains a contradiction in terms. The analogy of the 
sense-organ is absolutely out of place, because, it ignores a fun
damental difference between cognition and the sense-organ. The 
sense-organ is the efficient cause, the causa essendi, of cognition, 
whereas cognition only reveals the object already in existence. 
I t  has no generative efficiency, it is what is termed a causa cog- 
noscendi in regard to the object.1

An object is known when it enters into an intimate relation 
with consciousness ; and what is the nature of this relation? 
This relation presupposes that consciousness and the objective 
reality, though enjoying absolute autonomy of existence 
in their own right, sometimes depart so far from their 
sacred aloofness that they come together and form a coalition 
between themselves. And this coalition eo ipso presupposes that 
either of these participant factors should sacrifice some amount 
of their independence. Otherwise if they are insistent on 
maintaining their status quo of absolute independence, no rela
tion can take place and consequently no cognition will result. 
The contention of Bhadanta Subhagupta, that consciousness 
being cognisant in nature will take stock of the reality as it iB 
without any surrender of independence on the latter’s part, only

1 tad idam visam aih yasm at te tathotpattihetavah I 

aantaa tathavidhah siddhn na jfiaQarh janakarii tatha II

T. S?> ¿1. 2008.
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fights with words.1 This taking stock of reality means that 
consciousness is no longer pure consciousness but has become 
consciousness of something, that is to say, has got a distinctive 
content in its being ; and on the side of the objective reality too 
a momentous change of character has taken place, it is no longer 
a brute objective fact but has become an object of some conscious
ness. I t  will therefore be of no avail to posit the character of 
cognisancy on the part of consciousness or the character of 
cognisability on the part of the object. Consciousness minus its 
objective content is at best a pure cognisancy and the objective 
reality outside the consciousness is only an indeterminate 
cognisability.2 And if the status quo is maintained intact, the 
consequence will be that no knowledge will take place. An 
intimate relation must take place resulting in the combination 
of the two factors in a synthetic whole.

W hat again is the nature of this relation? I t  must be such 
as can fully account for the inseparability of the two factors in 
a cognition. I t  cannot be, for aught we know, a relation of 
causality, because there is no such restriction that the cause and 
the effect should be bound together. The potter and the pot, 
thé carpenter and the table, though causally related, do actually 
exist apart. If the object be the cause of the cognition in any 
sense, it can at most be an efficient cause, unless the materiality 
of consciousness is maintained, which, though a possible meta
physical doctrine, is not evident in the psychological process

1 Bhadanta Subhagupta9 tv aha, vijüànam  anâpannavisayâkàram  

api visayam  pratipadyate tatparicchedarüpatvât taamnn nà 'éaûkâ kartavyà  

katham paricchinatti kim vat parircchinattî 'ti. âha ca, katham tadgràha- 

kam  tac cet tatparicchedalaksanam. vijüânarh tena nà 'éankà katham  tat 

kimvad ity api.
Quoted in T. S. P ., p. 562.

2 tatpariccheddarüpatvam vijnànasyo 'papadyate I jnànarüpah 

paricchedo yadi grâhyasya sariibhavet II anyathâ tu paricchedarüpam  

jüânam  iti sphutam  I vaktavyarh na ca nirdiatam ittham  arthaaya 

vedanam II
T. S., 61s. 2009-10.
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and so has no bearing upon this psychological issue. The 
causal relation therefore is no explanation of the inseparability 
of the two factors in cognition. We can explain this peculiar
ity however, if we suppose that the two are essentially identical, 
and for this it is supposed that the object is known because it 
imprints its likeness or image on the consciousness and as this 
likeness is but a part and parcel of consciousness, the two are 
invariably found together. There is no other means of cognis
ing an external object except through its likeness imprinted on 
the consciousness. All our cognitions therefore are copies or 
configurations of the objects and external objects can be known 
only through these copies or representative symbols. You can 
say, if you choose, that this is only a vicarious sort of knowledge 
as objects are known only through their representative symbols 
and not directly. We plead guilty to the charge but we shall 
only emphasise that this is the only possible way of knowing 
external reality and you cannot make a grievance that a medium 
has got to be postulated for that. Even in the theory of direct 
perception of objective reality, the medium of the sense-organ 
has got to be postulated and if this should be no obstacle to our 
knowledge of external reality as it is, the medium of represent
ative symbols should not be condemned on that score.

From the very peculiarity of the cognitive relation we 
get it that consciousness and its content are so interrelated that 
to know the one means the knowing of the other. I t  is im
possible that the thing can be known apart from and independ
ent of consciousness, as consciousness is its very essence quite 
as much as the feeling-tone is of the feeling itself.1 The sub- 
ject-object relation does not exist at all and so the objection that 
the same thing cannot be the subject and the object is futile. The 
faot of the matter is that consciousness does not require any other 
oonsciousness to make it known, but it is not unknown either

1 paricched&b bb tasya ’tm& sukhadeb Batatadivat I

T. S ., 2001.



824 B U D D H IST  DOCTRINE OF F L U X

when an object is cognised and this is described as the self
perception of consciousness. I t  does not mean that conscious
ness is dichotomised into a subject and object, which is absurd 
on the face of it. I t  only seeks to bring home the fact that 
consciousness and its content being inseparable, the one cannot 
be known without the other.1

The knowledge of external reality in perception therefore 
is made possible only on the hypothesis of consciousness being 
impressed with a likeness of the external object and it is for this 
reason that consciousness and its content are felt together, because 
the two have coalesced in one consciousness-unit. This synchron
ism of the two factors in perceptual knowledge can be explained by 
no other theory. There is a school of Buddhist philosophers who 
maintain that the object and the cognition both are the co-ordinate 
effects of a common collocation of causal factors (samagri) 
like light and colour-form and so their synchronism does not 
connote that the object is taken into the body of cognition by 
a representative symbol. They exist independently of one 
another, being co-effects of a common causal complex. That 
one thing (sic. cognition) is the subject and another is the object 
is to^be explained by the constitutional peculiarity of the two 
factors themselves. Jayantabhatta also quotes this* view at 
length. But as Santaraksita and Kamala6ila point out, this 
theory assumes the very fact which is to be explained. The 
crux of the problem is how can consciousness function aB the 
subject ((vi§ayi) with regard to the objective factor ? This can 
be explained if the two coalesce together and this can he 
possible if knowledge iB believed to be a configuration of the 
external reality which is our theory.2

1 svarupavedanaya 'nyad vedakam  na  vyapek^ate I na ca 'vidifcam 

asti 'dam  ity  artho 'yam  svasam vidah II
T. S .,  61. 2012.

2 “ na ’nyo *sti grahako jfianac caksusair visayair v ina I ata6 ca 

Bahasamvittir na ’bhedan nilataddhiyoh. II purvikai 'va tu samagri pra- 

jfianam  visayak§apam I alokarupavat kuryad yena syat sahavedanain II "

Quoted in the T. S. P ., p. 569.
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I t  therefore follows from the very peculiarity of the cognitive 
relation that knowledge and its content are known in one sweep. 
And this is a matter of logical demonstration. Knowledge by 
its very immateriality is distinguished from the material objects 
and these objects are expressed and revealed when consciousness 
operates on them. The light of consciousness makes the dead 
matter shine and if this consciousness is supposed to be hidden 
and veiled in and by itself, we cannot explain how knowledge 
can arise at all. Dharmakirti has very pertinently observed 
elsewhere, “  Perception of an object is impossible if perception 
itself is unperceived.” 1 Manikyanandi too observes, t€ Certainly 
admirable is the person who thinks an object is perceived but not 
the perceptual knowledge which sheds light on it like a burning 
lamp.” 2 If cognition cannot shine in its own light but only in 
the borrowed light of another cognition, how can the second 
cognition, which equally lacks original light like the first, make 
it shine ? Certainly there must be light somewhere and in its 
own right and if it is supposed to belong to some remote cogni
tion, what is the harm if it is conceded to the first ? If you 
deny original light to any cognition whatsoever, perception of 
objective reality will become impossible, as darkness cannot be 
removed by darkness. And the alternative of shining in borrow
ed light is exposed to the charge of regressus ad infinitum.

na j nan atm a paratme ’ti niladhivedane katham I nilakarasya aamvittia 

tayor no ced abbinnata 11
T. S ., 61. 2032.

1 ’ apratyaksopalambhaBya na ’rtbadrstib prasiddhyati.*

2 ko v& tatpratibhasinam artham adhyaksam icchams tad eva tatha 
n e ’ccbet. 1.11. pradlpavat. 1 .12., P. M. S .

also, tathahl—na tavad arthasya svanubhavakale 'pi eiddbib, tadabhi- 

vyaktisvabhavasya ’nubhavasya tadanlm  asiddbatvat kada aiddhir bbavi- 

gyatl ’ti vaktavyam . tajjnanajbanajatau {sic) arbbajnanajnanotpattikole 

siddhir bhavisyati 'ti cet, etad atisubbaaitam. yo hi nam a svanubbava- 

kale na siddbae Ba katbam asvanubhavakale eeteyati.

T. S.. P ., p. 661,
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Thus, if a cognition is unrevealed in and by itself and is only 
revealed by another cognition before it can reveal the object, 
that other cognition being equally unrevealed will again require 
a third and the third again a fourth and so on to infinity. The 
upshot w\ll be that the object will not be known—a position 
extremely absurd.1 The contention that a cognition reveals 
its object though lying unknown by itself like the sense-organ 
has been proved to be a colossal hoax. A cognition reveals other 
objects, which are foreign to it, only because it is self-revealing 
like light. The subject-object relation does not exist and so 
there is no dichotomy in consciousness. I t  is immediate in 
all knowledge and is not known like an external object. Its 
nature is to be revealed and revealing. I t  shines, it sheds 
lustre and all things coming in its contact are revealed. To say 
that I  do not perceive consciousness in perceiving an object is

1 kim  ca yadi jfianantarezjLa' ’nubhavo 'nglkriyate, tada tatra 'pi 

jflanantare smrtir utpadyata eva jfianajfianam nam o 'tpannam  iti, ta sy a  

'py apsreQa 'nubhavo vaktavyah, na hy ananubhute smrtir yukta, tata6 ce 

'm a jilanam alah ko 'nanyakarma janayati 'ti vaktavyam . na  tavad arthas 

tasya mulajflanavigayatvat, na 'pi 'ndriyalokau tayo6 caksurjfiana evo 'payo- 

gat. na  'pi n im im itta , sada sattvadiprasangat. T. 8 .  P . ,  p. 565. And if the  

original perceptional knowledge is supposed to generate subsequent cogni

tions as oognisant of the previous cognitions, the process will have no  

end. Nor can the  presence of an objective datum  intercept th is m ove 

m ent, as an objective datum  stands outside, being foreign to  consciousness. 

And if it could stop the psychic process in spite of its foreignness, 

there would be no case of knowledge itse lf,  as objects are always  

lying adjacent to  consciousness. The result will be that there will be no  

knowledge of another object. And if this knowledge of another object 

is conceded, the question arises a9 to whether the final cognition of the  

previous knowledge is self-revealed or not. If it is not self-revealed, i t  

will be unrevealed as there is no o th e r . cognition to cognise it, and being  

unrevealed it  cannot reveal the  object. The result will be a universal 

blindness w ith  no light of knowledge to redeem its m onotony. I f  to avoid 

this contingency, the last cognition is believed to be self-transparent, there  

is no warrant to deny thiB of the first original cognition. T. S . ,  61s. 2026- 

28,* pp. 565-66.
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tantamount to saying that I  do not know if I  have a tongue or 
not.1 Argument will he lost upon him— a human statue in 
stone, who perceives an object but is not conscious that he per. 
ceives it. ‘ To be perceived * means * to be revealed by percep
tion.* I t  is a complex of two factors, perception and the 
objective reality, which by mutual association have acquired a 
new status and are no longer simple entities as before. To say 
therefore that the object is known and not the fact of knowledge 
is to talk nonsense.2 % The contention, that awareness is only 
implicit in objective perception and so knowledge is not always 
of the form ‘ I  know the object,’ but is simply of the object, 
does not prove that knowledge is unknown. Implicit or explicit, 
awareness is always self-awareness. The reference to the sub
ject and the object in a judgment is a question of emphasis and 
is possible only if there is a recognition of the fact of knowledge. 
The self-transparency of knowledge is the presupposition of 
all knowledge and cannot be denied without denying the very 
possibility of knowledge.8

The problem of self-knowledge has been debated in European 
philosophy with such an avidity and keenness as remind us 
of similar discussions in India. There are some psychologists 
who hold that knowledge of self is an impossibility, because 
“  knowledge is a subject-object relation ; the subject knows the

1 bod he 'py aDubhavo yasya na kathaficana jay ate I

tam  katham  bodhayec chastram loetam narasamakrtim II 

jihva m e 'sti na ve ’t y  uktir lajjayai kevalam  yatha I 

na budhyate m aya bodho boddhavya ifci tadr6l II — Paficadatl

Ch. I l l ,  19-20.

2 viditavteesanasya vedanasyai rva bodbasvartipatvat tadanubhava- 

bhave viditaBya *py anubhavabhavapraBangat bodhanubhavo 'vaGyam aiigikar- 

tavyalj. V yd k hyd , ibid.

3 Cf. na ca nilinam eva vijiianam arfchatmanau jfiapayati caksuradivad  

iti vaoyam. jfiapanam hi jfianajananam janitam  ca jfianam jadam  Ban no  

'ktadusanam afcivartete. evam  uttorottarany api jfianuni jadam 'ty 

anavastha. tasm ad aparadhinaprakaia sam vid upetavya. B h a m a t i , p. 35.

N. S. P .,  A. Sastry’s edn.
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object ; but when we speak of the subject knowing itself, are 
we not using language which is meaningless? Knowing is a 
relation, and a relation needs two terms, while here we have 
one term only. E x vi terminorum what the subject knows 
must be an object, and therefore it cannot be the subject itself. 
The subject of knowledge is like the eye which sees all things 
but itself is invisible/’ As a result of this dialectic it follows 
that “ All introspection is retrospection.” “  The object which 
the knower has before him in introspection is truly an other, 
something that has been shed from his own life and is now a 
caput mortuum, a fragment of the past, and no part of the present 
living subject of knowing and doing/, 1 This view is apparently 
Based on abstract logical grounds and fails to account for the 
fact of unity of conscious life. If the subject is eo ipso unknown 
and unknowable, what is there to cement the discrete experiences 
and thoughts into one subjective whole ? After all, there has 
been no doubt felt about the emergence of a feeling or thought 
by a subject, nor has there been any confusion in their subjective 
reference. A thought or experience is immediately felt as one’s 
own experience. Knowledge of the self by the self does not 
mean any duality—the self is immediately felt in all knowledge, 
objective or subjective. It is not felt as an object, as an other. 
We shall make nonsense of all our knowledge if we suppose that 
consciousness is unconscious of itself. J . F . Ferrier is nearer 
the truth when he formulates the dictum, ci Along with what
ever any intelligence knows, it must, as the ground or condition 
of its knowledge, have some cognisance of i tse lf ."3 But it 
will be misleading and also perversion of truth if self-cognisance 
is understood to be cognisance of self as an object. This would 
imply that there are two objects in all knowledge, viz., the self 
and the matter in hand. We have no warrant to suppose 
it to be so. As has been pertinently observed by Prof. Sorley,

1 Sorley, Moral Values and the  Idea of God,  p. 202.

2 In s t i tu te s  of Metaphysic , 2nd ed., p. 81. The italics are mine.
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“ I  may be entirely occupied in the examination of an object of 
perception, or in thinking about it, without the reflexion entering 
my mental state that I  am so perceiving or so thinking. That 
reflexion is always there at call—so to speak a potential element 
of any cognitive state ; but it is not in all cases an actual element 
in i t.”  1 The truth seems to lie in the golden mean. Conscious
ness is neither unconscious of itself nor always explicitly and 
emphatically self-conscious. The former position would fail to 
explain the unity of psychic life and the latter would put all our 
knowledge on the level of judgments. Prof. Sorley concludes, 
“  Surely the true condition of all our knowledge is not a super
added consciousness of self, but the fact of its being a conscious
ness by self.” 2 Of course the Buddhist and the VedSntist who 
advocate the self-shining nature of consciousness do not maintain 
that self-consciousness as a judgment is the condition of all 
knowledge. They only emphasise that implicitly or explicitly the 
ground of all empirical knowledge is consciousness, which is 
never known or hidden in its nature. Self-consciousness as the 
connotation of all consciousness is an immediate felt fact and 
is rather the form than the content of knowledge. In  self-judg
ments the self appears as the object, but this objectivity is only 
a heightened form of self-consciousness and need not imply any 
alienation of the self. I t  only means that attention is turned 
back internally upon itself, upon the thought as thought.

As has been aptly observed by M. Bergson, (t There is one 
reality, at least, which we all seize from within, by intuition 
and not by analysis. I t  is our own personality in its flowing 
through time—our self which endures. We may sympathise 
intellectually with nothing else, but we certainly sympathise 
with our own selves.” 8 Prof. Sorley observes, “ It is an 
apprehension which is immediate— which is lived in the moment 
that it is known, although it is preserved in memory and clarified

1 Op. c i t . t p. 205.

2 Op. c i t . t p. 207,

3 Introduct ion to M etaphysics , E ng. tr .p p. 8.
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by reflexion.** Further, “ This is more difficult to name : 
for in naming it we are apt to speak of it as if it were one 
element amongst the others. But it may be described as the sense 
of life or the sense of self. It is not one factor amongst others 
— such as sensation or impulse or feeling. For it is something 
through which all these are—through which they have being. 
And it is through it that each person has his own individual being 
and no other, so that my perception of this sound, say, is entirely 
distinct from yours, even although no perfect analysis can find 
no dissimilarity between their respective contents.” 1 Again, 
“ The idea of self is founded upon immediate experience of self 
as a unity or whole of conscious life. We do not approach it 
from the outside : We have inside acquaintance, because we are 
it.’*2 Although the Buddhist does not believe in the existence 
of an enduring self running through all the diverse experiences, 
still these opinions of the immediacy of consciousness are fully 
in accord with his views. The problem of the self as a perma
nent unity is a different problem and is irrelevant to our present 
enquiry. We have however dealt with this problem in our 
critique of the Buddhist non-soul theory and we have expressed
our differences. Be that as it may, we cannot help thinking 
that the besetting sin of philosophers has been to lay stress on 
the objective content and so to ignore the self-revealing character 
of consciousness. Prof. Sorley evidently contradicts himself when 
he denies consciousness of self as the ground of all con
sciousness. “  We should need clear evidence to convince us,** 
observes Prof. Sorley, “ that the consciousness of one object 
always requires to be accompanied by the consciousness of 
another object, even although the other object is self.” 3 The 
point is that consciousness as such is never known as an object, 
as if it were one factor among other factors. It  is hasty analysis

1 Op. cit . , pp. 263-64.

2 Op. cit . ,  265.

3 Op. cit . ,  p ,  207.
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to speak of the self or consciousness as a part of the objective 
judgment. Judgment is itself possible because consciousness 
supplies ‘ the spiritual bond 1 to quote Goethe.1 And this is ad
mitted by Prof. Sorley himself in other places as quoted by us.

Citsukhacarya is certainly on the right track when he says 
that the judgment, ‘ The pot is known by me * is no evidence of 
the self being known as an object. The 4 m e/ is the subject of 
the knowledge and not its object. The language too is unmis
takable. In the proposition the predicate is “  knownness 99 and 
it is predicated of the object, the pot. Knownness does not 
qualify the subject, but the object. So the self is never known 
objectively. And all cases of self-knowledge will be found to be 
knowledge of something as an object by the self and never of 
the self by the self, though the prima facie view of self-judgment 
would point the other way. The objection of the Naiyayika 
that consciousness, if it is self-consciousness, must necessitate 
the judgment, 9 I  know this or that 1—is based on a faulty read
ing and analysis of knowledge. We have seen that the judg
ment ‘ I know this * does not connote that the self is objectively 
cognised as ‘ this 5 is cognised. The judgment * I  know this ’ 
presupposes a series of psychical activities. In the first flush 
of experience, the contents are given in a lump— as a whole. 
“  Analysis brings out into relief elements which are in the 
whole aud are important for understanding the whole.** The 
judgment is thus the result of analysis of the immediate experi
ence and it must be noted that analysis can never reach the 
inner life ; “  in the centre it is always at a loss ; for when the 
centre or subject is reached there is nothing further to analyse, 

and the mere analyst is tempted to say that there is nothing 
there at all.*’ 2

1 Cf. " To understand the living whole

They start by driviug out the  s o u l ;

They count the parts, and when all’s  done,

Alas 1 the spirit-bond is go n e .”  Op. c i t p. 250.

2 Op. cit. ,  p. 264.
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The contention of Ramanuja that all knowledge is judg
mental in character and self-knowledge is possible only in 
association with an other is based on superficial psychology 
and slipshod logic. We have seen that knowledge of sense-data 
is possible only because consciousness owns them up and con
sciousness or self is never in need of a foreign light for its mani
festation. And even in sense-perception the data are not 
apprehended as isolated or distinct units ; their distinctness is 
due to our own processes of abstraction and analysis, which 
take place after the experience has taken place. Judgment is 
thus only a clarified form of the immediate experience, made 
possible by a series qf psychological processes, such as analysis, 
reflection, selection and synthetic reintegration. So the plea 
of the Naiyayika that self-consciousness must emerge in the 
form of a judgment is based on a short-sighted view of experi
ence. In  the first flush of experience, remarkably in sense-per
ception, the contents are known in a lump. In  the second 
place, the contents are distinguished and analysed and objective 
judgments in the form of ‘ this is blue,’ etc., are made possible. 
In  the third place, when attention is turned back upon the 
subjective pole, the judgment emerges in the form of self-con
sciousness, such as ‘ I  know the blue object,’ etc. But it would 
be a faulty analysis if we suppose that either in the first or 
in the second stage the element of consciousness is not conscious 
of itself. As in the third stage where we get the explicit know
ledge of the self as the subject, the objective elements are not 
unknown, though the subjective side is prominently felt, as 
attention is focussed upon it, so in the first two stages the sub
jective side is neither slurred over nor unfelt, though attention 
is focussed upon the objective contents and the subjective side 
is not emphasised. The question of immediate indeterminate 
knowledge and of judgments, both objective and subjective, is a 
question of analysis and attention ; but the logical postulate of 
all knowledge in all stages is the presence of consciousness as 
the form and the form is never unknown, though attention may



SELF-COGNITION 333

be diverted to the contents and the presence of consciousness 
as the form or the spiritual bond may not be emphasised. I t  
is the presence of consciousness as the form and as the spiritual 
bond in all processes of knowledge that is emphasised by the 
Buddhists and the Vedantists and they insist with unerring logic 
that this form is the life and soul of all knowledge and its exis
tence is never unknown. On the contrary they assert that this 
self-shining nature of consciousness is its special prerogative 
and it is this which distinguishes it from matter, which for its 
revelation is dependent upon consciousness. But consciousness 
is not dependent upon matter for its self-revelation ; and associa
tion of contents in our wakeful experience is only an accident. 
The Naiyayika or all realists for the matter of that have made 
a grave blunder in supposing consciousness to be the product 
of objective elements operating upon the self, which is regarded 
as but an unconscious receiving apparatus. But this would 
make the explanation of the unity of conscious life impossible 
and so the postulation of a permanent self as the cementing bond 
of psychic life will have no meaning.

Pleasure and pain, which have been grouped under ‘ cnittas 9 
(secondary mental phenomena) are equally conscious states and 
as such self-transparent and self-intuited. Dharmottara observes 
that the feelings of pleasure or jiain are experienced immediately 
on the perception of external objects. The perceptual knowledge 
emerges with a distinctive feeling-tone, be it pleasurable or 
painful, and this is felt internally and has no external objective 
reference. The experience of pleasure or pain, therefore, is 
purely subjective like the perceptual knowledge itself and so 
there is no excuse to identify it with the external object, though 
the external object may be rightly regarded as the occasioning 
condition of such experience. The fact of the matter is that 
consciousness and its feeling-tone are one and the same thing. 
Pleasure and pain are the characteristic features of consciousness 
itself. I t  is quite possible that there may be a neutral state 
of consciousness, which is neither pleasurable nor painful.
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Yasomitra and Gunaratna have admitted this possibility and have 
accordingly divided caittas into three categories, (L) pleasurable,
(2) painful, (3) neutral.1 The contention of the Naiyayikas, that 
pleasure and pain are not essentially conscious states but are felt 
objectively as much as external objects, is psychologically un
tenable. Of course, Jayantabhatta admits that pleasure and 
pain are internally perceived, but he would have us believe that 
they are objective perceptions none the less. The pleasure and 
pain are objective realities existing inside the soul-substance in 
the form of universal archetypes and so are felt as much 
objectively as external objects are perceived. An experience is 
distinguished as pleasant because pleasure is the object of this 
experience quite as much as a jug becomes an object. The 
feeling-tone cannot be regarded as the essential character 
of consciousness, as the feeling-tone is variable. So it 
must be conceded that pleasure and pain enter into the consti
tution of knowledge as objects and are not integral parts of 
consciousness, as pure consciousness without a feeling-tone is 
also experienced.*

Santarak^ita observes in reply to this contention of the 
Naiyayikas that unless pleasure, etc., are regarded as the integral 
parts of perceptual knowledge and as such essentially conscious 
states, the immediate perception of pleasure or pain simultaneous
ly with the perceptual knowledge cannot be accounted for. Even 
if it is held that pleasure and pain are felt by a distinct mental 
perception this mental perception can arise in the second moment 
and so the simultaneous perception of pleasure and perceptual

1 citfce bhavaa caitfca vaatuvisesarQpagrahakah sukhaduhkhopeksala- 

k^anah. T. R .  D . ,  p. 40.

also, yatha hi tisro vedana bhavanti sukha, dubkha, adubkhasukha ve ’ ti.

Abhi. K. V ., p. 14.

2 tad idanirn sukhajnanam apy anubbuyam anam  aukhena visaya-

bhavaju^a gbatadine Wo ’parajyata iti gam yate na svarupenai 7va sukbat-

m akam , tato bhinnarupasya bodbamatrasvabhavaaya jnanagya 'nyada

dfetatvad iti. N . M ., p. 75.
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experience cannot be accounted for. The pleasure or pain is felt 
immediately the external object is perceived and this immediacy 
can be explained if the feeling-tone is regarded as the part and 
parcel of the perceptual cognition. Nor can the feeling of 
immediacy be accounted as an illusion due to the rapidity of the 
successive cognitions, as we have proved before that rapidity of 
succession cannot be a bar to perception of succession. More
over, if pleasure and pain are objectively perceived, we can 
expect that the Yogins should feel happy or miserable when they 
supersensuously intuit the pleasure and pain in other persons. 
Not only that, one should feel happy or miserable when one 
infers the pleasure or pain of another person. The existence 
of the pleasure and pain in the subject is not essential.

Jayantabhafta’s explanation of the Naiyayika position.

Jayantabhatta, we are inclined to believe, anticipated this 
difficulty and so posited the existence of pleasure and pain in 
their universal* archetypal forms in the subjective centres. 
These archetypal universals are ubiquitous and so can exist in the 
being of the self. And these archetypal universals become 
evident when they come into relation with particular causes of 
pleasure and pain and this relation is brought about under the 
influence of the l&w of harmony or mutual affinity (yogyata). ' But 
this attempt on the part of Jayantabhatta to deny the character 
of consciouness to feelings does not seem to be convincing. On 
the other hand it makes some unwarrantable assumptions. The 
existence of archetypes or universals is not above doubt and 
in the second place the assumption of these universals of pleasure

1 nanu sukliotpadat purvatn anasrayaiii sukhatvasam anyam  katham  

tatra syat, ka6 ea ’pi sukhahetubhih karakaih samsargah, asainsrstam  ca  

katham  karakaih syat ? ucyate. sarvasarvagatani sam anyani sadhayi- 

§yanta iti sanfci tatra *pi sukhatvadini. yogyataiaksana eva cai 'earn sukhahe

tubhih karakaih saihsargah. N . M . ,  pp. 75-76.
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and pain in the soul-substance does not seem to be justified by 
any logical necessity. Not only is there no logical justification, 
but it does not make these psychical states any more intelligible. 
And to give it a semblance of justification Jayanta has to postu
late a relation of harmony or affinity with particular objective 
realities known to induce pleasurable or painful sensations. This 
is not a l l ; Jayanta is compelled to commit one absurdity after 
another. Once he lets in a particular universal, he finds him
self under the painful obligation of postulating as many uni- 
versals as there are conscious states. Thus, pleasure, pain, 
knowledge, volition, hatred, desire and many others are to be 
assumed to exist in their universal forms. And what does this 
existence of universals avail ? They cannot make themselves 
felt unless and until particular objective facts are perceived, 
and to justify these two factors lie p >stulates a sort of mysterious 
relation under the name of ‘ affinity ’ or ‘harmony/ which is not 
intelligible to the plain understanding. The Buddhist theory does 
not make any one of these.assumptions, which have been requisi
tioned by the Naiyayika to escape the unmistakable fact of the 
self-transparency of knowledge, which the Naiyayika feels called 
upon to deny. But the self-transparency of consciousness is 
based upon the irrefutable testimony of experience and an unde
niable logical necessity and the denial of this leads to an infinite 
variety of absurd situations, little suspected by the Naiydyika. It 
redounds all the more to the credit of the Buddhists that modern 
psychological researches fully corroborate the Buddhist theory, 
as feelings are regarded as conscious states as much as cognitive 
and volitional facts.



C H A P T E R  X X I

T h e  T h e o r y  o f  P e r c e p t i o n  a s  p r o p o u n d e d  b y  

D h a r m a k i r t i  a n d  D h a r m o t t a r a

Perception according to Dharmakirti consists in the 
apprehension of an object in its own specific character (sva- 
laksana) having nothing in common with other objects similar or 
dissimilar and is thus completely free from association with 
names and verbal expressions—an association which presupposes 
and is made possible by relational thought. The object of per
ception is the reality which is immediately revealed to the mind 
and not such other ideas as generality (samdnya), quality (guna), 
action (kriya), substratum (dramja), or name (naman)y which are 
not a part of the presented sense-data but are supplied by imagina
tion (irikalpa). The criterion of reality from unreal creation of 
fancy or imagination is this : that which by its position of nearness 
or distance affects the presentative character of perception is alone 
real. Thus, a jug or rather its presentation is seen to vary as 
faint or distinct according to its situation in relation to the per
cipient. But an idea, which is supplied by memory-association 
or conjured up in imagination, does not undergo any variation 
whether the object represented be situated near to or distant from 
the perceiving subject. This reality is alone endowed with 
practical efficiency (arthakriya-karitva) and not the fancied or 
inferred object, which is not presented through sense-medium. 
The test of reality therefore is practical efficiency alone and not 
any thing else.

The Theory of Perception of Dharmakirti, or of the Sautran- 
tika school for the matter of that whose system is expounded 
by Dharmakirti in his Nydyabindu, is rather an intricate 
one. All existents being momentary in character, the thing 
that is in contact with the sense-organ at one moment is
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not contemporaneous with the idea that springs up in the 
mind at the second moment. Thus perception is impossible 
inasmuch as the mind cannot come in direct relation with the 
extra-mental reality but through the medium of sense-organs 
only. In view of this difficulty it has been postulated that a 
sense-object has the power to leave behind an impress of its 
image in the consciousness through the sense-channel. By 
virtue of this peculiar efficiency a sense-object is regarded 
as an object of perception.1 W hat really is immediately 
perceived is not the external object but a copy or image of it 
imprinted on the consciousness. And this mental image is 
regarded as a faithful representation—an exact copy of the extra- 
mental reality existing in its own right. It  is evident therefore 
that external reality can never be an immediate object of perception 
but can at best be mediately known—in other words, it can only be 
inferred by its supposed likeness presented in the idea. Percep
tion of an external object is therefore only the perception of the 
idea believed to be a copy or picture of the same.

In  this connection an interesting but extremely difficult 
question has been raised as to the immediate cause of perceptual 
knowledge (pramana). Our consciousness is seen to be ever 
active varying with a constantly variable content. The conscious 
character is however common to all the different cognitions

1 bhinnakalam katham grahyam iti ced grahyntam viduh I 

hetutvam eva ca vyakter jnanfikarFirpanaksamain II

Quote ! in S. D . S., p. 1(3 and Tat. t l . f p. 153.

Cf. na hi inukhyato yadrSam jfifuiasva ’tmasamvedanam tfidrg eva 

'rthasye ’stain, kim tarh i svabhasajuanajjnakatvam eva ’rthasya snih- 

vedyatvam.

also, 'sakarajfiaaapakse ca tannirblinsasya vedyata I ’

T. S. P , under sis. 2034-35.

Compare D h arm o tta ra : “ nilanirbha.-am In vijiifmaiii yatus tasmad 

nllasya pratitir avasiyatc. yebliyo hi eaksutfulibhyo vijuauam utpudyutc 

na tadvasat tajjnanam  nilasya samvedunam sakyaie ’vasthapa) ituoi. 

nllasadr^atn tv aQubhuyamanaih nilaeya sumvedanam avasthapyate."

N. B. T., p. 19.
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forming the sumtotal of consciousness, the differentiating factor 
being the varying contents. W hat is the cause of this variation 
of contents in consciousness ? Certainly, the Sautmniilca observes, 
it is nothing but the objective reality lying outside the mind but 
coming in contact with it.

But this objective reality lying outside the mind, cannot, 
as lias been shown above, be directly cognised by the mind 
because of its momentary character. It is only the image or 
copy of it that is directly cognised and the supposed likeness of 
the percept, that is the idea in the mind, to the extra-mental 
reality is to be regarded as the cause and warrant of its validity 
(arthasârûpyam asya pramânam, tadoatâd arthapratîtisiddheh) ; 
and the cognition as such is regarded as the resultant of the 
same. Thus, the cognition of ‘blue’ has a particular form which 
is different from that of the cognition of ‘red.’ The conscient 
character is common to both ; what varies is only the form, that 
is, the content. So the immediate cause of a particular cogni
tion (pramânam) is the form or the likeness impressed on it and 
not sense-organs as supposed by the Naiyâyikas. I t  is the parti
cular form or likeness which determines the character of a 
cognition and not sense-organ, which is common to cognitions ojf 
red, blue, white and so forth.1

1 See Pt. I ,  pp. 78-9. Dharmakirfci in the Nyàyabindu  and bo also 

Dharm ottara emphatically m aintain the possibility of sense-perception of 

an objective reality. The m ental likenesB is regarded as the m eans of 

objective perception and not as the object or its substitute. In  fact if the  

objective reality were deem ed to have only an inferential status as in  

Cartesian or Lockian epistemology, the division of perception into sense-per

ception, etc:, would be unm eaning. Dharmakirti's theory of sense-perception 

in m y judgment seem s to have greater affinities with that of the Critical 

Realists of America* than with the naive realism of the Cartesian school. 

This is evident from the em phasis laid by Dharmakirti on the m edium istic  

charact. r of the psychical content. Cf. arthasârûpyam asya pramânam, 

tadvaéâd arthapratîtisiddheh.

Here the objective likeness of the  mental content is regarded as the  

m edium  or instrument of perception and not as the object, exactly in the
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A difficulty has been raised in this connection by rival 
schools of thinkers. The cognition and its likeness (sârüpyam) 
are not two distinct things but one. So Dharmakirti makes the 
same thing pramana (cause of knowledge) and pramànaphala 
(the resultant cognition), which is absurd. Pramana is the cause 
of cognition and the effect of it is the cognition itself revealing a 
particular object.1 To make the same thing both cause and effect 
only betrays confusion of thought.

In reply to this objection Dharmottara says that the relation 
of pramana and pramâ is not a causal relation but one of deter
mination. When in contradistinction to the perception of a 
red object we have a cognition of blue, we feel that the p irti- 
cular cognition refers to a thing which is different from the red 
that was perceived immediately before. W hat enables us to

sam e fashion as sense-organ is regarded as the  instrum ent by the  upholders 

of the presentative theory of perception. The difference lies in this : the

m enta l likeness is substituted for the  sense-organ as the  instrum ent or 

m edium  of perception, but the  instrum ental character is never lost sight of. 

That w e  ere in direct touch w ith the  nbjective reality lying outside is 

apparent from the tex t  of Dharmakirti him self, where he speaks of the  

object of perception as the  self-characterised unique real (svalnksana), 

whose proxim ity or distance causes variation in th e  presentative character  

of perceptual knowledge. This text would be reduced to nonsense if the  

object of perception be believed to be the m enta l content. This faot distin

guishes Dharm akirti's theory of perception from that of K ant, who believes 

the thing-in-itself (svalaksana of Dharmakirti) to be unknown and un

knowable and from that of the naïve realists, who m akes hum an knowledge  

a closed circle out of all touch w ith  external reality. I  have therefore not  

hesitated to characterise the realism of Dharmakirti*s school as Critical 

B ealism  in contra-distinction to the naïve .Realism of the Cartesian school. In  

fact the theory of perception of the Sâm khya and V edanta schools too should  

be believed to be presentative, as direct contact with reality  is  

em phasised. I f  and how far this theory of perception can be logically; 

justified is a different question , which cannot be d iscussed in  the present  

context.

1 ‘pramâpasya phalam  arthaprakâéab artbasam vedanam ’— H em a-  

candra's P r a m â n a m ïm â m sâ , 1.1.35.
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differentiate the cognition of blue from the cognition of red is 
the peculiar blue-form experienced in the percept. Thus 
the cognition is ascertained to be one of blue and not of any 
other, only when the particular likeness imprinted on it is 
perceived.1

So the objection that the same cognition cannot be both 
pramana and prama has no force as the relation supposed is 
not one of cause and effect but that of determinant and deter
minable.2 They are one as relating to one single cognition, but 
different only on account of one aspect having a determining 
force and the other being determined.8

We have seen how the selfsame cognition can alternately 
discharge the dual function of pramana and prama, in other 
words, how a cognition can be both the condition and the result 
of itself. I t  is effected by a change of emphasis. Thus when 
the emphasis is laid upon the particular form of the cognition, 
the form is regarded as the condition of perceptual knowledge 
and when the emphasis is transferred to the quality of conscious
ness endowed with a particular content, the consciousness is 
said to be determined or conditioned by the likeness imprinted 
on it, which is thus regarded as the determining condition. 
The Buddhists had recourse to this rather cumbrous theory 
because they did not acknowledge the existence of a separate 
spirit-entity standing aloof behind the mental apparatus and

1 s a d r S a m  a n u b h u y a m a n a m  t a d v i j n a n a m  y a n  D i l a s y a  g r a h a k a m  a v a s -  

t h a p y a t e  n i ^ c a y n p r a t y a y e n a  t a s m a t  s a r O p y a m  a n u b h u t a m  v y a v a s t h a p a n a -  

h e t u h ,  n i ^ c a y a p r a t y a y e n a  c a  t a j  j n a n a m  a v a s t b a p y a m a n a m  v y a v a a f c b a p y a m

................................ vyavastbapaka6 ca vikalpapratyayah pratyaksabalotpanno
draatavyab.

N. B. T., p. 19.
2 na ’aato hetuta napi sato hefcob phalatmata I

iti janmani dosab syad vyavastha tu na dosabhak II

P. MIm., 1.1.86,

3 e k a j n a n a g a t a t v e n a  p r a m a p a p h a l a y o r  a b h e d a h ,  v y a v a a t h a p y a *

v y a v a s t h a p a k a t v e n a  t u  b h e d a h -
Ib id , under 1. 1. 38.
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illumining the psychical processes going on therein. The Jainas 
are at one in this respect with the Buddhists, as they also denied 
the existence of a spirit-entifcy as separate and distinct from the 
mind.1 The logical consequence of this identification of con
sciousness with the varying mental states has been the doctrine 
of momentary consciousness— consciousness reduced to a series 
of transitory mental states in perpetual flux. The notion of 
continuity has been explained away as an illusion, being due 
to the homogeneity and the free unimpeded career of the conscious 
states. The Jainas have avoided this consequence by their 
peculiar doctrine of relativity (anekantavada), which possesses 
the miraculous efficiency of reconciling all contradiction.

The Samkhyas and the Vedantists have avoided this pitfall 
by positing the existence of a spirit-entity standing aloof, 
detached and unaffected by the varying psychical processes 
though animating them all the while with the light of knowledge. 
The consciousness in the psychical states is only apparent ; it is 
at best borrowed from the eternal spirit-entity (saksi). But 
with the Buddhists and the Jainas there is no soul distinct from 
the mind. VijnSnabhiksu is very severe upon the Buddhists for 
their identifying consciousness with the passing psychical states 
with the result that consciousness has been reduced to a congeries 
of momentary conscious units having no real nexus between.2

1 The Jainas  hold that  all knowledge exists in  an accomplished state  

in the soul and it becomes m anifest  only when the veil of passion is removed  

from it. The veil of passion envelops the soul and not the mind, as the  

soul and mind are not distinct but identical ; cf. 41 na ’pi manasaa  

tair avaranam atinavyatirekena ’parasya manaso n ise tsyam an atvat .”

P. M. S. Laghu-Vrtti of Anantavlrya, p. 19  (A .S .B .  E n .) .  

Also cf. 4 cittavyatirek^na ’tm ano ’nistatvat.* KainalaSlla, T. S. P . ,  p. 119.

2 Cf . Vijnanabhiksu—

14 naiva 'Ipamatina 6akyo viveko vrttibodhayoh 1

tarkika yatra sam m udhah Sam khyanam  6resthata vatah II 

jfianatmatva6rutau m udba im e bauddhas tam asvinah I 

vrttibodhavivekena menire k^anikam citim  II ”

Sdmkhya8dra,  Ch. II I .  61s. 16-17, utiarabhaga.
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Be that as it may, a question has been raised as to why 
a perception free from determination (nirvikalpa) is alone 
regarded as reliable evidence of reality, though it has no practical 
utility unless and until it is made determinate. I t  can be 
converted into useful knowledge only when determinative reflec
tion (vikalpa) is brought to bear upon it and this determinative 
process is considered to be purely intellectual having nothing 
to do with reality proper. Indeterminate perception however 
has no practical value unless and until it is determined as percep
tion of some thing. And this determination is rendered possible 
only by the reflective, intellectual activity, which certifies ‘ it is 
blue that is perceived and not red or any other thing.* Unless 
and until it is determined as such, the experience is as good as 
non-existent (asatkalpa), because it cannot lead to any activity 
and so there is 110 acquisition of any thing. As perception, 
determined by an intellectual activity is alone endowed with 
practical efficiency, it is determined perception (savikalpa 
pratyaksa) that should alone be regarded as valid experience 
ipramana); and if vikalpa is invalid by its very nature, how 
can it refrain from infecting it with its own invalidity ? 1

To this Dharmottara says that there are two kinds of 
vikalpa and though both the varieties are equally unreliable and 
invalid by their very constitution, there is a vital difference 
in their functional character. There is a kind of vikalpa
which interprets the perceptual experience and makes it 
clear and intelligible. I t  does not assert its independence but 
functions in the background. The other variety of vikalpa is

1 nanu nirvikalpakatvat prntyaksain eva Dîlabodhorüpaiv ína  (na) 

'tm ànam  avasthâpayitum áaknoti. niácayaprat) ayenâ ’vyavasthàpitam and 

api nllabodharüpam vijûânam asatkalpam eva. tasm ân niscayena nïla- 

bodharüpam vyavasthàpitam  vijnânum nïlubodhàtmanà ead bhavati

tasmâd adhyavasâyam kurvad eva pratyaksam pramanam bhavati..................

yady evam adhyavasâyasahitam eva pratyaksam pramanam syân na  

kevalam.

N, B . T., p. 20.
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pure imagination without any touch with external reality. 

This latter variety is absolutely unreliable as evidence of reality. 
But the reflective thought, which arises in the trail of perception 
and is generated under its influence (pratyaksabalotpanna), stands 
in a different category. It does not assert its independence as 
pure imagination does, but only serves to determine the per
ceptual knowledge as knowledge of something. The nirvikalpaka 
perception is a simple, homogeneous, unitary cognition, in which 
the subject and the object, perception and perceptual matter, are 
not distinguished but given in a lump, as it were. But such 
knowledge is entirely useless and has no pragmatic value. It is 
only when perceptual knowledge is interpreted by a subsequent 
act of reflection, which analyses it into a subjective and an 
objective element and imposes a relation upon them, that it can 
be made useful in our practical li'e. It is however the primary, 
homogeneous experience (nirviknlpa pratyaksa) that can be 
accepted as reliable testimony of the external reality and the 
reflective thought and the relational knowledge, which is the 
result o! it, are purely subjective facts and are no index to the 
objective reality*—the thing-in-itself (svalaksana). But the purely 
subjective character of this reflective process, which is necessary 
for the interpretation of perception, does not in any way detract 
from or add to the evidentiary value of perceptual knowledge. 
The analytic-cum-synthetic process, which is involved in the 
reflective activity, gives us purely perceptual data and not imagi
nary things. It is perception all the while even when interpreted 
by reflective thought. This interpretation only serves to put the 
perceptual knowledge in a clear light and neither supersedes nor 
overshadows it. The contention that perceptual knowledge 
together with vikalpa should be held as valid testimony therefore 
falls to the ground. Vikalpa is purely subjective and though 
requisitioned to interpret perceptual experience does not enter 
into the composition of the perceptual data. The apprehension 
therefore that vikalpa should infect perceptual knowledge with 
its own invalid character is without a foundation and only



betrays lack of clear vision. The vikalpa, which is imagination 
pure and simple, is absolutely without touch with reality. I t  
only gives us purely fictitious data, in which our knowledge is of 
the form ‘ I  imagine the blue ’ and not 41 perceive the blue.’ 
I t  is not attended with that sentiment of belief and sense of secu
rity which invariably distinguish perceptual knowledge.1 This 
distinction in this functional character is fundamental and must 
be kept in view for our proper understanding of Dharmakirti’s 
theory of Perception.
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1 Op. cit. f P. 20. 11. 7 et aeq .
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I n f e r e n c e

The Buddhist philosophers of the school of Dignaga admit 
only two pramdnas (sources or media of valid knowledge), viz., 
perception and inference. Of these two we have already dealt 
with the nature, scope and function of perception and we propose 
to treat of inference in this chapter. Inference has been divided 
by Dignaga and Dharmalarti and their followers into two kinds, 
viz., (1) Inference for the sake of one’s own self and (2) for the 
sake of others. The former is defined as the deduction of the 
probandum, i.e., the inferrable thesis, from the reason endowed 
with threefold characteristics, which are as follows :—

(1) The reason or the middle term must abide in the 
subject or the minor term.

(2) The reason must abide only in cases which are homo
logous.

(3) The reason must not abide in cases which are hetero
logous.

The inferrable thesis is the subject, of which the probandum 
is sought to be predicated. And the homologue is one which 
invariably possesses the probandum along with the probans or 
reason. The heterologue is one which is the opposite of the 
homologue, that is to say, which does not possess the probandum 
and the probans at any time.

Now, if a particular reason or probans (hetu) is understood 
to possess these threefold characteristics, it will invariably and 
unmistakably lead to the knowledge of the probandum. But 
what is the means of knowing that a particular probans would 
possess the triple characteristics ? Dharmaklrti says that only
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the following ‘ reasons5 (heta) would satisfy this triple condi
tion :— (1) a reason which is identical in essence with the pro* 
bandum (svabhavahetu) ; (2) which is an effect or product ; and
(3) thirdly non-perception. In  other words, in cases of co
existence, only that probans is the ground of valid inference, 
which bears a relation of essential identity to the probandum 
and in cases of succession, the reason must be shown to stand 
in the relation of causality to the probandum, i.e., as the effect of 
it. Non-perception (anupalabdhi) is of service only in negative 
inference, that is to say, when the non-existence of a thing or a 
quality is to be inferred. But non-perception can have logical 
value only if all the requisite conditions of perception are present 
in full except the object, or in other words, when the object is 
amenable to perception and all other conditions of perception are 
present intact. Well, but why should these three alone be 
specified as the ground of valid inference and not any other ? The 
reason is that a thing can prove another thing only if there is a 
natural relation between the two, in other words, if the relation 
is unconditional and invariable. And what sorts of relation can 
be invariable and unconditional ? The answer is, that only the 
relations of causality and fundamental identity can be invariable 
and unconditional. The Naiyayikas think that invariable rela
tion is understood from observation of concomitance in presence 
and absence. But mere concomitance, though observed ‘in 
hundreds of cases, is not sufficient warrant for its invariability 
unless and until the relation between the probans and the pro
bandum can be clearly reduced either to causality or essential 
identity.1 We defer the discussion of this all-important problem 
for the present, as it requires fuller treatment, to which a 
separate section will be devoted.

The triple characteristic of a valid reason is the conditio 
sine qua non of true inference and a breach of these conditions

1 karyakaranabhavad va svabhavad va n iyam akut I 

avinabbavaniyamo ’dar^anan na na dar^anat II

PramanavdTttika, quoted in Tat. ti. P ., 158.
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severally and jointly will give rise to various cases of fallacies.1 

But there are fallacies of thesis (paksabhasa) also. It  is therefore 
relevant to enquire into the nature of the thesis (paksa), or the 
conclusion in the language of Aristotelian logic. The thesis or 
conclusion has been defined as 4 a (proposition) which is desired 
by the arguer himself to be established only as the probandum 
and which is not contradicted by other evidence.1 The clause 
4 only as the probandum 1 excludes the case of unproven reason, 
as, e.g., in the syllogism, 4 word is non-eternal, because it is 
visible,1 the reason 4 visibility 1 is unproven, as it doe9 not 
belong to the subject and so has got to be proved. But though 
unproven like the probandum (non-eternality), it is advanced 
not as a probandum alone but as a probans also. The clause 
4 by the arguer himself 1 is intended to exclude all other possible 
facts save and except what is intended by the arguer himself. 
Various other facts may be predicable of the subject, but that 
alone should be regarded as the thesis which is intended by the 
arguer himself. The clause 4 which is desired 1 is significant. 
I t  shows that the thesis is not what is expressed in so many words 
alone, but even what is implied should also be accepted as the 
intended thesis. Thus, for instance, when the Sarhkhya argues, 
“ The eye and the rest are for the sake of another, as they are 
compounds, like beds and cushions and the like,11 it is not 
expressly stated that the phrase 4 for the sake of another 1 
means 4 for the ' sake of the self 1 (dtmartha). But though not 
expressly stated, that is the implied subject and so should 
be understood as such.2 If the thesis is contradicted either 
partially or wholly by any such evidence as perception, inference, 
conceptual knowledge (pratlti) or one's own statement, it would 
constitute a case of unsound thesis.8

1 Vide His tory  of Indian Logic,  under Dignaga and Dharmaklrti.

2 N. B . ,  Ch. I l l ,  pp. 110-11. Cf. anukto 'pi vadina ya eve 'cchaya 

vi^aylkptah sa eva 'yam  sadhya isyate.
T. S . P .,  p. 672.

3 N. B . ,  Ch. III .  For an exposition in English , vide H . I .  L , pp. 

312-13.
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II

T h e  S u b j e c t -m a t t e r  o f  I n f e r e n c e  or t h e  T h e s i s  or 

C o n c l u s i o n .

In the previous section we have seen what according to 
Dharmakirti should be properly regarded as a correct thesis or 
conclusion. But Dharmakirti does not vouchsafe any informa
tion as to the exact character of what should be regarded as the 
conclusion. Inference proceeds through the machinery of three 
terms, the subject, the predicate (the probandum) and the 
probans. There must also exist an invariable and unconditional 
relation between the probans and the probandum. These are 
the conditions precedent of all inference. But what is the 
objective and the proper matter of inference ? This problem 
was attacked by Dignaga in his Pramanasamuccaya. Dign&ga 
argues, ie There are some logicians who think that the object of 
inference is the predicate (the probandum), which is invariably 
connected with the probans. Others again think it is the 
connexion that is inferred and neither the subject nor the 
predicate, because they are known from other evidence. But 
both these views are untenable. If the probans is known to be 
invariably connected with the probandum the latter is already 
known at the time the connexion was apprehended. If  it is 
contended that the predicate was not known as related to the 
subject, well, let then the subject thus qualified be regarded as 
the probandum. The connexion too cannot be the subject- 
matter of inference, because it does not contain the two terms, 
the probans and the probandum, in its fold like the subject. 
Moreover, the relation is not stated as the probandum in the 
syllogism either by name or through a case-ending. And the 
probans is not shown to be connected with the relation. 
Moreover, the relation is tacitly included in the probandum and 
need not be stated. So it is neither the subject, nor the 
predicate, nor again the relation that is inferred ; but it is the
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subject as qualified by the predicate, which is inferred on the 
strength of invariable relation between the probans and the 
probandum observed elsewhere.’* 1

Uddyotakara does not subscribe to the position of Dignaga ; 
but his arguments are all sophistical and do not carry conviction. 
He denies that there is any relation at all between smoke and fire, 
because he argues that smoke without fire and fire without smoke 
are observed and this would be impossible if there was an 
invariable relation between the two. And even if causal relation 
is conceded, fire can at best be conceived to be the efficient cause 
(nimittakarana) of smoke, but an effect is not necessarily bound 
up with its efficient cause. Nor can there be a locus or subject, 
say the hill, where the smoke and fire could be inferred to be 
associated together, because Dignaga does not admit any whole 
in the shape of the hill. And even if the hill as a locus 
be perceptible, the hill and the smoke are not necessarily 
found together. If the perception of the hill be a necessary 
condition of inference, there can be no inference, when a 
man sees a column of smoke ascending high up in the sky.2 
But all these arguments of Uddyotakara serve to deny the 
possibility of inference and this denial does not affect the 
position of the Buddhist alone, but also of Uddyotakara himself. 
And it goes against the verdict of popular experience. Uddyota
kara, too, realises this undesirable consequence of his sophistry 
and so hastens to restrain himself. He avers that there is no 
contradiction of ordinary experience and inference based upon 
experience. But there is no logical necessity that the smoke must

1 kecid dharmantaram m eyam  lingasya ’vyabhicaratah | sambandham  

kecid icchanti siddhatvad dharma-dharminoh II liiigam dharme prasiddliaih 

cet  kini anyat tena m iyate  I atha dharmini tasyai *va kimartham na 

'num eyata II sam bandhe 'pi dvayarh nfisti sasthi sruyeta tadvati I avacyo 

’nugrhitatvan na ca ’sau lingasarigatah II lingasya 'vyabhicaras tu dharmena 

'nyatra dr§yate I tatra prasiddham tad yuktarh dharminam gam ayisyati II

Tat. tu , p , 180.

2 Vide N. V., pp. 50-51 and Tat. *1., pp. 180-81.
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be perceived in a locus, say, the hill, when a volume of smoke 
is perceived at a great distance from the source of its 
origin, high up in the sky rising in an ascending column ; in 
that case the subject-matter of inference is only smoke with 
fire predicated of it without any reference to the locus. So the 
proposition of Dignaga that the object of inference is the hill as 
qualified by the fire is not universally true, though in the 
generality of cases, Vacaspati concedes, Dignfiga*s contention 
may hold good.1

Kumarila refers to this view of Uddyotakara and justifies 
it from the charge of petitio principii. If the thesis is of the 
form ‘ smoke is possessed of fire,* the probans ‘ smoke ’ is taken 
as a part of the thesis, and so there can be no inference owing to 
the lack of another probans. Kumarila says that there is no such 
apprehension, as the subject is a particular individual smoke 
and the probans is the smoke-as-universal.2 But though he 
vindicates the view of Uddyotakara from the charge of logical 
inconsequence, Kumarila however accepts the position of Dignaga 
without reservation and carries it to greater logical precision.

Though Kumarila’s conception of the thesis is substantially 
identical with that of Dignaga, Kumarila*s arguments, however, 
are more elaborate and cogent and so we do. not hesitate 
to reproduce them even at the risk of some repetition. Neither

1 yadi dhumena 'gnep anumanam na bhavet, nanu loko virudhyata 

iti cet, nasti virodho dhumavi6eBena 'gnivi^esanaBya dhumaBya pratipadya- 

tvafc anumeyo 'gniman ayam dhuma iti. ib id .

Cf. yatra tavat parvatanitambavartinl dhumalekhn satatam  udgacchantl  

dr6yate tatrii ’sav eva la d v i6 is to ’numiyato ili lokaprasiddbam (*vc 'ti kim  

atra vaktavyam . yatra tu bhuyisthatayfi tasya dbum asya duratvena de§o 

na laksyate, dliuma eva tv abhramlibo limpann ivii 'bhramandnlam ava- 

lokyate, tatra de^anumanaprayasalasataya drsyamano dhum avisesa evft ’gni- 

m attaya sadhyate. Tat. ti., p. 182.

2 pram eyata dhum asya 'nyais ca kalpila | (si. 47)  nanu dkuma-

viiesyatve  hetoh paksaikade^ata I nai ’tad asti, visese hi sadhye samanya-  

hetuta I 61. J0J-51J S. V., anumdnapariccheda.
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the predicate ‘ fire,* nor the subject ‘ hill * can be severally or 
jointly be the legitimate object of inference, as the * hill ’ is known 
from perception and the ‘fire’ too is known at the time that the 
universal relation between fire and smoke was apprehended. 
So inference would be useless, as it would not add to our stock 
of knowledge. In an inference, where impermanence is sought 
to be proved of ‘ word ’ on the ground of its being 4 a product/ 
the syllogism cannot be of the form ‘ Impermanence exists, 
since it is a product.’ Because, 4 being a product ’ is not an 
attribute of 4 impermanence ’ (anityalva). Nor can it be of the 
form ‘ word exists, because it is a product ’ there being no in
variable concomitance between word and being a product, as the 
fact of being a product exists in an earthen jar but word does 
not. Equally absurd would be the syllogistic form, ' word and 
impermanence exist, because of being a product/ as the probans 
‘ being a product * belongs to word alone and not to both.

The possibility of the subject or the predicate being the 
thesis is thus ruled out of court. Nor can the thesis be supposed 
to consist in the necessary connexion between the subject 
and the predicate. Had it been so, the connexion would have 
been expressed in the thesis either by a whole word or a genitive 
case-ending in some such form as ‘ the hill’s fire exists’ (parva- 
tasyd ’gnir asti), or ‘ the connexion between the hill and the fire 
exists ’ (agniparvatasambandho *sti). Nor is there an invariable 
concomitance between the probans and the ‘connexion’ as pro- 
bandum. Again, connexion as such cannot be the subject of the 
conclusion, as it does not possess the probans and the probandum 
inside itself like the hill, which possesses both smoke and fire. 
And the connexion as particularised (say of hill and fire) cannot 
be known before the inference is arrived at, and even then, ‘ the 
possession of smoke 1 cannot be an attribute of ‘ the connexion ’ 
{paksadhanna) . So this alternative, too, should be dropped down. 
What then is the subject-matter of inference? The answer is 
that ‘the hill and fire related as subject and predicate, adjective 
and substantive, is the thesis and so the idea of relation being
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implicitly contained in the related whole, aR a logical presuppo
sition, does not require to be explicitly formulated, though it is 
the all-important factor, being previously unknown. The reason 
is that relation in itself without reference to concrete terms is 
useless. The object of inference is thus a judgment, a relational 
whole with two factors, the subject and the predicate. But 
which is the subject and which is the predicate ? There are some 
thinkers who hold that the relation of subject and predicate is 
one of substantive and adjective and is interchangeable according 
to option, though the fact is undeniable that one element in a 
subject leads to the inference of another element. Thus, in 
the inference of impermanence of word on the ground of its 
being a product, the thesis can be expressed either as * word 
is impermanent ’ or as 'there is impermanence in word/ Simi
larly in the familiar instance of hill and fire, the thesis can 
assume either form : ' The fire is in the mountain* or 'the moun

tain has fire,’ the subject and the predicate being left indeter
minate concepts and their relation as reversible.

Let us take a concrete syllogism and see the position of the 
subject and the predicate. ‘ Word is impermanent, because it 
is a product, whatever is a product is impermanent, as for in
stance a jar.* In this syllogism, ' word * is the subject and the 
substantive element. Let the syllogism again be as follows :—

' Impermanence is in-word, because it is a product, etc.*

In the latter syllogism, as the fact of being a product cannot 
be construed with ‘ impermanence,’ it has to be construed with 
'w o rd ’ though it is a part of the adjectival clause, and hence 
subordinate. But in the first syllogism, there is no difficulty 
of construction, as 'w o r d ’ is the subject and the probans 
' being a product ’ is directly construed with it. I t  may 
be urged that the probans (smoke) is invariably connected 
with the probandum (fire) and so the existence of smoke can
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prove the existence of fire. In that case how can it be construed 
with the / subject (hill) ? But this need not cause any difficulty 
—the universal proposition shows the invariable concomitance 
between fire and smoke independently of the subject and 
though the probandum (fire) is construed as an adjective of 
the hill, the connexion of the probans and the probandum in 
and through the hill is not difficult to understand. Moreover, 
the hill is apprehended prior to fire, and fire is known only by a 
process of inference and so the hill should be regarded as the 
subject, with ‘fire’ predicated of it. And though the subject 
‘ hill * was known as such, the hill as qualified by fire was not 
known. Inference, therefore, is not a repetition of previous 
information ; on the contrary it constitutes a distinct advance in 
knowledge.1

We have seen that Dignaga’s speculations on the nature of 
the thesis were fully accepted by Kumarila. Later Naiyayikas, 
notably Jayantabhatta, accepted the position as final. Uddyota- 
kara’s animadversion is rather sophistical and we do not know 
that any later Naiyayika has accepted his finding. Even Vacas- 
pati Miira had to admit the cogency of Dignaga’s arguments and 
only in special circumstances could he find a justification for the 
extraordinary conclusion of Uddyotakara. Uddyotakara’s debate 
is inspired more by spite than logical justice and this is proved 
by the verdict of posterity, notably of Jayanta, who has given 
unqualified support to Dignaga’s and Ivumarila’s position. It is 
rather curious that Uddyotakara himself accepts the position of 
Dignaga in his comments on 1. 1. 33. There is absolutely no 
logical necessity to rebut the finding of Dignaga, which is, on 
the contrary, in close conformity with the position of Vatsyayana. 
Dignaga only drew out the logical implications of Vatsyayana’s

1 S. V., 61s 28*48. desasya parvatades tu svarupe pavakfid rte 1 

grhlte ’gnivisistasya punar jiifmam na dusyati II tasmiid dharmavi6i§tasya 

dharminah syfifc prameyatLi I sa de6asya ’gniyuktasya. Ibid,  46-48.
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view. 1 Vacaspati skips over this portion of the Varttika9 per
haps in full consciousness of the palpable inconsistency, which 
he could not expose as a commentator.

1 BadhyanirdeSab pratijfia 1. 1. 33. prajnapaniyena dharmena dharmino 

vi6istasya parigrahavacanarh pratijfia. (Bhasya)— na brumo dharmimatram  

Badhyam api tu  prajnapanlyadharmavi&sto dharml 'ti. N. V ., p. 108, 

et seq.



CHAPTER XXIII

M e m b e r s  o f  a S y l l o g i s m  ( a v a y a v a )

Aksapada enumerates five members or sentences as consti
tuting a syllogism, viz., (1) proposition (pratijna), (2) reason (hetu),
(3) an explanatory example (udaharana), (4) application
(upanaya) and (5) conclusion (nigamana).1 These sentences are 
not detached, unconnected statements ; but on the other hand, 
they are closely knit together by mutual requirement and they 
form a coherent group or a complex judgment.3 There was a wide 
divergence of opinion regarding the number of premises and 
Dharmaklrti denied that the conclusion formed a part of the syllog
ism. Vatsyayana refers to a view which held that the members 
of a syllogism were ten. The Vedantists admitted only the first 
or the last three members.8 The advanced Jainas held that 
two propositions formed a syllogism and the Buddhists too were 
at one with the Jainas so far as the number was concerned, 
though the form and nature of the syllogism were different; in 
each school. But of this we shall have occasion to speak more 
fully later on. Now, those who insisted on the ten-membered 
syllogism, were of opinion that, psychologically speaking, five 
other factors should be added to the syllogism of the Naiyayika 
to make it fully representative. These were, in their opinion,

1 pratijnahetudaharanopanayanigamanany avayaval?.

N. S., 1. 1. 32.

2 avayavatvenai ’kavakyata dar^ita, sa ca padanam parasparapeksi-

tasambandhayogyarthapratyayanena bhavati.

Tat. ti-i P* 266.
8 tatra pancatayam kecid, dvayam  any©, vayam. fcrayam

udahara^aparyantam yadvo 'dahara^adikam II

Vide Advaitasiddhibalabodhini, p. 173.
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(1) enquiry (jijnasa), (2) doubt (sarhgaya), (3) belief in the 
competency of the premises advanced to prove the thesis 
(iakyaprdpti), (4) the practical utility (prayojana) and (5)
removal of doubt (sarhiayavyudasa). But Vatsyayana and the 
later commentators point out that enquiry or interrogation, 
though psychologically an antecedent condition of discussion or 
proof, has no bearing on the fact of proof and so is outside the 
pale of syllogistic argument, which aims at proving a thesis. 
Doubt, too, is a purely psychical fact and though it inspires the 
enquiry and as such initiates the argument, it has no probative 
value. Belief in the competency is a question of psychological 
attitude and by itself has no logical consequence. Utility or 
practical application of the truth ascertained is only a bye- 
product of the syllogistic argument. And removal of doubt, 
which is effected by a reduclio ad absurdum of the opposite 
thesis, has a remote logical bearing no doubt, but it cannot for 
that matter be regarded as a part of the syllogism, because its 
function is only to approve and confirm the truth of the con
clusion logically deduced from the premises. It  is outside the 
syllogism, being requisitioned from outside to corroborate the 
newly discovered truth and is thrown outside as soon as the 
truth is confirmed. Proposition and the rest, however, are 
true members of a syllogism, as each of them is essential to the 
deduction of the conclusion and to the conviction of the dispu
tant ; and neither of them can be omitted as each contributes 
a quota of meaning, which is not expressed by another.1

1 Vide Va. bh. ad  1. 1. 32. C fm parapratipadaka ye vakyangabhuta 

itaretarapratyayitena 'rthena 'rthavanto vakyangatam upayanti te  ’vayavafy.

N. V., pp. 107-8.

Cf. te ca jijnasadaya utpannah prakara$asyo 'tfchapakah svarupe^ia, na  

punab svajfianena, yena svaiabdapratipadyah eantah prakarane 'py adgam

bhaveyuh tasm at sarvathai 'va jijfiaeadivacakapadaprayogo 'narthaka iti

bhavab-
Tat. ti , p. 267.
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Now,
(1) Proposition is the statement of the thesis to be proved, 

e.g., ‘ word is impermanent’ (pratijnd).
(2) Statement of reason consists in adducing a fact cap

able of proving the probandum, e.g., because it (word) has a 
definite origin (hetu).

(3) Example is a familiar instance which is known to 
possess the prabandum by virtue of the probative reason which 
it possesses in common with the subject or the minor term, 
e.g. a thing having a definite origin is seen to be impermanent, 
as, for instance, a pot (udaharana) .

(4) Application of the reason to the subject after its pro
bative value has been attested in the example, e.g., word has 
a definite origin quite as much as the pot which is known to be 
impermanent (upanaya).

(5) Conclusion is the re-statement of the thesis with the 
statement of reason attached to it, e.g., * therefore word is 
impermanent, because it has a definite origin* (nigamana) .

The whole syllogism with all its members fully stated 
amounts to this • —

(1) Word is impermanent,
(2) Because it has a definite origin.
(3) A thing having a definite origin is seen to be imperma

nent, as for instance a pot.
(4) Word has a definite origin.
(5) Therefore, word is impermanent.

Dharmakirti is perhaps the first philosopher who questioned 
the cogency of the proposition. A Proposition has no probative 
value. The conclusion is proved by virtue of the second and 
third, or the third and fourth members, the fourth and the 
second member being identical in import. These two members 
are alone relevant and the conclusion, too, follows irresistibly from 
these two and, as such, need not be stated in so many words. A 
statement is necessary when a fact cannot be known otherwise,
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and it is redundant here as the fact is known from the drift of the 
two members. Moreover, the conclusion is only an inane and 
useless repetition of the thesis and so should be expunged. 
But even the thesis by itself without any reference to the conclu
sion is redundant, because the subject of dispute is an accepted 
datum and is known from the context. Vacaspati and Jayanta- 
bhatta, on the other hand, contend that the five-membered syl
logism is psychologically the most sound and satisfactory medium 
of argument. Vacaspati argues that the arguer (vadin) has to 
state what is wanted by the opponent, otherwise his statement 
will fail to receive attentive consideration at the hands of the 
opponent. The thesis, e.g., ‘ word is impermanent,’ is what is 
wanted to be proved both by the opponent and the arguer and 
unless this is stated, the reason * because it is a product ’ 
will be completely irrelevant. Of course, the Buddhist can con
tend that his syllogism would completely satisfy the intellectual 
demand. Thus, ‘ whatever is a product in time is impermanent 
and word is a product in time ’ is a perfect syllogism, as it brings 
home by a logical necessity the conclusion that ‘ word is imper
m anent,’ and this should satisfy the intellectual demand.
Vacaspati maintains that the statement of the thesis has a 
psychological value as it directly enlists the attention of the 
opponent to the subject-matter of dispute and so the whole argu
ment becomes effective. The Buddhist syllogism lacks this
initial advantage and will fail to rouse the attention of the 
opponent. This defence of Vacaspati is not convincing 
enough. The arguer advances a syllogism only when there is an 
occasion for it and the opponent too cannot but give attention to 
the argument if he is serious of purpose, otherwise the Naiya- 
yika’s thesis, too, would receive short shrift at the hands
of a frivolous opponent.1 Jayanta contends that the arguer

1 Vide  Tat. t i . , pp. 274-75. Cf. prakrfcartha^raya sa ’pi yadi va na  

virudhyate I r a  vady akanda eva ’ha paras)a ’pi hi sadhanam II

T .S .,  SI. 1436.
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should try to bring home an argument exactly in the order in 
which he has himself reasoned out the conclusion. The arguer 
first observes the subject and the reason (probans) and then 
remembers the universal concomitance, etc. Although the 
subject is observed without the probandum, the probandum 
(impermanence, etc.) should be stated in the thesis to disarm 
a feeling of uncertainty as to the subject-matter of proof, for 
which a reason would be requisitioned. Psychologically speak
ing, Jayanta is perfectly correct. But the Buddhist contends that 
a syllogism should be chosen with a view to its logical cogency 
and psychological order should have no bearing on it. If 
psychological factors should have a determining value, even 
a statement of approval or direction which initiates the debate 
should be incorporated in the syllogism.1 If logical cogency iB 
regarded as the criterion, then the proposition should be excluded 
in the same way as ‘ enquiry/ ‘ doubt/ etc., advocated by the 
exponent of the ten-membered syllogism have been discarded by 

the Naiyayika.
The third member, application of the reason, too, is a super

fluity and has no independent probative force, as it only reiterates 
the meaning of the second member, the statement of reason.2 To 
this charge of Dignaga, BhSvivikta and Uddyotakara have given 
this reply. The statement of reason, e.g., ‘ on account of 
being a product9 (krtakatvat) only serves to assign a reason and 
does not testify that the reason exists in the subject or not. 
The application (upanaya) emphasises the subsistence of the 
reason in the subject and as such has a different function and 
value from the mere statement of reason. The value of upanaya 
may be shown in another way. The upanaya does not reiterate 
the reason as such ; it applies the reason with its invariable

1 Vide N. M ., pp. 571-72 ; also, T. S., ¿Is. 1432-33.

2 “ upanayavacanam na  sadhanam, uktahetvarthapraka^akatvat,

dvitiyahetuvacanavat '* ity acarya-Dignagapfidaik pramanite Bhavivikta-

dayah.................. ahuh.

T. S. P ., p. 421.
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concomitance as shown in the example and thus leads to the con
clusion. The statement of reason unbacked by invariable concomit
ance with the probandum is inane and ineffectual ; hence the 
application is necessary.1 But Santaraksita contends that if 
upanaya is deemed necessary for pointing out the subsistence of 
the reason in the subject, the necessity and function of the state
ment of reason should be stated. Mere assignation of a reason 
without reference to the subject is absolutely out of place and 
uncalled for. I t  must therefore be admitted that assignation of 
reason has a reference to the subject and so has the same value 
with upanaya. Therefore, either of them should be jettisoned. 
Nor is it necessary for bringing into relation the invariable 
concomitance with the reason assigned, because this relation is 
understood eo ipso from the two premises (sic), the statement of 
reason and example with universal concomitance. And these two 
premises, e.g., i whatever is a product is perishable, as a pot * 
and ‘ word is a product,* constitute a perfect Byllogism and 
nothing further is necessary. Vacaspati and Jayanta fully 
realised the cogency of the argument as put forward by Santa
raksita and the weakness of Uddyotakara’s defence. But they 
appealed to psychological evidence. They argue, ‘ well, our argu
ment should be advanced in the order of our own experience, by 
which we arrived at the truth. Now we first observe the subject, 
say, ‘ the h illJ and then the reason, ‘ smoke.* Next we remember 
the invariable concomitance of smoke and fire as observed in a 
furnace and immediately this invariable concomitance is under
stood in relation to the smoke in the hill and the direct upshot 
of this is the deduction of the conclusion. The five members 
only embody the order of our own subjective ratiocination and as 
such constitute the most satisfying syllogism.* This defence, on 
the ground of psychology of ratiocination, reflects great credit on 
the part of Vacaspati and Jayanta and is more satisfactory 
than the apologia of Uddyotakara and Bhavivikta. Logic

1 Ib id , also vide N.V., pp. 137, 138.
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and psychology indubitably occupy some common ground, 
especially in its most deliberate and elaborate processes, 
namely, conception, judgment and reasoning. Psychology 
tries to explain the subjective processes of conception, judgment 
and reasoning and to give their natural history; but logic 
is wholly concerned with the results of such processes, with 
concepts, judgments and reasonings and merely with the validity 
of the results, that is, with their truth or consistency, whereas 
Psychology has nothing to do with their validity, but only with 
their causes. Besides, the logical judgment is quite a different 
thing from the psychological; the latter involves feeling and 
belief, whereas the former is merely a given relation of concepts. 
If belief has any place in logic, it depends upon evidence; whereas 
in psychology belief may depend upon causes which may have 
evidentiary value or may not.1

So psychological evidence as to the subjective processes of 
reasoning should not be allowed to dictate terms to the constitu
tion of a logically sound syllogism. Logic, as has been pointed 
out above, is concerned with validity and cogency, whereas 
psychology is interested in the natural history of mental pheno
mena. So though psychologically the proposition and the appli
cation may have a raison d'etre, they cannot on that 
account" be suffered to enter as factors into a syllogistic 
argument, whose chief interest and guiding principle should be 
logical cogency and probative value, which is conspicuously Jack
ing in the premises under consideration.

And as regards the conclusion (nigamana) , this also does 
not require to be stated, as it follows by a sheer logical necessity 
from the universal proposition as stated in the example and the 
statement of reason in the application (npanaya). Moreover, on 
the Naiyayika's own showing it is perfectly redundant being 
only a purposeless reiteration of the proposition (pratijna) .2

1 Vida Carveth R eid 's  Logic  : D e d uc t iv e  and Inductive , pp. 9-10.

*2 tatra 'carya-Dignagapadair uktam “ nigam anam  punaruktatvad eva  

na sadhanam ” iti. T .S .P . ,  p. 421.

Cf.  ‘upanayanigamane na 'vayavantare, arthavi^esad'— quoted in N .V .,  

p. 137.
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Uddyotakara however maintains that the conclusion is not a use
less repetition of the proposition or the thesis, as the latter only 
states what is yet to be proved and the former is the statement 
of a proven fact. Nor is the statement of the conclusion un
necessary, because it serves to dispel a likely error or doubt. 
Unless the conclusion is stated, the opponent may still waver as 
to whether ‘word is perishable or not.’ The clear statement 
of the conclusion disarms all such doubt and satisfies the oppo
nent completely. But Santaraksita points out that this defence 
only seeks to gloss over a glaring defect with a show of explana
tion. The fact of the matter is that there can be no possibility 
of a doubt, if the reason endued with triple condition is advanced. 
The conclusion irresistibly follows from this and none else. If 
on the other hand the triple character be lacking, the statement 
of the conclusion by itself cannot remove the doubt about its 
validity.1 Aviddhakarna contends that the premises scattered 
and piecemeal cannot establish a unitary judgment, that is, the 
conclusion, unless they are shown to be mutually related and this 
reciprocity of relation is shown by the conclusion. But this too 
is a hopeless apology because though the premises are stated 
piecemeal, they have a mutual compatibility and relevancy, as 
the probans by reason of invariable concomitance establishes the 
probandum by a logical necessity and through this concomitance, 
the premises are knit together by a logical bond. Thus, the 
statement of the conclusion is unnecessary even for the purpose 
of showing the mutual relation of the premises, as they are 
related by virtue of their own relevancy.2

1 trirupahetunirdesasamarthyad eva siddhitah I

na viparyayasanka ’sti vyartHaih nigam anam  tatah II

T .S .,  61. 1440.

Cf. na ’pi nigamanad vacanamatran niryuktikat tu sa vinivartate. 

T .S .P . ,  ibid.

2 Aviddhakarnas tv aha— “ vipraklmais ca vacanair nai 'karthah 

pratipiidvafce I tena sambandhasiddhyartham vFicyam nigam anam  prfchak II ”  

T .S .P . ,  p. 422. ad T .S .,  61. 1441.
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The Buddhist therefore reduces the syllogism to two members, 
the universal proposition with the example tagged on and the 
minor premise. The Jaina logician by advocating internal con
comitance of the probans and the probandum without reference to 
an example expunges the example from the universal proposition 
and thus brings it into line with Aristotelian syllogism. Prom 
the doctrine of ten-membered syllogism reduced to five in the 
Nyayasutra and still further reduced to two in Buddhist logic, we 
can trace the history of the evolution óf syllogism. Naturally the 
psychological and the logical factors were mixed together in the 
doctrine of ten-membered syllogism. In the Naiydyika1 $ syl
logism there has been a bold attempt to shake off the psychologi
cal incubus, but still the psychological influence did not cease 
to be at work. In the Buddhist syllogism as propounded by 
Dignága and Dharmaklrti the psychological factors were carefully 
eliminated and the syllogism received a perfectly logical shape. But 
the survival of the example was a relic of the ancient sway of 
psychology and this was destined to be unceremoniously brushed 
aside by the onslaughts of Jaina logicians, who propounded the 
doctrine of internal concomitance (antarvydpti). We are inclined 
to believe that the growth and evolution of syllogistic argument 
was purely indigenous and the theory of Greek influence, ad
vanced by the late Dr. Satish Chandra Vidyábhüsana, has no 
more substantial basis than pure conjecture to support it. The 
points of contact are rather flimsy coincidences and too laboured 
to produce conviction. We confess that we stand unconvinced 
of Aristotelian influence in spite of the ingenuity of the learned 
Doctor. It is highly improbable that the five-membered syl
logism was worked out from Aristotle’s syllogism of three mem
bers. The universal proposition does not seem to have received 
the attention, it deserves, at the hands of the old Naiyayikas. 
I t  was Dignága who emphasised this important point. The 
learned Doctor goes out of his way to detect here also Greek 
influence, but this looks like seeing tiger in every bush. The 
whole theory of Dr. Vidyábhüsana appears to have been formed
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from a priori considerations and then coincidences, far-fetched 
and accidental, were pressed into requisition to confirm his theory 
conceived on a priori grounds. We should on the other hand 
believe Vatsyayana who derived the five-membered syllogism from 
the syllogism of ten members and this was due to the growing 
clarity of logical vision, which ultimately culminated in the 
two-membered syllogism of Dignaga’s school, with the conclusion 
suppressed. Here it was an improvement on Aristotle’s syllo
gism. The survival of the example in Indian syllogism except in 
Jaina logic, appears to be decisive proof of indigenous growth of 
the syllogistic form of argument in India.1

1 F i d e H . I . L . ,  Appendix B, pp. 497-513.
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U n i v e r s a l  C o n c o m i t a n c e  ( V y a p t i )

The problem of Logic is pre-eminently the discovery of 
universal concomitance of the probans (hetu) and the proban- 
dum (sadhya), because this is the pivot and ground on which 
inference is based. We can infer the existence of fire from 
the existence of smoke in all places and times, only if we can 
persuade ourselves by unflinching logic that smoke cannot exist 
without fire. But what is the guarantee that smoke and fire 
will be associated together without any break ? We cannot 
certainly arrive at this truth from perceptual observation, 
because all the individual cases of fire and smoke, present, past 
and future, near and distant, are not amenable to observation; 
and even if it had been possible, it would have rendered all in
ference nugatory. Nor can this invariable concomitance be 
known with the help of inference, because inference is itself 
possible only if there is an invariable concomitance at its back 
and for this, again, another inference would be in request and 
for that a third and so on ad infinitum. The upshot will 
be that no inference would be possible. So the problem of 
problems that logic has to face and solve is to enquire into 
and discover the grounds of this universal concomitance.

The Materialists of the Garvaka school and later on 
Bhartrhari and Srlharsa emphatically denied the possibility of 
ascertaining this universal connexion and consequently the 
validity of inference as a medium of authentic knowledge. The 
Buddhists affirm that inference of the probandum is possible if 
the probans is ascertained to be endowed with triple characteris
tics set forth above. And these triple characteristics can be
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easily established if the probans can be shown to stand in the 
relation of causality or essential identity to the proband um in 
question. But this fundamental position of the Buddhists has 
been questioned by these sceptics. There is no knowing that 
fire will produce smoke for all eternity or the oak will have 
the essential attributes of a tree for all time to come. The 
powers and attributes of things are not unfrequently observed to 
undergo essential change of nature in different seasons and 
places and circumstances. Dates grown on a particular soil 
have a distinct taste and nutritive properties from dates grown in 
other countries; water is generally cool, but the water of the well 
has a tepid temperature and the ice-glaciers of the Himalayas 
have a freezing touch. Fire has an excessively hot touch in 
summer, but has got a bearable heat in the cold season. More
over, even things observed to have definite causal efficiency are 
seen to be inoperative in regard to other substances. Thus, 
fire observed to have burning capacity is seen to be inoperative on 
asbestos and mica. So appeal to the Uniformity of Nature, 
too, is unavailing, because it is not given to man to divine the 
secrets of Nature.1 The sun rises in the east every morning, 
but there is no guarantee that it will not rise in another direction 
or not rise at all. Causality, too, is of no avail, because it is 
quite supposable that the secret nature of the objects and conse
quently their effects and influence may change without any 
change in their sensible qualities. “  This happens sometimes, 
and with regard to some objects : why may it not happen always 
and with regard to all objects? What logic, what process of 
argument secures you against this supposition? ” And the rela
tion of cause and effect is not understood by any process of 
reasoning or argument (tarka), but from experience. Certainly

1 avasfchade6akalanam bhedad bhinnnsu 6aktisu I bhavanam anuma- 

i iena prasiddhir atidurlabha II nirjflata6akter dravyasya tam  tam  arthakriyam  

prati I viSistadravyasambandliQ sa sakfcih pratibadhyate II

Yak Pa., Ch. I, 61s. 32-33.
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there is nothing in what we call the cause which can make us 
infer an event, the effect. Were this the case one could 
infer from the first appearance of an object the event that would 
follow.1 But only a number of instances can make us under
stand the relation. And there is nothing different in a number 
of instances from every single instance except this : that when 
in a number of instances the same thing is followed by a parti
cular event, the mind is, by a customary habit, taken, on the 
appearance of one, to the thought of another, its attendant. The 
connexion takes place in the mind and cannot be supposed to 
subsist between the objects and so cannot be known a priori.2 
The relation of causality or of essential identity (tadatmya), 
on which the Buddhist logician bases the universal concomitance, 
has, by itself, no special virtue to commend itself in preference 
to repeated observation of co-presence (sahacara), which the 
Naiyayika claims to be guarantee of the validity of inferential 
knowledge. Even causation in the last resort is nothing but 
a belief in the Uniformity of Nature and this Uniformity 
of Nature is but an unproved postulate. No guarantee can 
be offered that the course of Nature, thoiigh seen to be perfectly 
regular in the past, will not change in the future. “  Being 
determined by custom to transfer the past to the future in all 
our inferences, where the past has been entirely regular and 
uniform, we expect the event with the greatest assurance, 
and leave no room for any contrary supposition.’' 8 Purandara, 
evidently a philosopher of the Carvaka school, observes that 
ordinary inference, which we make in our practical life and

1 na ca kukataliyatvadisankavyudasartham dvitiyadidar6aoapekse ’ti

vacyam, dvitiyadidarSaoe ’pi ¿arikatadavasthyat evam  bhuyodar^anam

api sam^ayakam, tarkaa tv anavaathagrasta eve 'ti katharn vyaptigrahah. 

Tativacintamani,  Vyaptigrahopaya.

2 bhuyodar6anatas tavad udeti matir IdrsI I niyato ’yam  anene ’ti 

Bakalapranisaksika II

Quoted in N. M., p. 122.

3 Hume.
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experience, is not denied by the Carvdkas. The Gdrvaka ques
tions the ultimate validity of inference as an instrument of 
metaphysical thought. Santaraksita rejoins that if ordinary 
inference is admitted, you admit the validity of inference as 
such. Inference, whether ordinary or super-ordinary, is based 
on causal relation and identity of essence and if this basic rela
tion is taken to be a fact, there is no reason to doubt the 
authenticity of inference even in metaphysical speculations.1 
Gafigesa in the Tattvacintamani maintains that universal con
comitance is known from observation of co-presence of two facts, 
provided this knowledge is not vitiated by a doubt or uncertainty 
as to its invariability. If there is a definite knowledge that the 
co-presence is variable, the universal concomitance is out of the 
question. But if there is no definite certainty of an exception 
the universal concomitance can be presumed and this presump
tion amounts to certitude when all doubts are resolved by a 
reductio ad absurdum of the contrary supposition. It may be 
contended that the reductio ad absurdum too is a sort of in
ference, beiDg based upon a knowledge of universal concomitance 
between the contradictories and so there will arise a vicious 
infinite series. Thus, when one argues, that smoke must be con-, 
comitant with fire, because smoke is the product of fire, and a 
product cannot exist without its cause, the arguer assumes a 
wider universal proposition that cause and effect are inseparably 
related and for this second universal proposition a third will have 
to be assumed and so on to infinity. The sceptic will doubt 
that though a product, smoke can exist independently of fire. 
But Gange^a says that no such doubt is possible. You can 
doubt so long as you do not contradict yourself. It is not possible 
that you doubt the invariability of causal relation, when you 
invariably adopt fire to produce smoke- Your own practice and 
behaviour are proof positive that you do not and cannot doubt 
the invariable character of causal relation. If out of cussedness

1 T. S., b I s .  1482-83*
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you insist on doubting, your practice contradicts your doubt and 
self-contradiction is the limit of doubt.1 But this argument of 
Gangesa would not satisfy a sceptic. The sceptic would observe 
in return that the logician here confounds a metaphysical 
doubt with a logical doubt. The doubt of a philosopher 
may be deeper than our ordinary empirical doubts. We can 
quote with profit Hume in this connexion, “  My practice, you 
say, refutes my doubts. But you mistake the purport of my 
question. As an agent I am satisfied 011 the point ; but as a 
philosopher, who has some share of curiosity, I will not say 
scepticism, I want to learn the foundation of this inference.” 2 
European logi cians have relegated the task of solution of these 
doubts to metaphysics. “  Now these doubts and surmises are

1 vyabhicarajiUmavirahasahabrfcom sahacaradarsanam vyaptigrahakam,

jfianam ni^cayah ¿ahka c a  tadviraha6 ca kvacid vipaksabadhakatarkat... ,

tarkasya vyaptigrabamulakat^ena 'navasthe ’ti cet, Da, yavadu^ankam tar- 

kaousaranat. yatra ca vyaghatena ¿ajikai 'va d£L 'vntnrati tatra tarkam vinai 

*va vyaptigrabab...tad idam ulctam, tad eva hy a&mkyate yasm inn  

asafikyamane svakriyavyaghato na bhavatl ’ti. na hi sambbuvati svayam  

vahnyadikajh dhumadikuryurtham niyamata upadatte, tatkaranam tan ne  

’ty a^ahkyate. Tat tvacin idm ani , Vydptigrahopdijasiddhdnia.

2 W e, howover, do nob undertake to conduct an enquiry into the 

merits of the  sceptical position adopted by H um e aod Sriharsa, which 

enquiry will be entirely irrelevant to our purpose, viz. ,  the discussion of 

logical problems. I t  will, however, suffice to observe that the doubts and 

problems raised by these  thinkers were not. understood at their true value  

both in Iodia and Europe for a long time. We enn profitably 

quote K a n t’s opinion about H um e, which, I doubt not, applies with 

equal force in the case of Srlharsa and bis critics. “ B ut the perpetual 

hard fate of metaphysics would not allow H um e, to be understood. W e  

cannot, without a certain sense of paiD, consider how utterly his 

opponents, Reid, Oswald, Beattie  and even Priestley, missed the point of 

the problem. For while they were ever assuming as conceded what 

he doubted, and demonstrated with eagerness and often with arrogance 

what he never thought of disputing, they so overlooked his inclination 

towards a better state of things, that everything remained undisturbed in 

its old condition.” Prolegomena, p. 6.
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metaphysical spectres which it remains for Metaphysics to lay.. 
Logic has no direct concern with them, but keeps the plain path 
of plain beliefs, level with the comprehension of plain men.** 1 
From the metaphysical standpoint, therefore, all our inferences 
are of a hypothetical character, being based in the ultimate 
analysis on the belief in the Uniformity of Nature, which belief 
again is inspired by our uncontradicted experience in the past. 
“ Nevertheless, it seems undesirable to call our confidence in 
Nature’s Uniformity an hypothesis, it is incongruous to use the 
same term for our tentative conjectures and for our most indis
pensable beliefs. ‘ The universal Postulate* is a better term for 
the principle which, in some form or other, every generalisation 
takes for granted.*’ 2

Apart from these metaphysical doubts, which lay axe 
at the very root of all inference, the empirical validity of in
ference is not doubted even by the greatest sceptic. The impor
tance of universal concomitance both in subjective inference 
(svarthanumana) and syllogistic argument (pararthanumana) was 
emphasised by Dignaga perhaps for the first time and ever since 
it has been recognised as an indispensable part of syllogistic 
argument. Though the Nyayasutra does not contain any re
ference to this all-important factor of inference and there is room 
for supposition that the argument in Nyaya is based on analogy, 
there are indications that Vatsyayana was conscious of the 
necessity of universal concomitance. Uddyotakara, however, 
interpreted the Sutras (1.1.35-36) in such a way that he brought 
it into line with the triple condition emphasised in Buddhist 
logic. I?ignaga was perhaps the first logician to insist on the 
universal concomitance being stated in a syllogism and the 
violation of this rule was stated to give rise to two fallacies of 
the example, viz., (1) non-statement of concomitance in agree
ment (a'pradar&itanvaya) and non-statement of concomitance in

1 Carvetli Reid, Logic : Deduct ive  and In duc ti ve t p. 10.

2 Op cl i . t pp. 264-65.
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difference (apradarSitavyatireka) . Jayantabhatta fully endorses 

the Buddhist position in this respect and observes that mere 
statement of the example is due to laziness ; on the other hand, 
it should be stated only with a view to point out the universal 
concomitance.1

Now, what is the means of apprehending this universal 
concomitance? The Buddhist answers that the concomitance 
is known to be universal and invariable if the relation between 
the probans and the probandum can be shown to be either one of 
causality or essential identity and not from mere observation of 
co-accompaniment of two factors. If the concomitance be based 
upon causality or essential identity, the relation cannot but be 
conceived to be invariable, as an effect cannot be conceived to be 
independent of a cause and hence the effect is the proof of the 
cause ; and as regards two things, whose nature is fundamentally 
identical, there can be no separation between the two, as that 
would be tantamount to forfeiture of their own essential charac
ter, which is inconceivable. So long as the supposition of the 
contrary possibility is not ruled out of court by a reductio ad 
absurdum, the doubt as to their concomitance being a case of 
accidental coincidence will not be removed. And the reductio 
ad absurdum can come into operation only if the facts in question 
are known to be related as set forth above. Jayantabhatta, how
ever, charges the Buddhist with partial observation and narrow
ness of outlook. If  nothing outside causality be supposed to be 
the ground of universal concomitance, then numerous cases of 
invariable concomitance and consequential inference would be 
left unaccounted for. Thus, for instance, the forthcoming 
appearance of stars is inferred from sunset, the rise of tidal waves 
from the rise of the moon, impending rainfall is inferred from

1 udâharanavacanam ahi pa^avad iby evam  âlasyâd eva prayuñjaíe, 

tad dhi vyâptipradarâanâyai *va vaklavyam  yab krbakam tad anityam drsfcam 

yathä  ghata iti. N .M ., p. 569.
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the movement of ants carrying off their larvae, the existence of 
shade on the other side of light on the surface and suchlike 
cases of inference are approved by all and sundry. But the con
comitance in these cases cannot be traced to causality. If the 
Buddhist raises doubt about the invariability of such cases of 
concomitance, we shall answer that there is some invariable 
relation between the two, no doubt, but there is absolutely no 
justification to restrict this relation to causality and identity 
alone. Moreover, such doubts are possible even in the case of 
causality, why should smoke issue from fire alone and not from 
water ? If uncontradicted experience be the answer, the Naiya- 
yika also can point to this uncontradicted experience of concomi
tance in agreement and difference as evidence.1

The Buddhist in reply observes that mere concomitance in 
presence and absence cannot constitute sufficient evidence of its 
invariability; unless .the contrary possibility is debarred by a 
reductio ad absurdum doubt will persist. And the reductio ad 
absurdum can arise only if the relation is understood to be one of 
causality or identity, because no other relation can be conceived 
to be invariable and uniform. Mere concomitance is incompe
tent to prove this invariability. For an instance in point, the 
case of material bodies and the fact of their being inscribable by 
an iron stylus can be adduced. I t  may have been observed in 
hundreds of cases that material bodies are liable to be inscribed 
by an iron stylus, but this is no guarantee that it would hold good 
universally and an exception is found in the case of diamonds, 
which though material are not liable to be scratched by an iron 
stylus. As regards the cases adduced by the Naiyayikas, it 
should be observed that there must be a causal relation, though 
indirect, between the two sets of connected phenomena. They

1 tasm in  eaty eva bhavanam na vina bhavanam  tatah I ayam eva  

'vinabhavo niyamah sahacarita II kimkrto niyatno ’sya 'sminn iti ced evam  

uttaram I tadatmatadipakae ’pi nai ’sa pra£no nivartate ¡1 jvalanaj jay ate  

dhumo na jalad iti ka gatih I evam evai 'tad iti cet sahacarye 'pi tat  

sam am  II N. M ., p. 121.
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must be co-effects of the same set of causes and conditions, other
wise the invariability of their relation cannot be explained. If 
the relation of causality or identity cannot be discovered offhand, 
we should conduct researches to find out such relation. I t  will 
not do to rest content with observation of mere concomitance. 
So long as such relation is not discovered, the universal proposi
tion can at best be regarded as an empirical generalisation.

Prof. Carveth Reid has enumerated five cases of Uniformities 
of Co-existence, which cannot be supposably subsumed under a 

wider Principle of co-existence corresponding to Causation, the 
principle of succession. These are as follows : —

(1) “ The Geometrical; as that, in a four-sided figure, if the 
opposite angles are equal, the opposite sides are equal and parallel
  The co-existent facts do not cause one another, nor are
they jointly caused by something else; they are mutually 
involved : such is the nature of spatee.“ The Buddhist logician, 
however, has postulated for the explanation of such cases of co- 
existenoe the relation of essential identity.

(*2) “  Universal co-existence among the properties of con
crete things. The chief example is the co-existence of gravity 
with inertia in all material bodies.“  The Buddhist would in
clude this case under essential identity of nature.

(3) “ Co-existence due to causation ; such a9 the position
of objects in space at any t im e .................. the relative position of
rocks in geological strata, and of trees in a forest, are due to 
causes.“ The Buddhist has also noticed such co-existence 
between the co-effects of a common cause, as between smoke and 
transformation of fuel, between colour and taste in a fruit.1

(4) “ The co-existence of properties in Natural Kinds; 
which we call the constitution, defining characters, or specific

1 ekasamagryadhinatvad rupade rasato gafcib I 

hetudharmanumanena dhumendhanavikaravat I

Quoted in T .S .P . ,  ad 6J. 1425, p. 417.
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nature of such things—oxygen, platinum, sulphur and the other 
elements ; —all these are known to us as different groups of 
co-existent properties. It may be conjectured, indeed, that these 
groupings of properties are also due to causation, and sometimes 
the causes can be traced ; but very often the causes are still 
unknown.’ *

(5) “  There are also a few cases in which properties co
exist in an unaccountable way, without being co-extensive with 
any one species, genus, or order : as most metals are whitish, 
and scarlet flowers are wanting in fragrance.” 1

But the Buddhists would suppose that the source and deter
minant of concomitance in these cases also must be either 
causation or identity of essence, though such may not be patent 
to our limited understanding. Because if one thing could be 
a condition of another thing without a definitive relation, there 
would be no restriction in inference and anything could be 
inferred from any other thing.2 In support of the Buddhist 
position w'e again quote Prof. Carveth Reid, “  All these cases 
of co-existence (except the Geometrical) present the problem of
deriving them from Causation ; and, indeed, if we conceive
of the external world as a perpetual redistribution of matter and 
energy, it follows that the whole state of Nature at any instant, 
and, therefore, every co-existence included in it, is due to causa
tion issuing from some earlier distribution of matter and
energy.” ”  Geometrical Co-existence is deduced from
the Definitions and Axioms.” “  When Co-existence cannot be 
derived from Causation, they can only be proved by collecting 
examples and trusting vaguely to the Uniformity of Nature. 
If no exceptions are found, we have an empirical law of consider
able probability................ If exceptions occur, we have at most
an approximate generalisation, as ‘ Most metals are whitish,’

1 Gp. cit .,  pp. 165 66.

2 saoabandhanupapatfcau ca sarvasya 'pi gatir bbavet.

T. S .,  ¿J. 1423*
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or * Most domestic cats are tabbies.” 1 The objections of the 
Naiyayikas are refuted by this argument, because without 
causal connexion or essential identity we cannot convince our
selves of the impossibility of the contrary and this alone is 
determinant of universal concomitance.

Now, the question arises, what is the guarantee that smoke 
will not abide in a place devoid of fire ? And unless all doubts 
of exception, of the possibility of the particular concomitance 
being regarded as a case of accidental coincidence, are not totally 
removed, the knowledge of universal concomitance cannot take 
place. We have already quoted Gahge^a who says that doubt of 
universality is removed by a reduclio ad absurdum of the contra
dictory supposition in cases where the contradictory is possible. 
But in the case of an Exclusively Affirmative Inference (keval- 
anvayyanumana) there is no contradictory and so doubt regard
ing the subsistence of the probans in the contradictory is 
impossible. Here the reductio ad absurdum is not resorted to, 
because no occasion arises. And in cases where doubt is removed 
on pain of self-contradiction, there is absolutely no necessity 
of having recourse to this negative reasoning, as there is no 
other doubt to remove, ¡¿o knowledge of concomitance of 
probans and probandum unqualified by a doubt or certitude of 
its variable character is the guarantee of the certitude of invari
able unconditional concomitance. GaAgesa, perhaps, casts a fling 
at the Jaina Logicians who hold that knowledge of the uncon
ditionality of the probans is always made possible by an appeal 
to negative reasoning (reductio ad absurdum, vipaksabadhakatarka) 
and this is the determinant of invariable concomitance ; because 
negative reasoning is possible only where there are negative 
instances and is necessary only where there is doubt. In an 
Exclusively Affirmative Inference it is out of the question, as 
there is no negative instance. For example, in an inference of 
the type, 1 This is nameable, because it is knowable,’ there is 
nothing, which is not knowable, which can be known, inasmuch

1 Op. cit .,  pp._ 275-76.



U N IV E R SA L  CONCOMITANCE 377

as if it  is known, it becomes knowable. So reduction to absurd
ity of the contrary instances being impossible, the universal 
concomitance should be held to be cognised by other means than 
the reductio ad absurdum. But the Jainas contend that there 
is no such case as an exclusively affirmative inference, because 
though an actual contradictory may not be in existence, any 
imaginary contradictory will serve the purpose of showing the 
absence of the probans as concomitant with the absence of the 
probandum.1 I t  is curious that Jayanta does not admit 
an exclusively affirmative reason (probans) and thinks that 
negative concomitance is the most satisfying and decisive factor, 
though it may not be actually stated in a syllogism. Mere con
comitance in agreement is a halting proof. In default of an 
actual contradictory, the absence of concomitance should be 
stated in respect of an imaginary concept like the rabbit’s horn. 
So no probans can be held to be exclusively affirmative and 
universal, and unconditional concomitance can be proved by 
means of negative argument only, as concomitance in mere 
agreement has no probative value.2

1 Vadindra Pandita has elaborately proved that Exclusively  Affirma

tive Inference is an impossible fiction and he has taken the sam e line of 

argument as set forth above. H e  has raised an interesting dilemma, which  

reduces the opponent to an absurdity. * Well,* the'opponent m ay argue, 

* when the probans has no counter-instance {vipdkqa), and so existB only 

in the homologous cases, it is a case of Exclusively  affirmative inference.*  

B u t  this is only a pretence. Is the counter-instance known or unknown?  

If  known, you cannot deny it. I f  unknown, you cannot assert that it  

is non existent I Vide M a h a v id y a v id a m b a na , p. 97.

2 kevalanvayihetu6 ca na ka^cid upalabhyate.
N . M . ,  p .  676,

Also, na  kevalanvayi nam a hetuh sambbavati. Ib id .

Again, sadhanadharmasya vipak§ad vyavrttim abhidhitsata sadhya- 

bbave sadhanabhavo dar6ayitavyah...yo hy avidyamanavipakso hetuh so 'pi

sutaram tato vyavrtto bhavati, tadabhavat tatra 'vrtter it i  yatrB 'nitya-

tv a m  nasti tatra karyatvam api nasti yatha ¿aSavi§anadav iti. Also, vyati- 

rekanificayam antarena pratibandhagrahapanupapatteh.
Op. cif., p. 122.
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Tfie Jaina logicians further contend that the triple charac
teristic and the fivefold characteristic of the probans, respectively 
maintained by the Huddhist and the Naiyayikas as the conditio 
sine qua non of valid inference, are absolutely inane and in
effectual, because the triple or the fivefold condition, if unbacked 
by knowledge of the impossibility of the contradictory supposi
tion, cannot be a sufficient guarantee of universal concomitance. 
This can be brought home by a concrete example, ‘ X is certain
ly of a swarthy complexion, because lie is a son of Mitra like 
the other sons of Mitra (who are known to be swarthy).’ In 
this syllogism, the probans ‘ beins: the son of Mitra ’ is present 
in the subject X, and so the first condition is satisfied (paksa- 
sattva). I t  is also a known fact that other sons of Mitra are 
swarthy, and so the second condition ‘existence of the probans 
in the homologues ’ is fulfilled ; it is also known that those who 
have not a swarthy complexion are not sons of Mitra, and so 
the third condition, ‘ absence of the probans in the heterologous 
cases' is satisfied. But though the triple condition is satisfied 
in full, the inference is not valid, as there is no logical imcom- 
patibility in the fact of Mitra’s son possessing a fair complexion.

I t  is, therefore, perfectly reasonable to hold this ‘ logical 
incompatibility of the contradictory supposition’ to be the only 
legitimate character of a valid probans, when the triple character 
is absolutely- abortive in the absence of this condition and this 
condition alone is found to prove the thesis, though the triple 
character may be absent. The triple character of the Buddhist 
and the fivefold attribute of the Naiyayika are only logical 
offshoots of this condition alone, aiz., the incompatibility of the 
probans with the contradictory and all their cogency and validity 
are derived from this factor alone. So it is only a roundabout 
procedure to regard them as the essential condition of a legiti
mate probans and sometimes this is misleading and erroneous. 
I t 'is  not infrequently seen that inference is made without any 
reference to the subsistence of the probans in the subject (minor 
term),, as for instance the Brahmanhood of the son is inferred
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from the Brahmanhood of the parents.1 And even the Buddhist 
has to admit that in negative inference, e.g., in the heterologue, 
reference to the subject is absolutely unnecessary. The mere 
knowledge of negative concomitance, of the absence of the 
probans consequent on the absence of probandum, is alone 
necessary in such cases.2 The Buddhist, therefore, cannot insist 
that the triple character is either fundamental or universal.

The Buddhist however has contended in protest that the 
triple condition is the only legitimate ground of universal concom
itance and, consequently, of inference. The second condition 
‘subsistence in homologues’ (sapiksasattoa) does not mean ‘mere 
subsistence,* but ‘subsistence in homologues, solely and exclu
sively,’ which is tantamount to its absolute non-existence 
in the lieterologues or contradictory instances. And in the 
syllogism in question, the non-existence of the probans, 
‘ being the son of M itra,’ in the contradictory instances 
is doubtful, as there is no logical incompatibility in Mitra’s son 
being not swarthy. The question of complexion, swarthy or 
otherwise, depends upon other factors, viz., food, merit and the 
like and not upon Mitra’s motherhood.0 Hemacandrasuri, one 
of the foremost Jaina philosophers, observes in reply to this 
defence of the Buddhist that the Buddhist here completely give’s 
up his position when he seeks to put such restriction upon thfe 
second condition. ‘Subsistence in homologues alone, solely and 
exclusively ’ is tantamount to negation of the contradictory and 
this is our position. We, Jainas, maintain that the probans 
must be shown to be incompatible with the contradictory of 
the probandum in question and this is the only legitimate and

1 pitro^ ca brahmanatvena putre brabmanatnnumu I 

sarvalokaprasiddha na pak§adharmam apeksate II

of Kumarila, quoted in Pra. mi.,  II .  1. 17.

3 tasm ad vaidharmyadrstante no ’sto 'vasyam iha ’¿raynb I 

tadabhave tu tan ne *Li vacanad api saugatL'h II

quoted in T. S. P . ,  p. 145.
3 T. S., 61s. 1416-18.
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seM-aufficient condition. And when the Buddhist has to fall 
back.upon this negative interpretation, it is legitimate and fair 
that he should take up our position and waive all false allegiance 
to the triple character, simply because it is propounded by 
Dignaga and Dharmakirti.1 Moreover, the triple character 
aathe definition of a valid probans is rather too narrow, because 
it fails to meet the exigencies of such arguments as, ‘whatever 
is existent is momentary/ In this syllogism there is no homo- 
logue, as the attribute of momentariness is predicated of all exist
ent things without exception. The subject or the minor term is 
a comprehensive class including all existents in its denotation 
and the universal concomitance is understood in the subject itself. 
If existence in a homologe was a necessary precondition of the 
knowledge of concomitance, there could not possibly be any such 
knowledge of concomitance between momentariness and exist
ents. But the truth of this concomitance and ttye resultant 
inference form the very foundation of the Buddhist theory of flux. 
The Buddhist logician therefore has got to admit that the triple 
character iB not a universal condition/

We have fully refuted the objections of the Naiydyikas and 
proved that an imaginary datum has as much logical value as 
a real object ; and where an actual contradictory (vipaksa) may 
be impossible, the imaginary concept will do duty for it. So 
universal concomitance can be understood only by ruling out 
the contradictory supposition, though the contradictory may be 
a fiction. The contention of the Naiydyikas that there is no 
contradictory of such concepts as ‘ knowable/ ‘cognisable/ etc., is 
absolutely devoid of sense and substance. Because, words are 

used to remove a doubt or misconception in the mind of the hearer, 
and not without a purpose. And the use of language finds its

1 atha sapakaa eva satfcvam anvayo na sapakae sattvam  eve #ti cet, 

aetu, sa tu vyatireka eve ’ty asm anm atam  anglkrtam syat. vayam  api hi 

pratyaplpadama, anyathanupattyekalak§ano hetur iti.

Pr. mi. v .,  ad  1-2-12.

8 Antdrvyapti , SBNT., p. 110.
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justification in the removal of such doubt and the like. Such 
propositions as * colour and form is cognisable by visual 
perception,’ though tautologous, have still got to be used 
if there is a doubt or misconception regarding this truth. One 
may argue, ‘ there is no reason that colour should be cognisable 
by visual perception only, consciousness is one indivisible entity 
and as such can cognise colour through the auditory sense also.’ 
And only to rebut such doubt the former propositon is employed. 
So such words as ‘ cognisable/ ‘ knowable ’ and the like have got 
a definite meaning and this definiteness means the exclusion of 
what it is not, viz., ‘ unknowable.’ The excluded thing may be 
a fact or a fiction. So there is no such thing as a purely 
affirmative concept and consequently exclusion of negative 
instances necessary to bring home the truth of a universal 
proposition is not impossible, as the Naiydyika contends.1

It follows therefore that incompatibility with the contradic
tory should be regarded as the only logical attribute of a valid 
probans and the triple or quantuple character without this is 
powerless to prove the necessary connexion. The Jaina 
Logicians and later on Ratnákaraáánti, a Buddhist, call this fact 
‘ internal concomitance ’ (antarvydpti) as opposed to the
Naiydyikas who hold that universal concomitance is apprehended 
outside the subject of inference, e.g., in a kitchen and not in the 
hill. This conception of universal concomitance is characterised 
as ‘ external concomitance’ (bahirvydpti) . The Jainas emphasise 
that the relation of probans and probandum must be a natural 
constituitional relation, appertaining to the inherent nature of 
things and so wherever may concomitance be apprehended, the 
concomitance must be understood in respect of the probans and 
the probandum per se without reference to the place of occurrence, 
which is an accidental coincidence.

1 T. S .,  éls. 1160-80. Cf. ‘ajñeyaiii kalpitam krtvá tadvyavacchedena  

jñeye ’num ánam . ’ Dignaga, quoted in T. S. P .,  p. 359, and Nydyaratndkara , 

p. 605, ad 61. 145, S. V.
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Though this doctrine of internal concomitance has 
been established by Batnakarasanti with ardour and emphasis, 
and he has left no stone unturned to reconcile this theory with 
the logical position of Dignaga, it is absolutely certain that the 
orthodox Buddhist logicians did not accept this theory for a long 
time to come. On the other hand, the Buddhist logicians 
attacked this doctrine with all the emphasis at their command. 
And this is quite natural, because the doctrine of internal 
concomitance is antagonistic to the doctrine of the triple 
condition of the probans advocated by Dignaga and also the 
fallacy of the inconclusive-reason-peculiar-to-the-subject. That 
this was the case can be inferred from the fact that Santaraksita 
has attacked this theory as propounded by the Jaina logician 
Patrasvamin and tried to uphold the position of Dignaga.

Patrasvamin argues, ‘ The valid proban9 is that which is 
incompatible with the contradictory and it is immaterial whether 
the two examples, positive and negative, are present or not. 
Incompatibility with the contradictory is the foundation of 
inference and if it is present, the triple characteristics are 
unnecessary and if it is absent, these are absolutely futile.1; 
Santarak§ita observes, ‘ let this incompatibility be the determinant 
of unconditional, invariable concomitance. But where is this 
unconditional concomitance apprehended ? Is this relation 
apprehended between the probans and probandum in their widest 
and most general character without reference to the particulars ? 
Or is it understood in the subject under dispute ? Or in the 
homologue ? Now, in the first alternative, the existence of the 
probandum in the subject (minor term) cannot be proved, 
because the probans is not said to be present in the subject. For

1 anyathanupapannatvam  yasya tasyai 'va betuta I

drstantau dvav api stum  va m a va tau hi na liaranam II 

anyathanupapannatvam  yasya tasya  trayena him I 

na ’nyathanupapannatvam  yasya  tasya trayena kim II

T. 8 ., ¿la. 1368-69.
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instance we can point out the concomitance of visibility with 
impermanence, which, though unconditional and invariable as far 
as it goes, cannot prove the quality of impermanence in a word. 
If the subsistence of the probans in the subject is to be expressly 
stated, we get the triple character in full. Because by the 
ineompatibility-with-theeontradictory we have got universal 
concomitance both in agreement and difference and from the 
subsistence of the probans in the subject we have the first 
condition. So the Jainas do not gain anything by formulating 
this unitary character, which is nothing but an abbreviated formula 
of the triple characteristics. If however it is supposed that the 
universal concomitance is understood in and through the subject 
itself, the employment of the probans in an inference becomes 
redundant, as the existence of the probandum in the subject will be 
proved by the knowledge of the concomitance. “ The Buddhists 
think that a valid probans is what is not found to be dissociated 
from the probandum in an example. But we Jainas think 
that the probans is what is not capable of coming into existence 
without the probandum in the subject of inference. So our 
inference has a double aspect like the rnan-lion deity, as there is 
in it the room for exclusion of the contradictory (vipaksavyavrtti), 
the condition of arthapaiti (Presumption) of the Mimamsakas and 
the paksasattva (the subsistence of the probans in the subject) 
of the Buddhists. It is an entirely different thing from* the 
inference of the Buddhists and the presumption of the Mimamsa- 
ka6‘.” 1 But this conception of inference will make the value of 
the probans absolutely nugatory. If the probans cannot come 
into existence without being conjoined to the probandum, then 
the very apprehension of the probans in the subject will entail 
the apprehension of the probandum also, as the probans is

1 vina sadhvad adrstnsya drstante hetute  'syate 1 parair may a punar 

dharminy asambbusnor vina *inuna II arthapatte£ ca ¿abaryu bhaik§avac ca 

'numanatab I anyad eva 'numanam no narasirhhavad isyate II

T .S .P . ,  ad  61. 1888.
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invariably associated with the probandum. And if the probandum 
is not known, the probans also cannot be knowD, because the 
probans is supposed to be constitutionally associated with the 
probandum and this inseparable relation with the probandum is 
the very life and soul of the probans. If however the probandum 
is known by any other means, the probnns will have no function 
and value, as the probans i9 requisitioned only to prove the 
probandum and if the probandum is proved otherwise, what shall 
we do with the probans ? 1

If the universal concomitance is supposed to be appre
hended in an external example without reference to the subject, 
then, the existence of the probandum in the subject will not be 
proved, because the concomitance, which is the foundation of 
inference, is not apprehended in its universal reference. So it is 
proved that no inference is possible unless the probans is possess
ed of the triple character, enunciated by Dignaga and Dbarma- 
klrti. And as in subjective inference the probans is reduced to 
nullity in the theory of internal concomitance, so will be in syllo
gistic argument the statement of the subsistence of the probansin 
the subject; in one word, the minor premise will be redundant. In 
a syllogism, the universal proposition expressing the universal 
concomitance is first stated and then the minor premise, showing 
the subsistence of the probans in the subject, is employed. But 
this would be unnecessary and unjustifiable in the theory of 
internal concomitance, because this theory takes for granted that 
the concomitance is apprehended in the subject and so the sub
sistence of the probans in the subject would be cognised along 
with, or previous to, the concomitance. The statement of the 
universal concomitance will therefore itself involve a knowledge of 
the minor premise and as such the express statement of the minor 
premise will become redundant. But in the theory of external 
concomitance (bahircydpti), the statement of the minor premise is 
necessary, because the concomitance is apprehended outside the

1 T.S., éls. 1386-88.
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subject in outside examples, e.g., kitchen and the like, and if the 
minor premise is not stated, the knowledge of the probandum in 
the subject will become impossible.1

In  reply to this elaborate charge of the orthodox 
Buddhist logicians, the upholder of internal concomitance main
tains that all this attack proceeds upon a misconception of the 
nature and process of the knowledge of universal concomitance 
on the part of the opponents. I t  must be admitted by all that 
universal concomitance is understood without any reference
either to the subject or to the homologue whatsoever. The
advocate of external concomitance holds that inference is rendered 
possible if it is preceded by a knowledge of the subsistence of the 
probans in the subject (minor premise, paksadharmatdjmna) 
and the remembrance of the universal concomitance (vydpti- 
jm na), and this position is fully endorsed by the exponent of 
internal concomitance also. The knowledge of the minor 
premise (paksadharmata) alone unbacked by a knowledge of uni
versal concomitance (as in a case of lapse of memory) does not 
lead to any inference. In the circumstances it may be contended 
that whereas the concomitance with the probandum of the 
probans is remembered in respect of the subject, and as such the 
knowledge of the probandum in its relation to the subject is 
derived from the act of remembrance, the possibility of inference 
as an independent instrument of knowledge is excluded, as its 
function, namely, the deduction of the probandum, has been
exercised by memory. If to avoid this contingency it is con
tended that the universal concomitance is remembered without 
any reference to the subject, we ask why should the subject be 
ignored or passed over when the universal concomitance is 
remembered in respect of the probans factually existing in the 
subject ? You will have to concede that this concomitance is 
cognised in respect of the universals, say, for instance, the uni
versal-smoke and the universal-tíre, and that the subject or the

1 A .V ., p. 107.
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homologue does not enter as determinant factors into this know
ledge. On the contrary, reference to the subject or the homo
logue would render the probans too particularistic to make 
inference permissible. The subject or the homologue is only a 
medium of this universal knowledge and cannot be supposed to 
delimit the concomitance to their own individual extent. The 
minor premise, in which the probans is found to exist, has a 
value in determining the incidence of the probandum, but it has 
no function so far as the universal concomitance qua its uni
versal character is concerned. Reference to the individual on 
the other hand would only circumscribe the concomitance and 
thus render inference either futile or impossible. Moreover, 
this individualistic reference cannot be pressed as a universal 
characteristic because universal concomitance is known to be 
cognised in negative instances without any reference to a parti
cular individual as the substratum of such concomitance. If the 
knowledge of the subsistence of the probans in the subject (the 
minor premise) is deemed to be a necessary factor of knowledge of 
universal concomitance the opponent cannot maintain that such 
concomitance is ascertained in the homologue, because the 
knowledge of the minor premise is lacking in this case. And 
if this reference to the subject is insisted upon as a factor of the 
concomitance, then inference will be rendered nugatory, as the 
knowledge of the probandum in the subject will be derived from 
memory. I t  follows therefore with irresistible logic that 
reference to the subject is unnecessary in universal concomit
ance, whether it is held to be cognised internally between 
the probans and the probandum or externally in an outside homo
logue and so inference has a scope and a function assured in the 
doctrine of internal concomitance much to the discomfiture of the 
opponents.

The interests of subjective ratiocination (svarthanumana), 
we have seen, are not in jeopardy in the theory of internal con
comitance. The probans has a utility of its own and so infer
ence is not jettisoned. And the contention of the opponent that
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the statement of the minor premise, showing the subsistence of 
the probans in the subject, will be useless in syllogistic argument 
(parârthânnmâna) is equally hollow and unsubstantial. I t  is 
urged that the customary form of a syllogistic argument is that 
the universal proposition is stated first and then comes the minor 
premise. In the theory of internal concomitance, the universal 
concomitance is known in the subject and so the knowledge of 
the subsistence of the probans in the subject being an antecedent 
condition of knowledge of universal concomitance, the statement 
of the universal proposition will carry with it a reference to the 
subject and so the statement of the minor premise will be redun
dant and useless. Nay, the statement of the probans will alone 
be sufficient, as the probans, by virtue of its concomitance with 
the probandum, will induce a knowledge of the probandum.1

In reply to this contention of the advocate of external con
comitance, the adherent of internal concomitance observes that 
the order of syllogistic premises has nothing to do with our 
subjective experience. Whatever be the customary arrangement 
of propositions in a syllogism, we have nothing to quarrel with. 
Because, after all, it is a question of arrangement of words, and 
words have no bearing on objective facts and much less on conco
mitance and the like, which are relations of facts. Words are 
employed only to indicate these factual relations and so verbal 
order has no essential relation with factual order and the order 
of our ratiocinative process.2 Whatever be the arrangement 
of premises, the knowledge of the probans subsisting in the 
subject is the first step in the ratiocinative process and then the 
universal concomitance is ascertained by a reductio ad absurdum 
of the contradictory proposition. And this is exactly the

1 tadbhâvahetubhâvau hi drafcânte tadavedinah I 

vyâpyefce v idusâm  vâoyo hetur eva hi kevalah II

P .L .8 .V . ,  ad  I I I .  93.

2 aaktasya aucakam hetor vaco ’sakfcam api svayam .

A. Vyâ. S . ,  p. 108.
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psychological process involved in all cases of inference irrespective 
of the order of propositions in a syllogism. Moreover, the syllo
gistic order is not the same in all schools of thought, and if the 
order of ratiocination is made contingent upon the verbal order, 
there will be no uniformity in inferential knowledge as a psycho
logical fact. The statement of the minor premise is therefore 
not redundant in the theory of internal concomitance.

In the opponent’s view, too, the probans is first cognised 
and then its concomitance with the probandum is apprehended 
in the'externally found homologue. Such also is the case in the 
theory of internal concomitance. The probans is first cognised 
in the subject and then the concomitance is arrived at by its own 
proof, viz.y the reductio ad absurdum of the opposite thesis. We 
therefore hold that invariable concomitance is a factual relation 
inherent in the probans and the probandum and is arrived at 
internally, that is to say, without reference to an external homo
logue or the subject. It  may be contended that in an 
external example the probans and the probandum are seen to be 
associated together and so their concomitance is easily appre
hended. But these two are not found in association in the 
subject and so their concomitance cannot be comprehended. 
But this contention blinks the fact that though found in associa
tion, the two facts are not correlated as probans and probandum 
in an external example and this correlation is understood after 
the comprehension of their concomitance. Moreover, this co
association may be pressed only in cases like that of fire and 
smoke# but the case of the concomitance of existence and 
momentariness is not a matter of perception. In this case at 
least the reductio ad absurdum has to be appealed to as proof of 
the concomitance of the two qualities. There can be no diffi
culty, therefore, for the concomitance being comprehended in the 
subject. Againx observation of co-association can be of little 
avail. If such observation had any efficacy, we need not have 
waited for a number of instances, as each observation is abso
lutely alike and non-distinct from the other and there being no
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special virtue in a mere repetition of the instances, the first 
instance should have been sufiicient for the purpose. Mere 
observation of co-association cannot be regarded as an adequate 
security of invariable concomitance and its failure in the case of 
diamonds and the fact of inscribability can be adduced as an 
instance in point. It must be admitted that unless and until 
the contrary supposition is barred by a reductio ad absurdum, 
there can be no assurance of invariable concomitance and this 
fact alone is sufiicient and necessary.

Santaraksita contended that if the universal concomitance 
is not apprehended with reference to the subject, the probans 
will fail in its probative value. Because this would only mean 
that the subsistence of the probans in the subject would not be a 
necessary condition and the consequence would be that word 
could be inferred to be perishable on the ground of visibility. 
But the objection is neither sound nor fair. There is no invari
able concomitance between visibility and impermanence of word 
and so no inference is allowed, and reference to the subject has 
nothing to do with it. Furthermore, the statement of the 
probans endowed with invariable concomitance can only prove 
the probandum in any and every possible subject, but the parti
cular subject has got to be mentioned for determinate reference. 
The objection that the statement of the subject will make the 
probans useless has already been refuted. Neither can it be 
urged that in the absence of paksadharniata, an inference would 
be legitimate on the basis of a probans existing outside the 
subject, because the occasion for debate cannot arise unless the 
probans is apprehended in relation to a particular subject.1 The

1 asiddhe dharminah (ni ?) sattve vivadanavataratah I 

tatra siddha9ya ca vyaptigrahane, sadhyadharmini I 

vyaptigrahah katham na syad dr§taute 'pi na va bhavet II

A. Vya. Sa., p. 111. 

Also, sadhyadharmadharasandehapanodaya gamyamanaaya 'pi pak§asya 

vacanam. P. M. S.,  III .  29,
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subsistence of the probans in this subject is an implied fact. 
I t  follows therefore that reference to an external example is 
absolutely redundant and unprofitable, because invariable 
concomitance is comprehended only when the contrary supposi
tion is absolutely barred out and so long as this does not occur, 
a thousand instances of co-association will not help us in 
the least.1

Nor is there any logical necessity for the statement of the 
example in a syllogistic argument, and the omission of the 
example on the other hand will make the syllogism scientific 
r.nd less cumbrous. The example is usually tagged on to the 
universal proposition, the major premise, but there is no logical 
or psychological warrant for this addition of a superfluous and 
otiose adjunct. It may be contended that if universal concomit
ance is comprehended in the subject of inference and not in an 
outside example, say kitchen, then the probandum will be 
proved in the subject along with the concomitance by the proof 
of the latter and an appeal to the probans will be superfluous. 
The result will be that ‘ inference * as an independent proof 
will have no scope, as the predication of the probandum, for 
which it would be in request, would be accomplished by the 
knowledge of universal concomitance and its proof. But if the 
said concomitance is held to be cognised in an outside example 
without any reference to the subject, the adduction of the probans 
will have a meaning and a purpose for bringing home the predi
cation of the probandum in respect of the subject and inference 
will have its own sphere of action. Our reply is „hat if the 
probandum is proved by means of the instrument of universal 
concomitance and resort to inference is, thus, rendered unneces
sary, we have nothing to complain about. On the contrary we 
have every reason to congratulate ourselves on the positive gain 
and the economy of logical procedure that we are relieved of the

1 biidhakut tadasidhbis ced vyartho hetvantaragrabah I

A. Vya. S a . f p. 109.
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necessity of having recourse to the probans. I t  is not an obses
sion with us that we shall have to resort to the probans at all 
events. We must have courage to throw away this convention, 
if there is no sanction of logical necessity behind it. And if the 
probandum is not so proved of the subject by the instrument of 
universal concomitance, the probans will not be superfluous 
and inference will have its vested rights preserved intact. 
That such is the case has been proved beyond cavil or doubt in 
the foregoing paragraphs. So there is absolutely no cause for 
this consternation about our theory of internal concomitance.1

Neither can reference to an example be needful for the com
prehension of concomitance, because the reductio ad absurdum 
of the contrary supposition is alone sufficient for the purpose. 
Nor can it be in request for the attestation or verification of 
the same, because concomitance has reference to universals and 
examples being individual instances can have no relevancy in 
that respect. Nor again can it be supposed to be necessary for 
recalling the fact of concomitance to memory, because the men
tion of the concomitant probans is the sufficient stimulus for 
that. An example, on the other hand, would raise the spectre 
of doubt, because an example can but serve as evidence of con
comitance in its own particular case and it does not afford any 
guarantee for its universal truth. If to lay this spectre you 
think it necessary to state the universal proposition as proof of 
universal concomitance, we submit, let this alone be stated and 
why should the example, an otiose appendage as it is, be tagged 
on to it ? It may be urged that mention of a concrete example is

1 yadi hi dharmini vyaptib siddhyanty eva aadhyaeiddhim antarbha- 

vayati, nanu labha evai ’Bah, vyaptipraeadhakad eva pramanat sadhya- 

siddheh sattvahetvapa^rayanaprayasasya nirasanat. na  hi vyasanam evai 

'tal lingantaranusaranam nama. atha na vyaptisadhakat sadhyasiddhib,  

na tarhy antarvyaptau hefcuvaiyarfcbyam iti kim  akandakatarataya bahu- 

taram ayasam avi^asi.

A>- Vya. sa., pp. 109-10.
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necessary for bringing home the universal truth to a dull under
standing. It may be so, we submit. But in that case, the 
statement of example should be confined within a manual of 
logic and should not be stated in a logical disputation, because 
only an expert is eligible for debate. Besides, a debate or a 
logical disputation is not the occasion for the instruction of 
pupils, as its objective is only to score a victory by an effective 
refutation of the opponent’s thesis.1 It has been contended 
that this admission of the incompatibility of the probans with 
the contradictory and the implied necessity of its reference to 
the subject on the part of the exponent of internal concomitance 
virtually amounts to the postulation of the triple-charactered 
-probans advocated by the orthodox Buddhist logicians; and so 
the unitary probans transpires to be but an abbreviated formula 
and the gain is only verbal and apparent. We admit the plausi
bility of the objection. The triple character is but a corollary 
of incompatibility-with-the-contradictory and the latter alone 
is the validating condition of the so-called triple character, 
which, without this saving grace, becomes but an effete and 
inane adjunct. We therefore regard this factor alone as the 
adequate qualification of the probans and not the triple charac
ter, which draws all its validity from the former.

I t  may be urged that if incompatibility with the contradic
tory, that is to say, total absence from heterologous instances, is 
deemed the sufficient qualification of a valid probans and subsist
ence in homologous cases, the second characteristic according

1 na  hi tat sadhyapratipattyartham tatra yathoktahetor eva vyaparat.  

II I .  83. tadavinabhavaoi^cayartham va, vipaksa-badhakad eva tatsiddheh. 

34. vyaktirupam nidar^anam, sam anyena tu vyaptih, tatra "pi tadviprati- 

pattav anavasthanam  syad drstantantarapeksanat. 35. na ’pi vyaptismara- 

nartham tathavidhahetu-prayogad eva tatsmrteh. 36. tat param abhidhiya- 

m anam  sadhyasadhane sandehayati. 37. balavyutpattyartham ca tattrayo- 

pagame ¿astra eva ’sau na vade ’nupayogat. 40. P. M. S.,  Ch. III .  Cf. 

na hi vadakale 6i$ya vyutpadyah, vyutpannanam  eva tatra * dhikarat.’

L . V. ad III ,  40, ibid.



U NIV ERSA L CONCOMITANCE 39«

Buddhist logic, is not an indispensable condition, then there 
would be no case for the fallacy of ‘the uncommon inconclusive 
probans * (asadhdrananaikantika-hetu) . The fallacy is supposed to 
arise when the probans belongs exclusively to the subject (paksa 
or dharmin) and so does not exist in a homologous instance, 
as for instance, the probans ‘ audibility.’ According to 
Dignaga, such inference as ‘word is impermanent, because it is 
audible’ is not valid, as the quality of audibility is the exclu

sive property of word and its concomitance with imper
manence is not attested in a homologous instance. If the 
testimony of a homologous instance is deemed unnecessary, as 
is done by the advocate of internal concomitance, this argument 
would be legitimate and valid. But this is in express contra
vention of the position of Dignaga. The Jaina logicians, who 
professed no allegiance to Dignaga, did not regard this discre
pancy as a case of disloyalty ; on the contrary, they gloated over 
this triumph over Dignaga for obvious reasons. The Jaina 
logicians regarded the above inference as perfectly legitimate and 
valid, because they think that audibility is incompatible with 
permanence, the contradictory of impermanence, and this incom
patibility is the only satisfying condition of validity.1 But 
Ratnakaraianti, who appropriated this theory of internal con
comitance from the Jainas, had to face this charge of treason 
against Dignaga, whose authority he could not disown being a 
Buddhist by profession. Accordingly he has endeavoured to 
bring it into line with Dignaga’s conception of valid probans ; 
and he has succeeded in doing so only by explaining away 
Dignaga’s theory of triple character. He observes that the 
doctrine of triple character only emphasises the fact of invari
able concomitance in agreement and difference and that this 
concomitance in its dual aspect has got to be ascertained to 
ensure the validity of the probans. It is silent and indifferent 
with regard to cases where this twofold concomitance has to be

1 Vide P ra m â n a m lm â m e â , 1. 2. 2.
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ascertained. The obvious implication is that it should be ascer
tained wherever it is possible. If the aspect of agreement 
is ascertained in the subject on the strength of the impossibility 
of the contradictory proposition, there is no ground for com
plaint. The opponent has got to admit it in such cases of in
ference as ‘All that exists is momentary/ In this inference, 
‘momentariness' is predicated of all existents without ex
ception and as such there is no homologue external to and apart 
from the subject, where the agreemental aspect could be verified. 
The agreement therefore must be admitted to be comprehended 
in the subject on the strength of the absurdity of the contrary 
possibility. Subsistence in a homologue in and by itself has
no cogency, unless it is ratified by the absurdity of the counter
issue. So the fallacy of the uncommon inconclusive probans is 
no fallacy in reality. It has been formulated by the Master only 
as a concession to persons of dull intellect, who labour under the 
delusion that concomitance can be ascertained only in an external 
example outside the scope of the subject. But this is not 
really so, as concomitance is apprehended in a universal 

reference.1
The uncommon probans has been characterised as incon

clusive only with reference to these deluded persons. As a 
matter of fact, concomitance is comprehended without reference 
to the homologue and so the absence of the homologue cannot 
render a probans inconclusive, though it might be uncommon. 
If we probe deeper into the question, we shall see that the 
probans, ‘audibility/ is not only not inconclusive, but also is 
not uncommon either. I t  has been characterised as uncommon 
only in deference to the logical superstition of dull-headed 
persons. A probans is called uncommon when it is found to
belong solely and wholly to the subject of dispute. But in

1 A. Vya., pp. 112-13:

asadharanatam hetudosam  m udbavyapeksaya I

abravld agrabad vyapter, n a i ’vam  sarvopasambrtau II Ib idr.
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the case of audibility, the subject of dispute is the perceived 
sound and the probans 1 audibility ’ belongs to perceived and 
unperceived sounds alike, just like the smoke-in-the universal, 
which is not the property of the hill alone, but also of the kitchen 
and the like. So concomitance in a universal reference.J being 
cognisable between audibility and impermanence, there is 
absolutely no reason to characterise it as uncommon. An un
common probans cannot have a universal reference, and if its 
concomitance is supposed to be comprehended in the subject, 
which is its only locale, the probandum will be proved of the sub
ject along with the concomitance and so the probans will be futile 
as an instrument of inference. In such cases, there can possibly 
be no concomitance and in the absence of concomitance, the 
probans will have a doubtful cogency either this way or that and 
so will be inconclusive. But when universal concomitance is 
possible, audibility should be regarded as a conclusive probans. 
When the subject of dispute is an individual sound, another 
sound will serve as the example and if all the sounds are made 
the subject, the reductio ad absurdum will make an example 
of one among them, though it may not be accepted as a full- 
fledged example. In other words, the absence of an undisputed 
example will not operate as a bar. I t  is seen that audibility 
and the like are neither uncommon nor inconclusive. The 
objection based upon this fallacy has no force against the theory 
of internal concomitance and it should not be regarded as conflict

ing with the position of the venerable Master Dignaga.
We have seen that concomitance is comprehended by means 

of reductio ad absurdum of the contradictory thesis and examples 
have no bearing upon it. Reductio ad absurdum is a species 
of tarka (hypothetical reasoning) and tarka is not regarded as an 
independent means of proof.2 We shall bring this chapter to a

1 aarvopaaamharavatl vyaptib- (ibid, p. 113). ' Barvasmin dharmini  

hetoh sadhyena vyaptipradar6anam sarvopaaambarah.* T. S. P .,  p. 245 

ad  61. 746.

3 Vide infra,  the Chapter PraBaAganumana.
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close after discussing whether tarka is a proof or not. Vatsyayana 
has called it not-proof (apramana). I t  is not a vehicle of certitude. 
I t  is not a knowledge of the type ‘ this is so and not otherwise.* 
When two conflicting alternatives present themselves, tarka only 
shows the incompatibility of one and approves of the other. I t  
only reinforces the independent means of truth and as such is 
only an assistant in the matter of ascertaining the truth. It  
approves the matter of proof and does not prove it.1 Uddyota- 
kara regarded it as a kind of cognition different from doubt 
and certitude alike and has gone the length of declaring them 
fools who subsume it under inference. There is a vital difference 
between the two, as tarka has no reference to the probans or its 
subsistence in the subject (paksadharmatd). Inference is invari
ably pivoted upon this knowledge of the probans in relation to 
the subject. But tarka is not fettered like this. It  may prove 
something regarding a particular subject on the basis of an 
attribute found in the other, as for example in a reasoning like 

this, ‘ certainly there are human beings here, because we see 
that horses are used as beasts of burden/ Now, a horse as bearer 
of burden is no attribute of human beings, but nevertheless it 
signifies their existence.2 The difference between inference and 
tarka is, therefore, very manifest and so they should not be con
founded. Gafigesa, too, has characterised tarka as not-proof 
(apramana).6 Thus, the tradition among the Naiyayikas is uni
formly consistent with regard to the neutral character of tarka and 
about its lack of probative value. We have not come across any 
speculation on tarka in any Buddhist work. But Ratnakara- 
ianti always characterised it as vipaksabadhakapramana (the

1 Ny. bhn., 1.1.40. tattvajnnnavisaynbhyanujnalaksananugrakabhavitat  

praeannad anantaram pramftnasamarthyfib tattvajnfinam utpadyata iti. 

Cf. ‘pravrfctaaya prayojyasya inddhitopiiyoklir a n u jn a /  Vedantakalpataru,  

p. 70. Abhyanujnn =  approval.

2 N. V., p. 142, and Tnfc. t!., p. 301.

•* T a t t v a c in ta m a n i : Yyaptigrahopayasiddhfmta— * tarkasya ' pramai^a-

tvat.*
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proof refuting the contradictory) and Ratnakîrti treated this 
proof of contradiction as a full-fledged syllogistic argument in his 
Ksanabhaňgasiddhi. The obvious implication is that it is regard
ed as a proof and as a species of inference. In fact, if iarka is 
to be treated as a pramdna, it must be included under inference 
as there is no third proof according to the Buddhist logicians. 
Uddyotakara and Vacaspati Miára possibly had these Buddhists 
in view when they characterised this identification of tarka with 
inference as a delusion. The Jainas however regard it as a 
separate pramdna.

Hemacandra Sûri has fully refuted the views of the Naiydyi- 
kas on tarka. The Naiyâyikas cannot regard tarka as a separate 
pramdna, because that would contradict their doctrine of four 
pramânas. Nor can they subsume it under inference, as 
inference is contingent on the knowledge of universal concomit
ance and for this the accepted pramânas have no competency. 
They have to requisition tarka, but to make it consistent 

with their central epistemological doctrine of four pramânas, 
they give it a half-hearted recognition. Older Naiyâyikas 
hold that perception, reinforced and supplemented by tarka, 
is competent to visualise the universal concomitance. But 
this doctrine is the result either of confusion or of wilful 
perversion. Mere perception is incompetent to envisage the 
concomitance and it is presumed to acquire the competency 
only when tarka aids and informs it. Is it not fair and legi
timate therefore to give tarka the credit and the glory for this 
generalisation, which perception by its very constitution and 
nature is incapable of arriving at ? Perception is generated by 
the impetus of sense-data upon our sensitivity and is absolutely 
delimited to the same, being destitute of ratiocinative faculty. 
The Naiydyika is guilty of a dual injustice and this only to 
maintain a pet superstition. He gives credit to perception 
which it does not deserve and denies it to tarka though it is its 
rightful due. The Naiydyika would plead that he does so because 
tarka has no validity of its own. But this is a mere dogmatic
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assertion and has no logic in it. Why should it be invalid? 
It has all the incidents of validity in it, to wit, (1) absence of 
discrepancy with fact and (’2) a legitimate object in the shape 
of universal concomitance. To dub it invalid despite these 
two characteristics of truth and validity betrays a wilful perver
sity that will not bow to reason. So tarka must be given an 
honourable niche in the palace of pramanas. I t  is the 
instrument of knowledge of universal concomitance and 
perception and the like do but give the occasion for it. The 
Naiyayika only puts the cart before the horse when he seeks 
to throw tarka into the background, supposing it to subserve as 
a vassal the interests of the false master, perception. But the 
truth is in the contrary version.1

We have seen that the doctrine of aniarvyapti (internal con
comitance) is originally the creation of Jaina logic and the doc
trine has been supported and accepted by Jaina logicians from 
beginning to end, from Siddhasena Divakara2 of the 6th century 
down to Hemacandra Suri of the 12th century, to name only 
two masters. Santarak§ita has made frantic attempts to refute 
this doctrine and this was natural and inevitable, because the 
doctrine is, we have seen, antagonistic to the doctrine of triple 
probans and the fallacy of the uncommon inconclusive reason, 
propounded by Dignaga. Jayantabhatta refered to this doctrine 
of antarvyapti, but his presentation of it Í3 not in consonance 
with the orthodox view/' Moreover, he is silent as to the 
exponents of this doctrine, as to whether they are Buddhists

1 P T a m a n a m i m d ů i s á V T t t i  1.2.5.
2 Vide History of Indian L ogic , Bee JaiDa Logicians.

3 Jayanta says that universal concomitance is a relation of universals 

and w hen the sam e is comprehended in reference to a particular subject, 

it is designated as internal concomitance. To take a concrete case, when  

fire is inferred in a hill on the strength of the concomitance comprehended 

outside the hill in a forest and the like, the concomitance in the  

forest is called external concomitance. Again, this very concomitance  

is regarded as internal concomitance, when fire íb inferred at some other  

t im e in  that very forest. Bub Jayanta’a representation is not in conformity
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or Jainas. L  ater on E a tnak lr ti1 and his w o r th y  disciple, 
Eatnakaraianti, more fully than the former, adopted this 
doctrine and incorporated it into the corpus of Buddhist logic.

with the conception of an tarv yap t i  set forth above. It  ignores the  

supreme fact of importance in antarvyapt i  that th e  concomitance is 

comprehended by m eans of the reduct io ad absurdum  of the contradictory 

supposition, v iz . ,  the  existence of smoke in a fireless place. I t  fails to 

recognise that anta rvyapt i  is not a relative concept, but an absolute relation 

between two universals without any reference to the subject, possible or 

actual. W hen, this concom itance is cognised, there is no possibility of a 

contradicted or counterbalanced reason, for which Jayanta pleads so 

energetically. So the position of the antagonist, that if the concom itance of 

coldness and being a product is apprehended to the exclusion of fire, which  

though a product is not cold, then antarvyapt i  will not have been cognised, 

stands.

yadi tv  analam utsrjya ghatadav anvayagrahab I 

na 'ntarvyaptir grhita syut sadhyasadhanadharmayoh II

N.M., p. 110.

Cf. sam anyena ca  vyaptir grhita sati sisadhayisitadharmyapek§ayam  

sai 'va 'ntarvyaptir ucyate. yai 'va ca nagalagnanumanasamaye tadvya- 

tiriktakantaradiprade^avartinl abhut sai 'va kalantare kantaravartini vahnav  

anum lyam ane 'ntarvyaptir avatisfchate. Ibid. ,  p. 111.

1 Batnakirti has not expressly advocated the claim s of antarv yapt i t 

but he has adopted the exact principle on which it is based and also the  

same line of argum ent a9 found in Ratnakara6anti's monograph. H e  

expressly declares th a t  the concomitance of * existence ' (sat tva)  with  

‘ mom entariness' (ksanikatva)  is not attested by perception in the familiar  

example, ghata  (earthen jar). The concom itance is proved by m eans of 

Prasahga  and Prasahgaviparyaya,  which two are cases of inference  

(anuma?ia). H e  also adm its that the universal concomitance is capable of 

being comprehended in the subject of inference, provided the arguer has the  

energy to appeal to ihe  evidence at every step. In  this case, reference to an 

outside exam ple is unnecessary and unprofitable. Cf.  anum anantaram  eva  

prasanga-prasanga-viparyayatmakam ghate k§anabhangaprasadhakam pra 

m anantarm  asti. S B N T .,  p. 21.

Also, nanv abhyam  (prasanga-prasangaviparyayabhyam) eva pakse 'pi 

ksanabhangasiddhir astv iti cet, astu, ko dosah. yo hi pratipatta prati- 

vastu yad yada yajjananavyavaharayogyam tat tada taj janayati 'tyadikam  

upanyasitum analasas tasya tata  eva ksanabhangasiddhil^. Ibid,  p. 26.
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We have seen that Ratnâkarasânti has made bold and almost 
frantic efforts to reconcile this doctrine with the fundamental 
logical position of Dignàga and his followers. It is a truism to 
say that the world is much indebted to the Buddhists and Jainas, 
whose logical and philosophical contributions have distinctly 
extended the frontiers of human knowledge. It will be nothing 
short of folly and perhaps madness to form an estimate of the 
development and worth of Indian logic without a close and serious 
study of the Jaina aud Buddhist works still available to us.
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1. Nyáyasütra, 1-1-5 ; 1. 1. 33-40.

2. Do. B hâsya of Vätsyäyana«

3. Nyäyavärttika of Uddyotakara.

4. Do. Tâtparyatïka of Vacaspati Misra.

5. Tattvasangraha of ßäntaraksita.

6. Do. Pañjiká of Kamalaélla.

7. Parïkçâmukhasûtra of MänikyanandL

8. D o. Lagliusütravrtti of Anantavïrya.

9. Pram ânam lm âm sâ of Hem acandra Süri.

10. ßlokavärtika— anumânapariccheda of Kumârila.

11. Vôkyapadîya, Ch. I, of Bhartrhari.
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N . B .— The term antarvyapt i  which we have rendered in English as 

internal concomitance, may be more happily expressed as ‘ Intrinsic  

Determ ination’ following Dr. McTaggart. G f . “ If it  is true that, whenever  

som ething has the quality X, something hds the quality Y, this involves  

that, bes des the relation between the tw o propositions “ something has the  

quality X “ and “ something has the quality Y , ” there is a relation between  

the  qualities X and Y. I propose to call th n  relation Intrinsic D eterm ina 

t io n ............... The quality X will be said to determine intrinsically the quality

Y whenever the proposition that something has the quality X  implies the 

proposition that something has the quality Y .” The Nature of Exis tence,  

Ch. X II ,  p. 111.
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P r ASA^GANUMANA

In view of the importance of Prasangdnumana as a logical 
weapon used with telling effect in the philosophical literature of 
medieval India and in view of the divergence of opinion regarding 
its validity as an instrument of knowledge, we propose to give an 
exposition of the nature and function of prasangdnumana. It is a 
hypothetical negative argument devised to point out logical defects 
in the position of the adversary. The word ‘ prasanga 9 has been 
given as the synonym of * tarka 9 by Vacaspati Misra and ‘ tarka,1 
though included in the list of the sixteen logical categories 
enunciated in the first aphorism of the Nyayasutra, is not regard
ed as an independent instrument of valid knowledge by the 
Naiyayikas. I t  is regarded as an indirect proof, requisitioned to 
strengthen the desired conclusion by showing that the contradic
tory is not a supposable alternative. Tarka has been defined by 
Jayanta as “  Presumptive evidence in favour of one of the 
two doubtful alternatives by showing the reason conducive 
to the establishment of the thesis.” 1 <( In tarka, or indirect 
proof, we start with a wrong assumption and show how it
leads to absurdities................  The admission of a false minor
necessitates the admission of a false major.” 2 “ The older 
Nydya admits eleven kinds of tarka which the modern reduce 
to five, of which the chief is the reductio ad absurdum% called 
pramana-badhitartha-prasanga. The other four are dtm(UrayaL

1 'sandigdhe rtho ’nyatarapak^anukulakarauadar^anat tasm in eambha- 

vanapratyayas fcarkalj/ N .M .,  p. 8.
2 Vide Prof. Radhakrishnan’B Indian Philosophy, Vol. II , p. 114. 

Cf . ' sa cayara tarko vyapakabh&vavafctvena nirnite dharmini vyapyaeya 

’haryaropad vyapakasyA 'haryaropalaksanah' (C. K. TarkalaAkara’s t*ka on  

Nyaya-KuauxndHjali, p. 5).
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or ignomiw elenchi(?)-r anyonyd£raya, or mutual dependence ; 
cakraka, or circular reasoning, and anavastha, or infinite 
regress. Even the reductio ad absurdum is regarded aa a case 
of fallacious reasoning, since it derives a conclusion which is 
absurd.” Prasangasadhana can be subsumed under the last 
variety of tarka, viz., the * reductio ad absurdum/  subject to a 
necessary qualification. Prasangasadhana differs in a very 
material respect from ‘ reductio ad a b su rd u m v iz . ,  that whereas 

the latter is requisitioned to prove the justice or correctness of a 
particular syllogistic argument by showing the contradictory 
supposition to be false, the former is employed for exactly the 
opposite purpose. According to modern Nyaija ‘ reductio ad 
absurdum * has a twofold u til i ty ; first, it serves to establish 
the universal proposition, the major premise, in which the 
invariable concomitance of the middle term with the major term 
is enunciated (vyaptigrdhaka); secondly, it serves to prove the 
correctness of the conclusion established {visayapariiodhaka). 
The last variety corresponds to the ‘ reductio ad absurdum ' of 
European logic, which “  consists in showing that the supposition 
of the contradictory of the given conclusion is false and so, by 
opposition, the given argument is correct.” The logical proce
dure is the same, viz., showing the absurdity of the con
tradictory supposition. The logical principle and procedure 
are also the same in the case of prasangdnumdna and tarka ; 
the difference lies in the application. The former is employed 
for demonstrating the falsity of a given argument—thereby 
showing the logical necessity of the contradictory position being 
accepted. In fact, prasangasadhana can be included under 
‘ pratibandhl,’ a variety of tarka enunciated by older Naiijdyikas.

The ordinary rule of debate requires that the middle term 
must be acceptable to both the parties (ubhayasiddha) and that 
the probandum ((sddhya) must be a fact. But the requisite 
conditions of prasangdnumdna are that (I) the probans (hetu) 
is false and assumed for argument’s sake on the statement of 
the opponent and is not accepted as true by the arguer (vadin)
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himself, and (2) consequently the probandum is a false issue, 
which is forced upon the adversary ; (3) the main implication 
of such argument is of course the truth of the contradictory 

position, which decisively invalidates the assumption of the 
adversary. This form of argument has been very frequently 
employed with advantage by Buddhist philosophers against their 
adversaries. It  is, however, significant that Dharmakirti in his 
Nyayabindu is very emphatic on the point that the probans 
must be approved by both the parties in a debate. He has, 
therefore, included in his catalogue of fallacious reasons those 
middle terms which are not accepted by either of the parties 
(vadin or prativadiri). I t  is plain, therefore, that prasanga-hetu 
(a falsely assumed middle term) has no place in the scheme of 
Dharmakirti’s logic, and probably also in Dignaga’s system,1 

which has been mainly followed by Dharmakirti. In  the 
Nyayapraveia and the HetutattvopadeSa of Jitari also,2 a middle 
term, which is not approved by common consent, has been 
declared to be a fallacious reason.

Although the attitude of the orthodox Buddhist logicians is 
not friendly to such forms of argument, it is not undeniable that 
it has played a very prominent part in the evolution of philo
sophical thought in India. Candrakirti, in the course of his 
comments on the first verse of the Madhyamika Karika of 
Nagarjuna, has taken elaborate pains to elucidate the Madhya- 
mika's position in logic. Notwithstanding the fact that the

1 Vide N y a y a m u k h a , translated into E ng lish  from the Chinese version 

of the same by Prof. G. Tucci. I t  is gratifying th a t  the present writer's 

conjecture has been confirmed, as Dignaga is insistent on the middle term  

being accepted by com m on oonsent.

2 The Hetuia t t vopadeSa  of Jitari is lost in the  Sanskrit original, but 

it  has been reconstructed from Tibetan by m y pupil, Mr. Durgacharan  

Chatterjee, M .A., P .R .S .  The constructed text With the Tibetan version and 

copious critical notes and an informing introduction iB ready for printing. 

W hen publishedi it would be welcom ed as a really scholarly work.
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metaphysical position of absolute scepticism, which he adopts, 
precludes him from admitting the truth of, and so advancing 
at his own initiative, any of the premises of a syllogistic 
argument, the Madhyamika can, Candrakirti argues, refute 
the arguments of his antagonists without prejudice to his 
philosophical predilections by the aid of Prasanganumana, 
He, however, declines to be committed to the necessity of the 
contradictory proposition being established, as a Madhyamika 
cannot have ex hypothesi any position of his own. He thinks 
that his duty consists in showing contradiction in the adversary’s 
position and not in proving any particular thesis of his own. 
In fact, he has no thesis in philosophy save and except that 
nothing can be proved.1 A divergence of opinion regarding the 
necessity of the contradictory position being accepted, which 
is the third condition of prasanganumana, seems to have been 
responsible for the two mam divisions of Nagarjuna’s followers 
into the Prasangika and Svdtantrika schools, the latter insisting 
on the necessity of independent arguments for the refutation of the 
contradictory implication of a prasanganumana. So in this respect 
the historical importance of prasanganumana cannot be over
estimated. Srldhara in his Nydyakandali makes mention of 
prasangasddhana which is the same thing as prasanganumana, 
sadhana and anumdna being synonymously used. He says 
“ Prasangasddhana is not employed for establishing one’s thesis 
but for bringing home an undesirable contingency in the oppo
nent’s position. And an undesirable contingency can be brought 
home by means of the data which are admitted by the opponent 
himself. I t  is not necessary that the argument, in order to be 
valid, should be recognised as valid and true by the arguer 
himself. The opponent cannot make a grievance of it and refuse

1 tata£ ca parapratijfiapratisedhamatraphalatvafc prasatigapada- 

naaya nasti prasangaviparyayapattih. tafcha ca 'caryo bhuyasa prasan- 

gapattimukhenai 'va paroktani nirakarofci sma. Vide Prasannapada  of Candra- 

klrti under Kar. I  of M. K., p. 6 (B. T. S .).
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to be convinced, though lie himself admits every word of the 

argument to be true .” 1
Santaraksita, who is believed to have flourished in the 8th 

century, and his disciple, Kamalasila have made use of p r a s a n - 

ganumana in several places in the Tattvasangraha and the Paftjika. 
In course of refuting the Mimamsa argument f that the Vedas 
are eternal and self-evident truths, as they are not the handiwork 
of any human author/ Santaraksita points out that the Vedas 
would become unmeaning, if they were independent of an author, 

as the truth or falsity of a statement is relative to the veracity 
or mendacity of the speaker, and the speaker being absent, the 
truth or otherwise of the Vedic statements would become impos
sible of ascertainment. Kamalasila in his Pahjika observes in this 
connexion that the argument (of Santaraksita) is a prasanga- 
sadhana and not an independent argument, as the conclusion is 
obviously contrary to experience (the Vedas having a determinate 
meaning), and the reason, akartfkatva (independence of human 
authorship), is not approved by both the parties. But these 
two contingencies are. allowable in a hypothetical argument of the 
type of reductio ad absurdum}

The Naiyayikas, however, do not subscribe to the aforesaid 
position of the Buddhists. They do not recognise prasangasadhana 
as a logically justifiable form of argument. They are insistent 
in their demand that the middle term must be a real datum, 
attested by experience and approved by both the parties and not

1 prasangapadanafi ca na  svapaksasadhanayo ’padiyate, kintu paraeya 

'nisfcapadaoarbham. paranistapadanau ca tadabhyupagamasiddhair eva  

dharmadibhih sakyam  apadayitum. tatra pramanena svapratibir anapeksa- 

plyd ; na hy evam parah pratyavasthdtum arhati tava 'siddha dharmddayo, 

na 'ham svasiddhe^v api tesu prabipadya iti. N. K., p. 197.

2 prasangasadhanani etad drasbavyam, anyatba hi svatantryena  

sadhane drstavirodhah syat, tabha hy ‘agnihotraiii juhuyat Bvarga-kama’ 

ityadivakyad arfchaprafcltir bhavanfcy upalabhyata eva, na ca dr§tam apahno- 

tum  sakyate, na  cfi ’kartrkatvam ubhayasiddham iby asiddhas c a ’hetuJb 

syiit, prasangasadhana tu dvayam apy itduFitam. T. S. P .,  p. 437, under 

i\b. 1502-3.
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a mere hypothetical entity. Any infringement of the above 
dictum will make the fallacy of f unproven middle term* inevi
table. Sa&karasvamin, an older Naiyayika, emphatically avers 
that whether the argument be a hypothetical or an independent 
one, the probans must be attested by one’s own personal ex

perience ; otherwise it (the probans) will fail to be appropriate. 
Kamalaiila observes that the penalty of the violation of this 
principle will be the fallacy of unproven middle term .1

Jayantabhatta, the author of the Nyayamafijan, has an occa
sion to speak of prasangasadhana in connexion with his animad
version on Kumarila for his denial of an omniscient yogin. 
Kumarila declares that even the supersensuous perception of a 
yogin is not competent to envisage the real nature of dharma 
(duty). Jayantabhatta in opposing Kumarila says, tx If yogic 
perception be an established fact, your argument is vitiated by 
self-contradiction ; if it is non-existent, the middle term 
is unproven in respect of an unreal subject (diray asiddha). 
You have yourself stated the dictum in rebutting the doctrine 
of subjective idealism (of the Buddhists) that no inference is 
possible from unreal data merely on the strength of other 
people’s belief. And as a (supposed) middle term, accepted 
only by the adversary, cannot prove the probandum, so also a 
(supposed) minor term, accepted only by the opponent, is not an 
acceptable datum.’ 2

1 flafik&rasvamin is an older Nalyayi lca , who is com pletely ignored 

in the Brahmanical works except in the  NyayamaH jan , where h e  is referred 

to only in one place and so would have been totally forgotten but for the  

quotations of his views in the  Tattvasahgraha  and the PaHjilca. The opinion  

referred to is embodied in the  following v e r s e : svatantryena prasaAgena 

sadhanam yat pravarttate 1 svayam  tadupalabdhau hi satyam  Bangacchate 

na tu  II
T. S., 61. 614.

'anyatha hy asiddbatadosah syat.’ T. S. P., under the above.
2 parasamsiddhamulam ca nanum anam  prakalpate I 

uktam  bhavadbhir eve 'dam niralmbaanadilsanam II
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“ I t  may be argued that it is a case of prasangasadhana 
and prasanga means the demonstration of a defact in an oppo
nent’s position by means of the data accepted by the latter... 
But this cannot be approved. Because, prasangasadhana is a 
form of argument, which is as unreal as a fresco-painting without 
on a wall. Certainly a dissertation on the fragrance or other
wise of a sky-flower cannot be a justifiable procedure.” 1

The refusal of the Naiyayikas to regard prasanganumana 
as a valid means of cognition stands on a par with their denial of 
tarka as an independent means of knowledge. Hemacandra Suri 

in his Pramanamimamsa and Ratnakirti in his ‘Ksanabhahga• 
siddhi’ have elaborately criticised the Naiyayika position and 
they have made no scruple to declare that the denial of validity 
to tarka is due to the cussedness of the Naiyayika and has no 
logic in its support. Without taking sides, we can legitimately 
hold that prasangasadhana has been wielded as a potent logical 
weapon in the tangled controversies of the medieval age and is 
regarded as the only acceptable form of argument by the 
Madhyamika school. Whatever be the logical merits of it as a 
valid syllogistic reasoning, the historical importance of prasanga 
sadhana cannot be underrated by any scrupulous student of 
Indian thought.2

aadhyasiddhir yatha nasti parasiddhena hetuna I 

tathai ’va dharmisiddhatvarh parasiddhya na yujyate II

N. M., p. 102.

1 tatrai *tnt Byat prasangasadhanam idam, prasanga^ ca  parapra- 

sidddhya paraaya ’nistapadanam ucyate .. .na i  ’tad evam.

prasangasadhanam nam a naaty eva paramarthatah I 

tad dhi kudyam  vina tatra citrakarme ’va laksyate  II 

na hi nabhahkusumasya saurabhaaaurabhavicaro yuktah.

Nyayamafl jarl ,  pp. 102-04.

2 For a convenient understanding of * the nature and function of 

prasangasadhana  as an invalidating form of argument we propoBe to give a 

concrete illustration in Aristotelian syllogistic form as follows: —

(A) The M lm d m s a k a ’s argument—
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All statmenfcs that have no authors are infallible.

Vedic statem ents are those that have no authors.

Vedic statem ents are infallible.

(B) The B u d dh is t’s argument—

All statem ents that have no authors are unm eaning  

Vedic statem ents are those that have no authors.

Vedic s ta tem en ts  are unmeaning.

The syllogism (B) i9 a prasahgaaadhana  in relation to the syllogism  

(A), as the latter (A) is invalidated by the former (B).

N . B .— I think a word of explanation is necessary for my using the  

terminology of European logic for elucidating the concepts of Indian  

logic. There is a fundamental difference between Indian N y a y a  and 

European syllogism in that the former is not content with formal consis

tency alone, but insists on the material truth of the premises and the  

conclusion, whereas formal consistency iB the only criterion of Aristotelian 

syllogism. In  fact, the whole controversy in connexion with praaahga- 

eddhana  would not have arisen at all, if formal consistency had been  

regarded as the satisfying test  of an argument by Indian logicians. B u t  

m y  apology for the use of European termB is that they are the nearest  

equivalents of Indian logical concepts and in this I  have only followed in the  

footsteps of veteran scholars like the late Dr. Batis^candra Vidy&bhusapa, 

Dr. G anganath  Jha, Prof. Sir S. Radhakri'»bnan, Prof Stcherbatsky and 

others. The readers nre requested to bear this distinction in mind to guard 

against obviouB misunderstanding.



CHAPTER XXYI

N e g a t i v e  J u d g m e n t

There is a wide divergence of opinion among philosophers 
regarding the nature and status of negative judgment and the 
problem can be studied with profit by way of division into an 
epis.em>1 igical an 1 a metaphysical aspect; and tho lgh these 
two aspects are infin ite ly  inG?r-reUted, the epistemological 
aspect of the question will be primarily discussed by us and the 
metaphysical aspect will be considered in so far as it will be 
found to be germ me to the determination of the negative judg
ment as an epistemological problem. The Nyaya-Vaiiesika 
school, at least in its later offshoot, believes in the ontological 
reality of negation as an additional category and the knowledge 
of negation in the primary stage is derived by it from sense- 
perception. Kumlrila does not think negation to be an indepen
dent reality, but only as an aspect of the positive locus in which 
it is cognised. The metaphysical issue apart, the knowledge of 
negation is not believed to be perceptual in character, but rather 
as a kind of experience to be classed apart from the accepted 
m iles of kniw hdgi, for which a distinctive instrument of 
knowledge, viz.% non-perception, is postulated. The Buddhist 
philosopher, so far at any rate as the original formulation is con
cerned, has sought to derive the kmwledgeof negation from 
inference.

Prabhakara does not believe in the metaphysical reality of 
negation and the epistemological problem simply does not exist 
in his view. Negation according to him is nothing but the 
absence of a knowable fact and the knowledge of negation is but 
the absence of the knowledge of this fact. To take a concrete 
example, the proposition, ‘ there is no pen on the table/ simply
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means that the pen, an objective fact, is not present and conse
quently no knowledge of the pen arises. It  has been argued 
that though the pen is not present, the absence of the pen at 
any rate exists and for the knowledge of this absence, which is 
as much an objective fact as the pen, we must posit an instru
ment just as we have to postulate the visual organ for visual 
knowledge. Prabhakara scouts this attitude as uncritical inas
much as it seeks to make out that absence of cognition is a 
positive cognition and that absence of a fact is the presence of 
a fact—the absurdity of which is obvious on the face of it. The 
Mlmamsists of the Bhatta school have, however, laid emphasis 
upon the differences in the modes of knowing and this has led 
them to a different conclusion. According to them the negation 
of a particular object is nothing but a determination of the locus 
and is not anything distinct from it, as the Naiyayikas would 
make out. But though not distinct from the locus, the Bhdttas 
would insist upon its being regarded as a character or a mode 
of the locus quite distinct and different from its positive character 
or mode. Every reality is believed to be possessed of a dual 
nature—one positive and the other negative. The negative aspect 
is cognised only through reference to a perceivable object felt to 
be uncognised in the locus, whereas the perception of the positive 
aspect is entirely Independent of any such foreign reference. 
The conditions of negative cognition are thus seen to vary from 
those of a positive fact and this makes the postulation of a 
separate cognitive instrument a necessity. But Prabhakara con
tends that variation in the mode of knowledge cannot be regarded 
as sufficient warrant for the postulation of a separate cognitive 
instrument (pramana) unless ifr can be shown that there is a 
corresponding variation in the objective order, which Prabhakara 
refuses to believe.1 We shall return to this question at a later stage.

Kumarila has given the most careful consideration to this 
problem and it will be found in .the course of our enquiry that

1 Brhatï with Pañcikd , pp. 118 et seq.



NEGATIVE JUDGM ENT 411

rival philosophers have totally failed to assail the arguments of 
Kumarila, which have been substantially adopted by them. The 
Buddhist logician had to re-state his position in the light of 
Kumarila’s hostile criticism and ^the Naiyayikas had substan
tially to agree with the latter in his findings subject to this reserva
tion, viz., that negative judgment is believed by them to be 
perceptual in nature. To revert to the epistemological problem, 
what is the means of our cognition of the absence of a particu
lar object, say, a jar ? Kumarila gives the answer in the 
following words : the judgment * there is no jar on the ground * 
can be arrived at only if we are assured that all instruments 
of cognition, competent to envisage a positive fact, are not in 
operation to cognise the positive fact. This nonroperation of 
cognitive instruments is to be regarded as the instrument of the 
cognition of the absence of the jar. To be precise, the non
production of the cognitive activity of the subject, further defined 
as the non-perception of a perceptible fact, is here the means of 

cognition and the judgment of the absence is the resultant know
ledge. Unless the validity of negative judgments be admitted, 
the mutual distinction of entities would not be cognised and 
consequently all selective activity, which makes practical life and 
conduct possible, would come to a cessation. But what is the 
means of ascertaining the validity of negative judgments and what 
again is the^ ground of this validity ? These questions arise in
evitably and demand a solution.

The negative judgment can be proved to be true and valid 
if fit can be shown that it corresponds with an objective fact— 
in other words, if there is such a thing as negation in its own 
right and not as a subjective construction as the Buddhist and 
idealists would have]it. Kumarila therefore legitimately starts 
with an enquiry into the validity of negative judgments and 
the question of its conditions and content are discussed after 
this. The question of validity is necessarily bound up with 
the question of fact, correspondence to which constitutes the 
truth of a judgment and so a consideration of this metaphysical
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problem should not be looked upon as an illogical divagation 
from the logical issue. Kumarila maintains that negation is 
as much a part and parcel of an objective fact as the fact of its 
positive existence. Unless negation be admitted as a necessary 
element in an existent, the distinction of one thing from another 
would be impossible and distinction means negation of what it 
is not, Determinatio est negatio. The admission oi negation 
as an element in existent facts is not only necessary for distinc
tion, but its reality is also proved by other arguments. Negation 
is amenable to division into four kinds, viz., the negation of the 
effect in the cause (pragabhava) ; the negation of the cause in 
the effect (pradhvamsabhava); the negation of things in one 
another, i.e., mutual exclusion (anyonyabhava) ; and absolute 
negation, e.g., of colour in air (atyantabhava). Certainly these 
divisions and classifications are not applicable to fictions. More
over, the concept of negation is common to all these distinctive 
kinds of negation and so identity and difference are found as ele
ments in its constitution and this is the characteristic of positive 
facts also. We must therefore accord an objective status to 
negation, otherwise we shall !ace the risk of denying validity to 
all selective and exclusive usages and the result will be a condem
nation of all our activity. So negation and affirmation are 
equally elements in an existent and even when one is pe-ciived 
the other also is felt. Determinate c< gnition of a thing is 
possible if there is a cognition of the negative element serving to 
separate it from the rest. And the cognition of negation is 
possible only through reference to an existent positive fact, either 
as its object or as its locus.

Having thus established the objective reality of negation 
Kumarila now addresses himself to the question as to how the 
knowledge of negation arises. W hat is the instrument or condi
tion of this cognition? Is it the same as that of perception, or 
of inference or any other? The cognition of negation cannot be 
regarded as perceptual in charncter since no relation can be 
conceived between negation and the senseorgan. The element
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of negation is something destitute of form and colour and these 
are invariably found to be the conditions of perception. The 
philosophtrs of the Nyaya-Vaisesika school have postulated a 
relation between negation and its locus, viz., of the substantive- 
adjective type. It is contended that when we negate a pen on 
the table, the table is not regarded simply as table, but as a table 
qualified by the absence of the pen. The absence of the pen 
serves to determine the locus as an adjectival element, and so 
when the sense-organ is connected with the locius, it becomes 
automatically connected with the adjectival element present in 
it and thus the condition of perception being present in the shape 
of the sense-object contact, the perception of the negative ele
ment becomes irresistible. But this contention of the Naiyayika 
is inspired more by his love of a pet theory than by his regard 
for truth. The adjectival relation of negation to the locus can 
be maintained only if another relation can be demonstrated. 
W hat is the nature of an adjective? It is nothing but what is 
predicated of the subject and a thing can be predicated of another 
only if there is a relation between the two. In the case of a 
negative judgment the negative element is predicated of the locus 
as the subject, as for instance, in the judgment The table is without 
a pen ; ’ and if the clause ‘without a pen* is to be looked upon as 
the adjectival factor of the table, it must be shown in what 
precise relation the adjective stands to the subject as its quali
fying condition. That such relation is the conditio sine qua non 
of substantive-adjective or subject-predicate relation in a judg
ment will be quite manifest from an analysis of other similar 
judgments. To cite concrete examples: ‘ The flower is red,’ 
‘The man is with an umbrella’ and so on. Now, the adjective 
‘red* is predicated of the flower, because there is a factual relar 
tion of inherence between the two. The quality of redness is 
actually present in the relation of inherence in the flower and 
the proposition only states this relation. The other example 
too exhibits the relation of conjunction (samyoja). In all these 
propositions it is quite apparent that the adjectival element is
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predicated of the subject only on the basis of an actual relation. 
I t  will not be fair to say that the relation is simply one of subject 
and predicate, substantive and adjective because this relation 
is only secondary to, and derivative from, the original relation and 
presupposes the original relation as its condition precedent. But. 
no such relation can be made out to exist between the locus 
and negation and so there is absolutely no raison d'être of the 
secondary relation.

In  the second place, the negative judgment being a judg
ment presupposes the previous knowledge of its constituent terms 
and their relation. To revert to our old example, ‘ The table 
is without-a-pen here, the clause ‘without-a-pen’ is predicated 
of the table and this predication presupposes the previous know
ledge of the predicate. Now what is the source of this previous 
knowledge? It may be said to be perception, because the judg
ment is at once borne upon us when we look at the empty table, 
according to the Naiydyika. But the Naiydyika cannot reason
ably maintain that the judgment is entirely perceptual. The 
knowledge of the table may be derived from sight, but this is not 
possible of the absence of the pen. The Naiydyika posits the 
simple indeterminate apprehension (nirvikalpaka) of terms 
as the condition precedent of a perceptual judgment. If the 
negative judgment be perceptual in nature, the percep
tual cognition of the adjectival term should be shown to 
be antecedent to it. But this is impossible in the case of the 
negative term, because negation is intelligible only if it is under
stood as negation of something and as such there can be no 
simple non-relational cognition of it. The Mïmâmsist however 
has an easy explanation in his theory of non-perception as a 
separate pramdna, which is ex hypolhesi believed to be capable of 
giving this relational knowledge of the negative factor. The 
Naiydyika is precluded by his theory of perception from giving 
this explanation, as determinate perceptual judgment, which 
negative judgment is believed to be, is possible only if there is a 
previous simple apprehension of the adjectival term. But this is 
impossible from the very nature of negation.
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Now what is this non-perception which is postulated by 
the Mimamsist to account for negative judgments? A negative 
judgment is formed in the mind when the locus (of negation) is 
cognised and the object to be negated is remembered and this 
knowledge of absence is purely due to a mental activity and not 
conditioned by a sense-organ.1 That is to say, the knowledge of 
negation is never sensuous but always mental. W hat is the 
organon of this knowledge? Parthasarathi Mi^ra elucidates this 
question thus :— ‘ Non-perception is not mere absence of per
ception but nou-perception of a thing competent to be perceived. 
When the locus is perceived and the object of negation is 
remembered, the non-perception, as defined above, sets the mind 
to activity and the mind so activated produces the knowledge of 
negation just as a sense-organ functions in regard to its object. 
The knowledge of negation seems to follow upon the sense-organ 
in function and this has caused the Naiyayika to regard it as 
sensuous. But the sense-organ is employed upon the locus and 
has no competency with regard to negation. The judgment 
follows as the result of the combination of the two factors—the 
locus and the negative element, which combination takes place 
in the mind entirely unaided by the sense-organ so far at any 
rate as the negative element is concerned.2 The negation and its 
relation to . the locus is cognised by non-perception as defined 
above and the sense-organ only gives us the cognition of the 
locus. The negative judgment that follows should be affiliated 
to non-perception as its condition and not to sense-activity,

1 grhitva vastusadbhabam  sm rtva ca pratiyoginam I 

m unasam  naatitajfianam jay ate ’ksanapekaaya II

S .V . ,  61. 27, p. 482.

3 grhite oa '6raye pratiyogmi ca smrte 'ksaathaniyena drsyadar6ana^ 

sahayena m anasai 'va 'bhavajanmopapatter ne 'ndriyaeya' bhave ¿akti^i

6akya kalpayitum . aparoksyam tu bhavam6a eva  oa 'bhavam6e tad asti ........

dr6yadar6anam aksam ca sah itam  abhavavi6istam bhavarh bodhayati, tatra  

bhavam6e ’kaasya vyaparah, abhavam^atatBambandbayos tv anupalabdhir  

vyapriyate. N.R., pp. 482-83.
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because the latter is incompetent to envisage negation and its 
relation, for which non-perception as the conditioning factor 
has to be postulated. When two factors co-operate to bring 
about a single judgment, the result is to be affiliated to 
that factor alone which is capable of cogniUng the relation. 
For instance inference is brought about by the co-operation 
of perception of the subject (paksa) and the knowledge of 
invariable concomitance (oydptijMna). But the knowledge of 
the conclusion is not believed to be perceptual in nature, because 
the perceptual cognitionof the subject is not competent to en
visage the relation of the prob.indum witli the subject. With 
equal 1 >gic the negative judgment, though produced by the co-< 
operation of two factors, perception and non-perception both, 
should be affiliated to the latter, because the relation was incom
petent to be cognised by the perceptual cognition of the locus. 
The contention of the Naiyayika that negative judgment is given 
by the sense-organ aided by competent non-perception and hence 
is perceptual in character betrays slipshod observation, inasmuch 
as this would lead him to characterise inferential knowledge also 
as perceptual in character— an undesirable consequence in all 
conscience.1 The Naiyayika has been guided by considerations 
of economy to subsume non-perception under perception by 
reducing the forner to the status of an auxiliary.2 But why 
should he not extend the econnny further afield and reduce infer
ence to a mv)de oi perceptual knowledge by regarding the condi
tion of inference as an auxiliary to sense-organ?

1 yatra bi viseaanaviSesyasambandhah pratyaksah tatrai ’va v 6ista- 

svarupasya pratyaksafcvam, anyatra tu  yenai ’va pramanena aambaudbagra- 

hanam, tad eva vis stasvarupasya pramana a. tathii ca ’gm aamban lhasya  

'numanikatvab visistarupam aaamaaikaru ity uktarn. atra ’py abbavasam-  

bandhasya 'bhavaprainauaga nyatvad abuavavis.stibhutaladibodho ’bhava-  

pramanaka eva. Loc.  cit.

2 tatha ce 'odriyanam abhavapratyakse jananiye yogyanupalabdheb  

Bahakaritamatrena nirvahe ’tiriktaprama^akalpaDam anucitam.

Din., p. 264 (Bom. edn.).
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We propose now to consider the question whether negative 
judgment can be equated with inferential knowledge. Now 
non-perception has been included by the Buddhists in the 
list of hetus (probanses) and knowledge of negation is 
regarded as the product of the knowledge of this probans—in 
other words, as inferential in character. This is at any rate 
a prima facie plausible interpretation of the Buddhist position 
though we shall find that the Buddhists have given an 
altogether different orientation to their solution of the problem 
which is different from the position criticised by Kumarila. 
If the negative judgment is believed to be reached by inference, 
we shall have to find out the probans. To take a typical case of 
negative judgment, ‘ there is no jar on the ground,’ which of the 
constituent terms of the judgment may be regarded as the 
probans? The ‘ jar ’ is not the probans, as the jar is not cog
nised and an uncognised term cannot be a probans of any thing. 
The cognition of the jar, on the contrary, would make its non
cognition impossible and as a consequence the negative judgment 
will not be reached. Nor can the locus, the ground, function as 
the probans, as the locus canuot be understood as the property of 
the negation, as a qualifying adjunct, unless negation is known 
to be present, but in that case inference will have no object, as 
negation, the professed objective of inference, is already known. 
Thus there will be no minor premise if we seek to make the 
locus the probans of negation. Not only this, the major premise, 
the universal proposition, too, cannot be made out, as the con
comitance of the locus and negation cannot be proved. The jar 
may be present or absent in the locus and its presence or absence 
does not make any difference to the ground qua locus. The locus 
may be cognised together with the jar and also independently of 
it in its absence. The relation of the locus to absence of a parti
cular object is thus seen to be accidental and variable and so 
with regard to absence in general, unqualified and uncondi
tioned by any object. The cognition of the locus therefore cannot 
be maintained to be the ground of inference of negation.



418 B U D D H IST  DOCTRINE OF F L U X

Moreover, the position that negation is always inferred leads 
to contradiction, irrespective of the consideration whether there 
is a competent probans possible or not. Inference is possible 
only if there is a knowledge of universal concomitance of the 
probans and the probandum at its back and if negation is to be 
inferred, its concomitance with a probans has to be demonstrated 
as possible of knowledge. And the knowledge of concomitance 
can be possible only if there is a knowledge of the terms and know
ledge of negation as a term in universal concomitance cannot be 
reached through inference, as the inference in question pre
supposes the knowledge of negation in the universal concomitance 
as its condition. In the final analysis the knowledge of negation 
has to be reached independently of inference through the aid of 
some other pramana and so the position of the Buddhist falls to 
the ground that negation is judged through inference.

The Buddhist logician however is not dismayed by this 
array of arguments and considers the knowledge of negation 
as capable of a syllogistic demonstration and there is neither 
lack of the universal proposition nor of the minor premise, as a 
competent probans is always found in the shape of non-perception. 
Now, non-perception is not a negation of perception, but perception 
of only one of the terms that are capable of being perceived 
together. For instance, when the jar on the ground is perceived, 
we perceive ‘ the jar * and € the ground * together and when the 
jar is absent, we perceive the ground alone ; this perception 
of the solitary ground is an act of positive perception and this 
positive perception is construed as the non-perception of the jar. 
The non-perception of the jar is invariably concomitant with 
negation of the jar and the relation constitutive of this invariable 
concomitance is found on examination to be a relation of identity 
of essence (tadatmya or svabhava). The question may be raised, 
how can there be identity between negation and non-perception ? 
Non-perception, as interpreted by the Buddhist, is a positive per
ception and a psychical event, whereas negation is an objective 
fact. How can there be identity between an objective and a



NEGATIVE JUDGMENT 419

subjective fact, between an object and its awareness, unless the 
position of extreme subjectivism is adopted ? The answer is how
ever simple. The Sautrantikas believe in the external world, no 
doubt, but they do not believe in the objective existence of nega
tion. Negation according to them is a conceptual construction 
and a logical fiction, and so when negation is predicated, it is to 
be understood merely as the knowledge of negation (asadvyavahara) 
and not as an objective fact. But the question may arise, that 
though negation be a subjective construction, the awareness of 
negation cannot be equivalent to awareness of a positive fact, to 
which non-perception or, to be precise, competent non-perception, 
has been reduced. The answer is that though perception of one 
of the terms of a complex situation, for instance of the ground- 
surface alone as bereft of a jar, is not numerically identical with 
cognition of negation, still the former has the competency (yogyata) 
to be converted into the negative judgment and this competency 
is not anything distinct from the positive perception. The equation 
is between competent positive perception and negative judgment 
and thus the relation of identity being established between these 
two pieces of knowledge, the inference of negation is admissible. 
The knowledge of negation is thus not anything distinct from 
the perception of one aspect of a complex situation, of one of 
the several terms capable of being cognised in association at 
one sweep if they are present together, and this perception being 
a positive experience is felt of itself, as all knowledge is self- 
revealing. If the knowledge of negation were conceived to be 
the absence of knowledge of a perceptible fact, this would make 
a regressus ad infinitum inevitable, as absence, whether of a 
knowledge or of a fact, could be known through competent non- 
perception and that being again of the nature of absence could 
be known through another non-perception and so on to infinity. 
But this objection cannot be advanced against the conception of 
non-perception interpreted as a positive perceptional experience.1

1 ta sm a d  ekaBya ju. drstih  sai 'va 'nyadratir u cy a te  I

bu ca svatantrasamsiddhih avarupena ’jadatvatab II T. S , 1683.
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The Miraamsist is not satisfied with this explanation of the 
Buddhist and regards it only as a pretence and delusion, which 
will be exposed if the nature of non-perception is subjected to a 
critical analysis. Now, non perception cannot be taken in an 
unqualified absolute sense, nor can negation be understood 
absolutely without reference to a context, even if such things 
are admitted to be conceivable. The negation to be inferred 
is to be understood as the negation of a particular object and 
this cannot be supposed to be inferred from unqualified non
perception, because unqualified non-perception is not incom
patible with the presence of the object to be negated. There 
may be presence of a jar and the absence of a pen and the like 
in the same place. So non-perception has to be interpreted as 
non-perception of the thing, the negation of which is to be 
inferred. That is to say, the absence of a jar can be inferred 
from the non-perception of a jar. But what is this non-percep
tion of the jar? If it is identical with the perception of the locus, 
say the ground-surface, then there will be no knowledge of 
negation, as the locus is perceived even when the jar is present. 
If you say that this non-perception consists in the perception 
of one of the possibly co-presentable factors, this too does not 
make negation intelligible, as it is not a peculiar characteristic 
of negation that one of the terms is perceived. The perception 
of the term in question takes place also when both the terms are 
perceived. To take a concrete example, the jar and the ground 

are perceived together and if negation of the jar consisted in 
the perception of the ground, the said negation should be cog
nised even when the jar is present, as the presence of the jar 
does not preclude the perception of the ground. Thus the attempt- 
on the part of the Buddhist logician to equate negative cognition

tatha yai 'vai 'kajfianasamsarginor anyataropalbdhih sai 've 'tarasya 

'nupalnbdhir na tu 'palabdhyabhavo nam a ka^cid upalabdhivyatirekena 

’nupalabdhisamjfio *sti, yatas tasya 'nupalabdhyantarapeksyaya 'navaetha 

syat. ya ca ’sav anyataropalabdhih sa svasamvedyai 've fti na ’navastha.

N. R . ,  pp. 480-87.
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with cognition of one of the possibly co-presentable terms fails 
to explain the raison d'etre of negative judgment and he will
have to admit that non-perception of the jar means the non
origination of the perception of the jar. And non-origination 
being a negative fact has to be inferred on the basis of non
perception and the latter too will be subject to the same difficulty. 
The result will be a vicious infinite series. The same 
difficulty confronts the fact of negation, when its concomitance 
with non-perception has to be understood. Moreover, inferential 
knowledge is generated by the knowledge of the probans endowed 
with triple condition and when non-perception is admitted to be 
nothing but a case of non-origination of perception and non
origination is not an effect, how can this be considered to be 
generated by the knowledge of the aforesaid probans? Non
perception therefore has to be admitted as generative of the 
knowledge of negation on its own account without its being a 
logical probans— in other words, negative judgment is to be 
believed in the last analysis as non-inferential knowledge.1

Non-perception has been proved to be a separate source of 
knowledge and the possibility of its functioning as a logical 
probans has been totally demolished on the basis of infinite 
regressions to which it leads as an inevitable consequence. The 
same result can -be reached through other considerations also, 
calculated to prove the absence of all the conditions of inference. 
The impossibility of the knowledge of universal concomitance 
of non-perception with negation has been demonstrated up to the 
hilt. This means the lack of the universal proposition, without 
which no inference is admissible. But this is not the only 
drawback, the minor premise too (pakçadharmatâ) will be found 
to be equally an impossible phenomenon on examination. Now, 
what can be the subject (pal'sa or minor term), of which non
perception as the logical probans can he predicable? It cannot 
be ‘ negation,’ because this is the very objective of inference.

1 Vide. S. V., sis. 38-44 and N. R. thereunder.
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Moreover, negation cannot be understood, as has been shown 
above, without reference to the place and time and the object 
to be negated. And if for the sake of argument * negation ’ as 
qualified by these conditions is admitted to be known as the 
subject of the predicate of ‘ non-perception * as the logical 
probans, there will be no matter left for inference to prove, as 
the knowledge of the minor premise will give us the knowledge of 
negation, for which inference would be in request. Nor can 
the locus (of negation) be accepted to be the subject, because non
perception cannot belong to it, as it is directly perceived and as 
such cannot be thought to be unperceived without involving self- 
contradiction. Nor can the object of negation, e.g., the jar 
whose negation has to be proved, be accepted to be the subject, 
because no relation can be conceived between the object and non
perception. Non-perception cannot be regarded as the attribute 
of the object, say, the jar, because the jar is a real objective fact 
and never fails to be perceived when it is present together with 
the conditions of perception. I t  cannot be contended that non
perception may be an attribute of the absent jar, because the 
contention is suicidal to the opponent’s position. If the jar is 
known to be absent antecedently to inference, the problem is 
solved and inference will have no subject-matter. I t  may be main
tained that the subject is the jar as such without any reference 
to its positive or negative aspect, its presence or absence, and of 
this subject, negation can be proved by a regular syllogistic 
argument : for example, ‘ The jar is not on the ground, because it 
is not perceived though competent to be perceived.’ But this is 
only a hoax, simply because the probans, * is not perceived,’ is an 
unproved assumption and it has been shown how it leads to 
infinite regression. It may be urged that * negation ’ can function 
as the subject, inasmuch as they are related as subject (vi$ayi) and 
object (visaya), negation being known through non-perception. 
But this too will not help the cause of the opponent. The relation 
in question is understood after negation is known through non
perception and not before and so it cannot be a contributory
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factor to the knowledge of negation. Nor can any other type of 
relation be maintained between negation and non-perception. 
Even if it is conceded for argument’s sake that a relation is 
possible, still the knowledge of the minor premise, in which the 
relation is stated, will give us the knowledge of negation and 
inference will have no scope.1 The absurdity of the opponent’s 
position that negation is known through inference has been ex
posed thoroughly and the question has been discussed threadbare. 
The Buddhists found themselves in an awkward predicament and 
Dharraottara has substantially admitted the justice and cogency 
of Kumarila’s contention by trying to make out a case in favour 
of Dharmaklrti. But we shall presently see that his defence has 
served to expose the weakness of the Buddhist position by depr- 
viing it-of all logical value.

Dharmottara was absolutely convinced of the cogency of 
Kum&rila’s arguments and realised that the Buddhist position 
was entirely indefensible as it stood. He therefore tried to give 
an altogether different orientation substantially accepting the 
justice and correctness of Kumarila’s animadversions. The in
terpretation of non-perception as perception of one of the possibly 
associable factors cannot be converted into perception of absence 
and even if it were possible, there would not be a whit of neces
sity for inference as a medium of the knowledge of absenee, 
which is already derived from perception. The absence of the 
effect means the presence of the cause and the cause-as-present is 
known through perception, and so there is nothing to be known 
through inference or any other mode.2 Dharmottara admits that 
knowledge of the absence of the jar follows upon the perception 
of the vacant ground and so the former should be set down as the 
result of perceptual experience and what is derived from percep

tual experience does not stand in need of being proved by

a Op. cit. ,  ¿Is. 50-53.

2 karyadinam abhavo hi bhavo yah karanadina I 

sa ca ’paraviviktatma pratyaksenai 'va gam yate  II

T .S .,  ¿1. 1671.
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inference. The knowledge of absence or negation therefore 
should not be regarded as inferential in character. But inference 
comes into play when an undisputed pragmatic usage is made of 
this perceptual knowledge. And pragmatic usage of negation 
may be of three distinct, but allied, varieties : firstly, the logical 
conviction that a thing is non-existent; secondly, linguistic usage 
expressing this fact of non-existence through a proposition; 
and thirdly, practical behaviour following upon it. Although 
non-perception is competent to give rise to knowledge of negation, 
the result cannot be susceptible of pragmatic applications unless 
non-perception is reinforced by a knowledge of the competency 
of the object to be perceived, because even imperceptible things 
may escape perception, but this failure of perception is not capable 
of being construed as evidence of their absence. Of course the 
deliverance of perceptual evidence that a particular object is 
absent in a particular context of place and time is competent to 
give rise to these pragmatic uses, but the knowledge of absence is 
placed on a footing of absolute certainty when it is re-certified by 
inference. Thus, the absence of the pen on the table is known 
through perception of the empty table, no doubt. But the 
knowledge of this absence is made absolutely certain when the 
inferential knowledge brings up thp rear in the following order :
‘ Certainly the pen does not exist upon the table. Were it 
present, it could not but be perceived as it is competent to be per
ceived like the table.’ Though this process of inference does not 
give us the knowledge of an unknown fact, it certainly makes 
this knowledge absolutely free from doubt and as such makes it 
an instrument for practical behaviour and linguistic usage.1

This defence of Dharmottara virtually amounts to a 
confession of the futility of non-perception as an instrument of 
inference. He has tried to prove the obvious, which Kumárila 
and others have not denied. The main contention of Kumárila is 
that non-perception has got to be admitted as an independent 
means of knowledge of absence without being a logical probans

1 N .B .T ., pp. 32-34.
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at the primary stage and this contention is admitted to be valid 
by Dharmottara. The admission of non-perception as an 
independent probans by Dharmaklrti has therefore no logical 
sanction behind it and only subserves the interests of percep
tion. The Naiyayika was fully conscious of the subservient 
character of non-perception and has accordingly relegated it to 
the rank of an auxiliary factor, as tarka, which is denied 
independent validity and probative value by them. The attempt 
on the part of Santaraksita and Kamalaslla to reduce non
perception to the status of the non-perception of the effect and 
thus to make knowledge of negation as inferential knowledge 
of the absence of the cause from the absence of the effect, has 
equally failed to save the Buddhist position. “  The absence of 
the jar ,” argues Kamalaslla, “ is proved from the bare percep
tion of the empty ground and this bare perception is nothing 
but the non-perception of the effect, viz., knowledge of the jar .“  
Knowledge of the jar is produced by the jar when it is present 
together with other conditions of perception and so the absence 
of the knowledge of the jar must be set down as due to the 

absence of the jar in the same or similar context. Therefore 
non-perception, which is set down as the natural correlate of 
absence of a perceptible fact (svabhavanupalabdhi), should 
be equated with non-perception of an effect (kanyanupalabdhi)}  

We must confess that this argument of Kamalaslla does 
not improve the Buddhist position in the least. I t  leaves the 
problem, as to how the knowledge of negation whether of a fact 
or knowledge is ultimately derived, absolutely cold. The know
ledge of the absence of the jar cannot be inferentially derived 
from knowledge of the absence of the perception of the jar and 
even if it were possible, the knowledge of the absence of perceptual

1 yatra ’pi kevalaprade^opalambhad ghatabhavaaiddhih, ea *pi ghato-

palambhakhyakaryanupalabdhir eva  tasm at sarvai *va svabhavanu-

palabdhir asadvyavahurahetuh, paramarthatat karyanupalabdbir eva 

drasfcavya.
T. S. P ., p. 481.
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knowledge cannot at any rate be reached through inference. 
So the Buddhist has got to admit that knowledge of absence, at 
least in the primary stage, is not derived from inference. In 
fact, the Buddhist does not believe in the ontological reality of 
negation and so the knowledge of negation is believed to be an 
intellectual construction, following in the trail of the perception 
of the empty locus. But though an intellectual construction, it 
cannot be placed upon the same footing with the determinate 
judgmental knowledge of perceptual facts, albeit knowledge 
of negation follows upon the perception of the bare locus. 
For there is a pronounced difference between a positive 
judgment and a negative judgment, although all judgments 
are intellectual constructions in the view of the Buddhist logician. 
The positive judgment, which follows upon the perception of a 
positive fact, has got an objective reference and serves to clarify 
the perceptual experience by emphasising the objective content 
as a distinct element in it, whereas the negative judgment is 
entirely devoid of an objective reference, at least one that is 
derived from the primal perceptual experience. The perceptual 
experience, which eventuates in the negative judgment, was 
cognisant of the locus which is a positive fact, and did not 
contain any reference to negation. Negation, both as content 
and as a judgment, has no existence outside the subjective experi
ence, whereas the objective reference of positive perceptual 
judgments is remotely grounded in an objective fact, directly 
perceived in the indeterminate simple experience preceding it. 
The Buddhist philosopher could justify his position if he placed 
negative judgments in the same category with knowledge of word- 
imports (apoha), which, notwithstanding their pragmatic effici
ency, have been regarded by him as unmitigated subjective 
constructions.

W e made a brief reference to Prabhakara’s theory of 
negation just in the beginning of our present dissertation 
and we propose to resume the discussion in view of its 
pronounced affinities with the Buddhistic position. Salikanatha
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Miira in his Prakaranapaficika has given an elaborate 
treatment of this problem and after representing the orthodox 
Mlmamsist’s position he sets out the position of his school, 
which is entitled to careful consideration in view of its in
genuity. Negation according to Prabhakara is nothing but 
the presence of a positive fact. The negation of the jar 
on the ground does not connote the presence of an additional 
fact save and except the ground itself. The cognition of the 
locus is interpreted as the cognition of the absence of the jar, 
but this absence is never a fact and as such is not amenable to 
cognition. The cognition of the locus takes place both in associ
ation with an object existing in it and also by itself when any 
such object is not in existence. The cognition of the locus by 
itself may or may not be followed by a reference to an object 
which is not present in it, but which, if present, would be surely 
perceived. When the cognition of the locus is accompanied by 
a reference to an absent perceivable object, the knowledge of its 
absence is seen to follow upon it. This knowledge of absence 
is nothing but the knowledge of the solitary locus with reference 
to a perceivable object. Kumarila admits the knowledge of 
the empty locus together with a memory-reference to a perceiv
able object as the condition of the knowledge of the absence. 
But Prabhakara would stop short with this condition alone and 
regard it as the knowledge of the absence. The condition of 
Kumarila, that is to say, the knowledge of the locus by itself 
followed by reference through memory to a perceivable object is 
construed as the knowledge of the negation and this knowledge 
has for its content the locus alone. Negation is only a designa
tion of this perception of a positive fact followed by a reference 
to a perceivable object and is not an additional entity. Negation 
is not believed to be a presentable datum and if it were conceived 
to be presented it must be held to be identical with the locus itself. 
The negation of the pen is nothing but the presentation of the table 
or any other positive fact, without which no negation is conceiv
able. Kumarila too admits the presentation of a positive datum
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as the condition of the knowledge of negation and we may legiti
mately enquire as to what sort of a. positive datum is regarded 
as the condition. Is it the positive datum perceived together 
with the object of negation? This is certainly absurd, as in the 
presence of the object the knowledge of its absence cannot arise. 
Nor can the positive datum, cognised together with negation 
as its qualifying adjunct, be conceived to serve as the precondi
tion of the knowledge of negation. For, the knowledge of 
negation would be already achieved by the knowledge of the 
adjectival element and there would be no other negation to be 
cognised with the help of it. So it must be admitted that 
the knowledge of the positive datum without reference to 
any other element, positive or negative, is the condition of 
the knowledge of negation, but this condition has nothing 
further to produce as its effect. The cognition of the positive 
datum alone, as distinguished from the object of negation, 
should be recognised as the cognition of negation. The 
judgment ‘ there is no jar on the ground ’ when analysed, 
will be found to mean nothing but t h i s : that the ground 
by itself is cognised in spite of the fact that the jar is 
susceptible of perception. The Buddhist also regards the per
ception of the positive fact by itself as tantamount to perception 
of negation and in this there is entire agreement between Prabha- 
kara and the Buddhist philosophers. But the Buddhist goes a 
step further. The knowledge of negation qua the perception 
of the positive fact is perceptual in character and as such is 
based upon an objective datum. The negative judgment 
which follows upon this perceptual cognition is only an intellec
tual construction and ‘negation' as its objective is purely an 
illusion, as there is no such thing as objective negation. Nega
tion superadded to the positive perceived fact is only an idea
tional fiction quite as much as universals and other concepts, 
which have been proved to be mere ideas without any objective 
basis1 and has nothing corresponding to it in the objective order

1 A n te , Chapter VI.
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But Prabhakara beingian uncompromising realist cannot be expect
ed to believe in unfounded ideas and he denies knowledge of the 
negation in the sense of its being anything in excess of 
the knowledge of positive datum. Prabhakara denies know
ledge of negation together with negation as an objective category 
and though the Buddhist denies the latter, he leaves room for the 
possibility of negative judgments as subjective constructions, since 
realism of the Sauirantika accepts the reality of particulars alone.

We now propose to discuss the Naiyayika*s view of negation. 
The Naiyayikas believe in the objective existence of negation, but 
does not think it necessary to posit another pramana (cognitive 
instrument) for its cognition. Negation according to the Naiya- 
yika may be perceived by the sense-organ when it is situated 
within its province, and when it is placed outside its province it 
may be cognised by inference 01* verbal knowledge. In any event 
it does not necessitate the postulation of a distinct kind of know
ledge. The main ground of difference between the Naiyayika 
and the MlmSmsist consists in the contention of the former that 
negation is directly perceived by the sense-organ, whereas the 
latter denies the possibility of sensuous cognition of negation. 
The Mlmamsist contends that no sensuous cognition can take 
place unless a recognised relation between the sense-organ and 
the perceivable object can be shown to exist and this very 

condition of perception is absent in the case of negation, as 
negation is neither a substance nor an attribute with which alone 
the sense-organ can be related. The relation of the subject- 
predicate or substantive-adjective type between negation and the 
locus has been shown to be impossible, as such a relation is only 
incidental to an original relation behind it and no such 
original relation is capable of being shown by the Naiyayika. 
The sense-organ is profitably employed upon the locus and 
has no competency with regard to negation, as it is neither 
related to the locus nor to the sense-organ.

Udayana in his Nyayakusumanjali has made a desperate 
attempt to show that the perception of the locus is absolutely
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irrelevant to the perception of negation and so the explanation of 

the Mlmamsist that the sense-organ is employed only upon the 
locus falls to the ground. Udayana cites the concrete case of
the cognition of the cessation of sound in support of his position. 
Suddenly a noise ceases and we directly experience it. The 
experience of the sudden cessation of noise is certainly percep

tual just as the experience of noise is perceptual. The sense- 
organ was active a moment before and cannot be supposed to 
have ceased to function just when the noise ceases. If the 
activity of the sense-organ were absolutely irrelevant to the 
experience of the cessation of the sound, a deaf man also could 
have an experience of it. The supposed absence of relation 
between the auditory organ and the extinction of sound cannot 

be made the ground of denying the perceptual character of the 
experience. The relation is always inferred from the experience 
and is an epistemological device to explain the origin of experi
ence and is never uniform and identical. The relation in the 
case of perception of substance is different from the relation 
with attributes. The visual organ is supposed to be related to 
the jar in the relation of conjunction (sarhyoga), but to its red
ness in the relation of conjoined inherence (samyukta-
samavaya) and so on, simply because the attribute red
ness is never perceived apart from the substance. But
in the case of fragrance, which is an attribute, it is 
perceived apart from the substance and the relation between
the olfactory organ and fragrance is supposed to be simply 
inherence (samavaya). So with regard to sound, which is be
lieved to be an attribute of ether {akaSd) by the Naiyayika, the 
relation between the auditory organ and sound is regarded 
as pure inherence. These relations, are sometimes simple, at 
other times complex and all these are epistemological hypotheses, 
varying according to the nature of the objects to be perceived. 
Nor are these relations universally accepted. The philosophers 
of different schools have differently conceived them in accordance 
with their philosophical persuasions; but so far as the psycho-
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logical status of experience is concerned there is absolutely no 
difference of views. None denies that visual knowledge is per
ceptual. The absence of the recognised relations in the case of 
negative knowledge should not cause difficulty, as we can easily 
conceive of a suitable relation. If the lack of uniformity in 
relations is no objection to the perceptuality of visual, auditory 
and olfactory experiences, no objection should be raised if the 
relation in negative cognition is different from the
accepted kinds. The relation of negation with the
locus is a peculiar relation, designated as the substantive- 
adjectival relation. The negation is adjectival to the 
locus, exactly like the positive object residing in it. The
jar on the ground distinguishes it from the ground that is with
out it and so the absence of the jar distinguishes the ground 
from the ground that is possessed of a jar. The jar is thus the 
distinguishing feature of the ground and so also the absence of 
the jar and the relation between the two terms is thus seen to 
be one of distinguisher and distinguished, qualifier and 
qualified, adjective and substantive. The relation between the 
sense-organ and negation will be a corresponding relation of the 
substantive-adjectival type.

The objection of the Mlmamsist, that the substantive- 
adjectival relation is only a derivative relation from an original 
relation existing between the terms and can never be an original 
relation, is based upon an accident. There is no logical necessity 
that the adjective should sfcaild to the substantive in an addition
al relation. Of course the quality of redness is actually seen to 
inhere in the flower and the umbrella is conjoined to the bearer, 
but this relation of inherence or conjunction is not constitutive 
of the adjectival relation, but rather accidental. The relation 
of inherence or conjunction is found to exist from direct experience 
and so also the adjectival relation ; and we do not see any reason 
why the one should be regarded as the primary and the other 
secondary. After all a relation is posited to bring two terms 
together and if the terms are not naturally related, the position
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of a further relation will be useless. In  the case of negation, it  
is by its very constitution related to the locus and hence i t  does 
not stand in need of a foreign i elation, which will bring the 
terms together. Moreover, if negation were supposed to be 
related to the locus by way of conjuction or inherence, it 
would become a positive entity like substance or attribute and 
we shall have no criterion to distinguish existence from 
non-existence.1 We cannot appreciate the logical propriety 
of the Mlmamsist’s objection that negation cannot be perceived 
as an adjectival element in the absence of an additional relation 
at its back. Is not negation the distinguishing characteristic 
of the locus? Do we not distinguish an empty bag from 
one that is full ? And if we do distinguish, what is the 
criterion of distinction ? Certainly the absence of contents 
distinguishes the empty bag from the full one and so to deny 
that absence can be the qualifying adjective will be tantamount 
to denying the plain verdict of experience and this means self- 
contradiction. The Mlm&ihsist cannot deny this adjectival 
relation of negation to the locus and he will have to fall back 
upon an original relation to explain this. If the Mlm&msist can 
trot out an original relation, the Naiydyika too may accept it 
provided it does not violate logical propriety. The relation of 
negation and the locus is regarded as one of identity (taddtmya) 

by the Mlmarhsist and if this relation were logically consistent 
with the terms, we could also accept it and satisfy the scruples 
of the Mlmamsist. But identity between an existent and a 
non-existent is inconceivable and if the non-existent were simply 
an aspect of the existent the non-existent could be perceived in 
the same fashion as the existent. The Naiydyika does not believe 
in the relation of identity between negation and the positive 
locus as the foundation of the substantive-adjectival relation 
simply because the foundational relation supposed by the

1 abhavo yady atiriktaaambandhavan ay at sattavan ay at ity avyavaa- 

th&. Ny. Ku. P., p. 108,. Ch. H I.
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Mim&msist involves self-contradiction. The substantive-adjec
tival relation can subsist between two terms without any other 
relation. In fact this relation cannot be denied by the 
MimSmsist, as we have shown ¿tbove, on pain of self-contradiction 
and to fall back upon the relation of identity as the basic relation 
equally leads to a quagmire. Moreover, this search for a 
foundational relation is entirely unprofitable. The MlmSmsist 
has not succeeded in making out the logical necessity why 
one relation should be regarded as more fundamental than the 
other and the argument from the analogy of cases where the 
two relations are found together is at best of an empirical value. 
I t  has been shown that experiences are not uniform and they are 
all of equal logical value, unless it can be found that one is 
sublated by the other. It the adjectival relation is not funda
mental, why should the other relation be so ? If the relation of 
inherence is self-sufficient, why should the adjectival relation be 
condemned ? And if relations as such are condemned as illogical 
makeshifts, an infinite regression and a consequent denial of the 
validity of all judgments will be the inevitable consequence—in 
other words, philosophy will wander into the cul de sac of 
scepticism, to which the Mlmamsist of all persons cannot be 
a party.

The Mlmamsist declares that the cognition of negation is 
non-perceptual and our feeling of its being an immediate 
perceptual experience is only a psychological error due 
to confusion with the perception of the locus.1 But the argument 
seems to move in a vicious circle. Why should the felt 
immediacy be erroneous, because the sense-organ is not in contact 
with negation and why should such contact fail, because the 
felt immediacy is erroneous? Nor can the Mlmamsist deny 
sensuous cognition of negation on the ground of its* lack of

1 Cf. aparokayam tu bhavaiiisa eva na' bhavaiii6e tad asti. N. R ., p. 

483. bhutaladea tv  apuroksatvad abhavasya 'pi tattvabhrama eva 'yua* 

m at am . Man. M e., p. 60.
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sensible qualities. The Mlmariisist believes that time and space 
are perceived though they have no sensible qualities. Why 
should he then go out of his way to condemn the felt immediate 
experience of negation as a psychological error? We open our 
eyes and see that the air is colourless. The absence of colour is 
felt to be visually perceived. Why should you condemn it as
false perception ? Why again do we not have this experience
with our eyes shut up ? The eye certainly functions and it cannot 
function upon the locus, the air, as it is visually unperceivable. 
If it is not engaged in the perception of negation, it will have 
no employment. If it i§ supposed to be engaged upon the 
surrounding objects, we do not sec how the seeing of other 
objects can have a bearing upon the negative cognition. But it 
has been contended by the Mlmariisist that the visual organ has 
got to function in order to complete the conditions of competent 
non-perception, which is the instrument for the cognition of 
negation. What are the conditions constitutive of competency ? 
Competency is constituted by the presence of all the conditions 
of perception save and except the object and the consequent
sense-object contact. One can be sure of the absence of the 
jar upon the near ground-surface only if one is fully persuaded 
that there is full light, alert attention, the fit visual organ in 
function and still the jar is not perceived. If any one of
these conditions be absent, the absence of the jar cannot be 
categorically affirmed, as non-perception may be due to the lack 
of an essential condition of perception and not to the absence of 
the object. The visual organ thus has got to function in order to 
fulfil the conditions that go to make the non-perception of the 
object, say the jar, a fit and competent instrument for the 
deliverance of the negative cognition. The Nniijdiiika opines that 
this explanation is rather tortuous and deliberately makes a plain 
situation complex. The visual organ may be believed to cognise 
the absence of the object and thus have an utility of its own.

The Naiijayika further argues that perceptual knowledge is 
invariably seen to be caused by an uncognised instrument and
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non-perceptual knowledge is always conditioned by some know
ledge of fact. The negative cognition is caused by an instrument 
unperceived by us and this instrument is not, whatever else it 
might be, a knowledge of fact. We should regard negative 
cognition to be perceptual in character as it is not conditioned 
by a knowledge of fact. The Mlmamsist is not satisfied by this 
analogical argument and thinks that the universal proposition, 
4 all knowledge that is caused by a non-cognitional instrument 
(jndndkaranakajnana) is perceptual in character, is vitiated by 
the case of memory, which, though caused by memory-impression
(samskara), which, is not a cognition, is not perceptual in
character.

The next argument of Udayana also proceeds upon analogy. 
All knowledge of external objects is seen to be generated by the 
mind when it is influenced and directed by a positive cognitive 
instrument. Thus the visual knowledge of external objects is 
seen to be produced by the mind under the direction of the visual 
organ, which is a positive instrument. In  verbal knowledge of 
external objects, the mind is guided by the knowledge of the 
word and conventional relation, and so also in inference the 
mind is under the guidance of the knowledge of the probans, 

with universal concomitance— all positive facts. In our external 
knowledge of absence too the mind should be under the 
influence of a positive cognitive instrument, viz., the sense-organ 
and not non-perception, which is a negative fact. The 
cogency of this argument is not admitted by the Mimatlisist.
W hat cognitive instrument is employed to bring about a kind
of knowledge can be determined from the nature of the knowledge 
that follows and from the nature of the object to be cognised. 
And the relation of a particular cognitive in>trumcnt to a 
particular species of knowledge is a relation of causality and it 
can be determined exactly in the same way as other causal 
relations are determined. It might be a fact that our knowledge 
of external positive entities i- achie\ed by a positive cognitive 

instrument. But there is no logical necessity that the same



486 B U D D H IS T  DOCTRINE OF FLU X

condition should prevail in negative cognitions too. I t  might 
be argued with equal plausibility that negative cognition 
should be generated by an instrument other than a sense-organ, 
because this is found to be the case in our inference of negation. 
These are arguments by analogy, pure and simple, and have 
no logical necessity, as the contrary possibility is not barred out 
by a reductio ad absurdum.

The Naiijayika further argues that the competency of the 
sense-organ in respect of negation should be admitted exactly 
like its competency in respect of the relevant positive entity. 
The jar is cognised by the visual organ and the absence of the 
jar too should be believed to be so cognised. It is no argument 
that a positive cognitive instrument is competent to cognise 
positive objects alone. What about the verbal knowledge of 
negation? When we hear a trustworthy person say that John 
is not at home, we at once have a knowledge of John’s absence. 
W hat is the instrument of our knowledge of absence in this case? 
Certainly the aforsaid proposition, not anything negative. So 
also when a man proves by argument that the sun does not move 
or that the Arabs are not civilised and so on, our knowledge of 
negation is certainly inferential. The Mimdmsaka may contend 
that in all these cases inference or verbal communication serves 
to give rise to an idea of non-cognition of the positive fact, e.g., 
of the conditions of motion in the sun or of civilization among 
the Arabs and the negative judgment is thus the result of non
cognition. Inference or verbal knowledge only serves to commu
nicate this fact of non-cognition and has no bearing upon the 
negative judgment following upon it.

The Naiyayika next fights on the issue of illusory cognition 
of negation and its opposite in places where the opposites are 
present. The pen may actually exist on the table, but we may 
miss it through a defect in the sense-organ and think that there 
is no pen on the table. Contrariwise through a defect in the 
organ we may see a ghost though there is none. The error 
is not confined to the visual organ alone. kWe may miss a



sound through a defect in the organ of hearing, say partial deaf
ness, and we may judge that there was no sound. I t  is common 
knowledge that the malaria patient after having taken a strong 
dose of quinine seems to hear continuous sounds, though there 
are none. W hat are these illusions due to ? Certainly these 
aberrations are caused by defects in the sense-organs. And if 
defective sense-organ can envisage illusory negation, we do not 
see any earthly reason why the healthy organ should not cognise 
real negation. But the Mlmamsist argues that the function of 
the organ comes into request only to fulfil the conditions of com
petency of non-perception and in erroneous cognitions of negation 
the defective sense-organ is responsible for the illusion of this 
competency and does not proceed further. The negative judg
ment follows as the result of non-perception.

As regards the charge that the negative judgment cannot be 
maintained to be perceptual in nature as it is not preceded by 
the simple perceptual apprehension of the negative term, which 
is found to be the invariable condition of perceptual judgments, 
the Naiyayikas admit the truth of the accusation, but they deny 
that this lack of condition makes the negative judgment non- 
perceptual in character. A judgment is made possible by the 
antecedent knowledge of terms in isolation and when there is no 
such antecedent simple apprehension of the terms, the judgment 
cannot take place. This rule holds good only in the case of 
those terms whose isolated apprehension is possible, but it does 
not apply to those relative terms, which are by their very 
nature incompetent to be cognised by themselves without reference 
to some other terms, with which they are constitutionally bound 
up. Negation, for instance, is one such term and is understand
able only with reference to the object to be negated. So a 
simple isolated apprehension of negation is impossible and when
ever it is comprehended, it is comprehended in relation and never 
out of it. This objection, the Naiyayiha contends, is suicidal and 
the Mlmamsist too cannot give a more satisfactory explanation. 
The rule that a judgment is preceded by simple apprehension
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of the terms is not confined to perceptual judgments alone, 
but to all judgments. Even inferential and verbal judgments 
are in the ultimate .analysis traceable to simple non-relational 
knowledge of the terms. And if the rule were absolute and did 
not brook exception, the Mimarhsist too would have to find an 
explanation of the anomaly presented by negative judgments. 
The Mlmamsist cannot make out that negation is appre
hended in isolation at any stage and he will have to admit 
that negative judgment is reached at one sweep and not step by 
step. The contention, that perceptual judgment alone is subject 
to this contingency and the difficulty will not arise if negative 
judgment is recognised as non-perceptual in character to be 
reached by non-perceptual evidence, is not tenable, as all judg
ments have been shown to be ultimately traceable to perceptual 
knowledge of terms. If an exception is allowed in favour of 
negative judgments, the Naiydyika too will have the benefit of it, 
and the question of its etiology is irrelevant. If ‘non-perception* 
is believed to be capable of giving simple knowledge of negation , 
the sense-organ too may be credited with such capacity. The 
question is whether negation permits of being simply appre
hended and if the possibility is admitted, the instrument in 
question, be it sense-organ or non-perception, will be supposed to 
yield this requisite knowledge.

Now to sum up the results : The main contention of the 
Mlmamsist is that the sense-organ is employed elsewhere to 
constitute the competency, without which non-perception is in 
competent to give knowledge of absence. The Naiydyika would 
make the sense-organ yield this knowledge, although he also 
admits the instrumentality of non-perception. The difference 
seems to be a question of emphasis. The Naiydyika will make 
non-perception only an auxiliary factor to the sense-organ and the 
Mlmamsist would make it the self-sufficient condition and for 
this very purpose he will relegate the sense-organ to a subordi
nate rank as serving to prepare the ground for non-perception 
to take effect. The sense-organ is only in request to assure the
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subject that non-perception is present inspite of the presence of 
the conditions of perception. Udayana has made a vigorous plea 
in favour of the sense-organ being the instrument of negative 
judgment and he seeks to demolish the contention that the 
sense-organ is employed upon the locus. The perception of 
locus is not indispensable to the cognition of negation of those 
objects, which can be perceived without reference to the locus. 
Sound, for instance, is perceived without reference to its locus. 
Sound is cognised by the auditory organ which is in
competent to cognise its locus, ether (akdia), which is not amen
able to perception. Smell, again, is perceived without reference 
to its locus, which, though cognisable by other organs, is not 
liable to be cognised by the olfactory organ. In the case of 
negations of these perceptible objects the knowledge of the locus 
is either impossible or unnecessary. Accordingly the sense-organ 
will have no employment upon the locus and still it is seen to be 
in function, otherwise the negation of these objects will not be 
cognised. For instance, the extinction of sound is cognised only 
by a person who possesses a sound auditory organ and when that 
organ is in actual operation. Similarly with regard to the extinction 
of smell the function of the olfactory organ is seen to be necessary 
for knowledge of such extinction and yet the sense-organ cannot be 
supposed to be employed elsewhere. The Mimamsist has sought 
to explain these difficulties by regarding these negative cognitions 
as the result of inference. f The subject, who was perceiving the 
sound but suddenly "ceases to perceive it, infers the absence of the 
sound from the absence of ¡sound-cognition, which could not but 
take place if the sound were there.’ The Mimamsist therefore 
can maintain his position only by explaining away these simple 
experiences as inferential judgments. But what about the sense- 
organs all this while ? The Mimamsist will have to admit that 
they remain active, otherwise the non-cognition of sound or 
smell may be attributed to the aberration of the sense-organs and 
thus knowledge of negation will be precarious. The Naiyayikas 
contend that the activity of the sense-organ is necessary for the
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negative cognition, but the Mlmamsist will explain it away as a 
constitutive factor of the competency, which makes non-percep
tion an effective instrument of negative cognition. The quarrel 
seems to be endless as neither party will yield. But to a dis
passionate critic it appears that both parties have made a good 
case for themselves and the difference seems to be reducible to a 
question of attitude and emphasis. The Naiyáyikas seem to have 
the support of psychology in their favour and their position will 
readily command the assent of the avarage man. But the quarrel 
of philosophers is not at all a simple affair. The Mlmamsist has 
made capital out of the peculiar character of negation, which is 
neither a substance nor an attribute, nor even a relation. It 
has no shape, no colour, in short, none of the sensible qualities 
and the commonplace, work-a-day man will find it difficult to 
believe that such an amorphous thing is capable of being directly 
perceived. But the Mlmamsist thinks time and space to be 
amenable to perception and it does not lie in him to impugn its 
perceivability on the ground of its lack of sensible qualities. 
The Buddhist and PrabhSkara, particularly the latter, have cut 
the Gordian knot by declaring negation to be non est and the 
problem of epistemology is simply given a wide berth. W e pur
posely refrain from entering into the metaphysical issues. We 
have laid bare the epistemological problem with the solutions 
offered by the rival philosophers and we hope this comparative 
study has served to put the Buddhist position in a clear 
perspective.
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C .  K .  T a r k a l a ň k á r a  1 7 6 ,  4 0 1  

C o - i n h e r e n c e  6 ,  1 4 ,  1 0 2 ,  1 0 4  

C o - o p e r a t i o n — t w o f o l d  senBe 4 7

C .  R e i d  (Logic— Deduct ive  and In 
duct ive)  3 6 2 ,  3 7 1 .  3 7 4 ,  8 7 5 ,  4 0 0 .

D e s c a r t e s  2 0 7 ,  3 2 0  

D h a r m a k i r t i  i ,  x, 5 2 ,  1 3 6 ,  2 5 5 ,  2 7 3 ,  

2 7 4 ,  2 7 6 ,  2 8 3 ,  2 9 5 ,  3 1 1 ,  3 1 3 ,

3 1 7 ,  3 2 0 ,  3 2 5 ,  8 3 7 ,  3 3 9 ,  3 4 0 ,

3 4 5 ,  3 4 6 ,  8 4 8 ,  3 4 9 ,  3 5 6 ,  3 5 8 ,

8 6 4 ,  3 8 0 - 8 2 ,  3 8 4 ,  4 0 3 ,  4 2 5 .  

D h a r m a r a j a d h v a r l n d r a  3 0 3  

D h a r m o t t a r a  in,  5 3 ,  2 7 3 ,  2 7 7 ,  2 7 9 ,  

2 8 1 ,  2 9 9 ,  3 1 5 .  3 3 3 ,  3 3 7 ,  3 4 3

4 2 3 - 4 2 5 .  

dhatu  2 5 1

D i g n a g a  i-ii i , x-xii,  1 1 8 ,  1 2 4 ,  1 3 1 ,  

1 3 2 ,  1 3 7 .  1 3 8 ,  1 6 6 .  2 2 0 ,  2 4 3 ,

2 5 5 ,  2 5 6 ,  2 7 3 - 2 7 5 ,  2 7 7 ,  2 8 0 ,  2 8 3 ,  

2 8 4 ,  3 0 2 ,  3 0 4 ,  3 1 0 ,  3 1 1 ,  3 4 6 ,

3 4 8 - 8 5 1 ,  3 5 4 ,  3 6 0 ,  3 6 4 ,  3 6 5 ,  3 7 1 ,  

3 8 0 ,  8 8 4 ,  3 9 3 ,  3 9 5 ,  3 9 8 - 4 0 0 .  

Dinakari  4 1 6

dravya  1 0 5 ,  1 7 6 ,  2 5 2 ,  2 8 4 ,  3 8 7  

dravyatva  2 8 ,  8 7  

D u r g a c h a r a n  C h a t t e r j e e  4 0 3

Essays  in Radical E m p ir ic i sm , 9 3  

E .  J .  T h o m a s  i

F e r r i e r  3 2 8

F J u x ,  4 ,  5 ,  1 5 ,  2 0 ,  2 1 ,  2 4 ,  2 7 ,  3 9 - 4 2 ,  

5 0 ,  5 4 ,  5 8 ,  6 0  6 1 ,  6 8 , 8 1 ,  8 4 ,  1 6 8 ,  

2 6 2 ,  8 4 2 .

F l u x i o n a l  4 ,  5 ,  8 ,  9 ,  1 4 ,  4 4 ,  4 7 ,  7 5 ,  

1 0 4 ,  1 1 5 ,  1 5 8 ,  1 6 0 - 1 6 2 ,  1 7 6 ,  1 9 9 ,  

2 0 9 ,  2 2 8 .

G a g a b h a t t a  1 7 1

G a h g a n a t h  J h a  4 0 8

G a h g e S a  3 6 9 ,  8 7 0 ,  3 7 6 ,  3 9 6 ,  4 0 0

G o d  5 ,  1 6 9 ,  1 8 2 ,  1 8 3 ,  2 2 7 ,  2 3 5 ,  2 5 9

G o e t h e  3 3 1

G o p i n a t h  K a v i r a j  1 7

guna  2 8 4 ,  8 8 7

— tva  8 7

G u n a r a t n a  2 5 0 ,  8 8 4

G .  T u c c i  i ,  2 4 1 ,  2 8 3 ,  4 0 3

H a m l e t ,  1 0 1  

H a r a p r a s a d  S a s t r i ,  3 3  

H a r i d a s a  1 7 6  

H a r i v r s a b h r t  2 9 2 ,  2 9 8 ,  2 9 9  

H a r § a v a r d h a n a  1 0 1
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H e m a c a n d r a  S u r i  3 4 0 ,  3 7 9 ,  3 9 7 ,

3 9 3 ,  4 0 0 ,  4 0 7 .  

hetu  3 2 ,*  2 1 6 ,  3 4 6 ,  3 4 7 ,  3 5 6 ,  3 5 3 ,  

3 6 6 ,  4 0 2 .

H ctum u k ha  1 3 8  

H e tu ta t  tv opade éa 4 0 3

H .  H .  J o a c h i m  t i  

Hïnayâna  3 9  

H î n a y â n i s t i c  2 4 1

History  of Indian Logic  3 4 8 ,  3 6 5 ,  

3 9 8 .
His tory  of Indian Philosophy iv 
H i u e n  T s n n g  1 0 1 ,  1 8 9  

homologues  3 2

H u m e  1 7 6 ,  2 0 7 ,  2 0 8 ,  3 6 8 ,  3 7 0 ,  4 0 0  

H u x l e y  1 7 6 ,  2 0 8

Indian Philosophy  4 0 1  

Ins t i tu tes  of Metaphysic  3 2 8 ,  3 2 9  

Introduction to P ü rvam ïm dm sd  1 7 1

J a i m i n i  1 5 7 ,  1 7 3 ,  2 4 9  

Jaina x, xi,  J 7 3 - 1 7 5 ,  1 7 7 - 1 7 9 ,  2 5 0 ,  

3 0 1 ,  3 0 5 ,  3 0 6 ,  3 4 2 ,  3 5 6 ,  3 6 4 ,  3 6 5 ,  

8 7 6 - 3 7 9 ,  8 8 1 - 3 8 3 ,  8 9 3 ,  3 9 8 - 4 0 0 .

—Digacnbora 173 
J a m e s  0 8  

J a p a n e s e  241, 248 
jat i  07, 110, 284, 289 
— pard 87 
— aparü 87
J a y a n t a ,  tři,  1 2 2 * 1 2 7 ,  1 2 9 ,  1 3 0 ,  1 3 2 ,  

2 6 8 ,  2 7 2 ,  2 7 5 ,  2 8 7 ,  2 8 9 ,  2 9 2 ,  2 9 3 ,  

3 2 4 ,  3 3 4 - 3 3 6 ,  3 5 4 ,  3 5 9 ,  3 6 1 ,  3 7 2 ,  

3 7 7 ,  3 9 8 ,  8 9 9 ,  4 0 1 ,  4 0 6 .

J i t â r i  4 0 3  

j ïvàtman  1 9 5

Kàdambari  1 0 1

kalpanà  2 7 4 ,  2 7 5 ,  2 7 8 ,  2 8 2 - 2 8 4  

— jüdna  ( f i v e f o l d  c h a r a c t e r ) ,  2 5  

Kalpataruparimala  1 9 3 ,  1 9 9  

K a m a l a á l l a  i ,  iii, 5 ,  3 6 ,  3 9 ,  5 3 ,  6 5 ,  

7 8 ,  1 3 8 .  1 7 1 ,  2 0 4 ,  2 0 9 ,  2 4 5 .  2 4 6 ,  

2 4 9 ,  2 5 5 ,  2 5 7 ,  2 6 5 ,  2 6 6 .  2 6 8 ,  2 6 9 ,  

2 7 9 ,  3 1 4 ,  3 2 4 ,  3 4 2 ,  4 0 0 ,  4 0 5 ,  4 0 6 ,  

4 2 5 .

K a n a d a  1 4 9 ,  2 4 9  

K a n t  x. xiii,  2 2 3 ,  3 7 0  

K a p i l a  2 4 9  

K a p i ů j a l a  1 0 1

karman  1 8 3 ,  1 8 5 ,  2 3 4 ,  2 3 5 ,  2 5 1  

kartr  1 8 0

K n s m l r a  2 7 3  

Jcevaldnayyanumdna  3 7 0  

Kiranavali  7
klc&a 2 4 5 ,  2 4 6 .  2 4 9 ,  2 5 4 ,  2 5 6 ,  2 5 9  

krtanaia  6 0 ,  1 5 5

Ksanabhangasiddhi  1 5 ,  4 1 ,  6 7 ,  8 6 ,

‘ 3 9 6 ,  4 0 0 ,  4 0 7 .

K u m a r a l a b h a  1 8 9

K u m a r i l a  iii, 8 ,  5 3 ,  CO, 6 5 ,  6 9 ,  7 0 ,  7 1 ,  

7 4 - 7 7 ,  8 0 - 8 2 ,  1 0 0 ,  1 0 1 ,  1 0 3 ,  1 1 8 ,  

1 2 4 ,  1 3 1 ,  1 3 4 ,  1 3 8 ,  1 5 7 ,  1 5 9 * 1 6 1 ,  

1 0 4 . 1 6 6 ,  1 6 9 - 1 7 1 .  2 0 4 ,  2 2 9 ,  2 4 5 ,  

2 4 6 ,  2 5 5 ,  2 7 5 ,  2 8 4 ,  2 3 7 ,  2 9 6 ,  3 i 3 ,  

3 0 4 ,  3 0 9 ,  3 1 1 ,  3 1 2 ,  3 5 1 ,  3 5 4 ,  4 0 o ,  

4 0 6 ,  4 0 9 - 4 1 2  4 1 7 ,  4 2 3 ,  4 2 1 ,  4 2 7 .  

Kurvadrupa  1 4 ,  3 9  

Kusunuuljal i  1 7 5  

— Oka 1 7 6

Laksanavali  3 3  

Lahkdvatara  2 4 1 ,  2 4 2 ,  2 6 8  

L a w  o f  C a u s a t i o n  1 7 7

— C o n t r a d i c t i o n  1 7 5 ,  1 7 9 ,  1 8 9 ,

1 9 9 ,  2 5 8 .

— E x c l u d e d  m i d d l e  1 7 5 ,  1 9 9 ,  2 5 8  

— P a r s i m o n y  7 4  

L o c k e  2 8 0  

L o c k i a n  3 3 9  

Lokayata  2 0 2 ,  2 0 4

L o u i s  d e  L a  V a l l e e  P o u s s i n  i ,  1 9 2 ,  

2 5 2 ,  2 5 3 .

Madhyamika  4 0 4 ,  4 0 7  

Madhyamikakarika  2 4 2 ,  2 4 8 ,  4 0 3 ,  4 0 4  

— Prasannapadavrl ti  2 4 3 ,  3 2 0  

M a d h a v a c a r y a  2 7 2  

magga  2 3 9  

mahat  1 8 0

Mahavidyavidambana  3 7 7 ,  4 0 0  

Mahdyana x  
M a h a y  a n i c  2 6 7  

Manameyodaya  1 7 1 ,  4 3 0 ,  4 3 8  

manas  2 5 0 - ^ 5 2  

mdnasapratyaksa  3 1 1  

M n n i k y a n a n d i  3 2 5 ,  4  0  

manobuddhi  2 2 0 , 221 
manodhatu  2 5 0 - 2 5 2  

manovijiidna iii, 3 1 1 -9 * 1 5 ,  3 1 7  

— diiatu 3 1 2  

m a y  a 56
M c T a g g a r t  7 ,  4 0 0  

M j l i n d a  2 3 8
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MHinda Panha 238, 239  
Mhnámsd x, xii,  154, 163, 164, 171, 

3 oo, 301 3d;:.
Mimdm saka  H ) 3 ,  1 0 7 ; 1 5 4 ,  1 5 5 ,  1 5 7 ,  

1 5 9 ,  2 0 5 ,  3 2 1 ,  3 8 3 ,  4 0 7 ,  4 3 0 .  

M l m í i m s i s t  4 1 5 ,  4 2 4 ,  4 2 6 - 4 3 2 ,  4 3 4 -

4 3 7 .

moksa  6 4 ,  2 5 5 ,  2 5 6 ,  2 5 8  

Moral Values and the Idea of God
3 2 8 .

Myst ici sm  and Logic  1 9 ,  5 3

N o g a r j u n a  x,  4 2 ,  5 4 ,  5 7 ,  2 6 8 ,  2 7 1 ,  

4 0 3 .

N a g H s e n a  2 3 8 ,  2 3 9  

Naiydyika  {, 3 ,  5 ,  6 .  8 ,  1 0 - 1 2 ,  1 4 ,  2 4 ,  

2 8 ,  3 0  3 2 - 3 4 ,  3 8  4 8 .  5 7 ,  7 5 ,  9 0 ,  

9 3 ,  9 i ,  9 6 .  9 7 ,  1 0 3 ,  1 0 4 ,  1 0 8 ,  l o 9 ,  

1 1 1 ,  1 2 6 ,  1 3 3 ,  1 4 4 ,  1 4 7 ,  1 5 1 .  1 5 1 ,  

1 5 5 ,  2 5 1 ,  2 8 7 ,  2 9 4  3 0 2 .  3 0 3 .  3 1 1 ,  

3 1 3 ,  3 2 1 ,  3 3 1 - 3 4 ,  3 3 6 ,  3 3 9 ,  3 4 7 ,  

3 5 4 ,  3 5 0 ,  3 5 9 ,  3 6 0 ,  3 0 2 ,  3 6 4 ,  3 0 8 ,  

3 7 6 ,  3 7 8 ,  3 8 0 .  3 8 1 ,  3 9 7 ,  3 9 8 .  4 0 1 ,  

4 0 5 - 4 0 7 ,  4 1 0 ,  4 1 1 ,  4 1 3 - 4 1 0 , 4 2 5 ,  

4 2 9 - 4 3 0 ,  4 3 2 ,  4 3 4 ,  4 3 6  4 4 0  

N a l i n a k s a  D a t t a  i 
ndm ak dya  1 1 5  

N á r á y a n a  P a n d i t a  1 7 1  

Nature of Exis tence  7 ,  1 2 ,  4 0 0  

N e g a t i o n  4 0 9 ,  4 1 2 ,  4 1 4 ,  4 1 7 ,  4 2 2 ,  

4 2 4  3 2 ,  4 3 4 ,  4 3 6 ,  4 3 7 ,  4 3 9 ,  4 4 0 .  

nigamana  3 5 6 ,  3 5 8 ,  3 6 2  

nim i t t a  1 1 5  

nini lambana  1 6 0  

nirdkdra 7 7  

— jnana 7 7  

nirodha 2 4 4 - 4 7 ,  2 4 9  

Nirvana x i i , 5 ,  1 9 5 ,  2 3 7 - 2 4 4 , 2 4 6 ,  2 4 8 -  

2 5 6 ,  2 6 5 - 7 2 .  

nirvikalpa  2 8 5 ,  3 4 3 - 4 4 ,  4 1 4  

n o n - b e i n g ,  f o u r  c a s e s  o f  9 5  

n o n - f l u x i o n a l  8 ,  1 3 ,  2 4  

n o n - s o u l  1 9 5 ,  3 3 0  

N o r m < m  K .  S m i t h  7 8 ,  3 2 0  

Nyáya  in, 1 5 .  1 6 ,  1 1 1 ,  1 4 6 ,  3 0 0 ,

3 0 4 ,  3 7 1 ,  4 0 1 ,  4 0 2 .

Nyayabhitsana  16, 17, 33 
Nydyabindu  52. 273. 277, 282, 297, 

311, 337. 339, 348. 403 .441 .
— ilka  5 2 .  5 3 ,  2 7 4 ,  2 7 7 ,  2 8 3 ,  2 9 9 .  

3 1 2  1 3 ,  3 1 5 ,  3 1 7 - 1 8 ,  3 2 0 ,  3 3 8 .

3 4 1 ,  3 4 3 ,  4 2 4 ,  4 4 1 .

— \ippani  312, 315

Nydyakandal i,  6 6 ,  8 6 ,  1 4 2 ,  1 4 4 ,  1 4 6 ,  

1 4 9 ,  1 5 2 ,  2 0 4 ,  4 0 4 .  

Nyayakusumdtl ja l i  2 7 ,  2 8 ,  3 3 ,  4 9 ,

6 6 .  1 4 1 ,  1 4 9 .  1 5 3 ,  2 7 2 ,  4 0 1 ,  4 0 5 ,  

4 2 9 ,  4 3 2 ,  4 4 1 .

N y a y a m a d ja r i  3 3 ,  3 6 ,  8 0 ,  8 8 ,  8 9 ,  

1 0 3 ,  1 0 4 ,  1 0 6 ,  1 2 4 - 2 5 ,  1 3 0 ,  1 3 5 ,  

1 3 6 ,  1 8 9 ,  2 7 2 ,  2 8 5 - 2 8 8 ,  2 9 0 ,  2 9 2 -  

0 3 ,  2 9 7 ,  3 1 0 ,  3 3 4 - 3 5 .  3 0 0 ,  3 0 8 .  

3 7 2 - 7 3 ,  3 7 7 ,  3 9 9 ,  4 0 1 , 4 0 6 , 4 0 7 ,  

4 4 1 .

N yd ya m vk ha  2 8 3 ,  4 0 3  

NydyapravcSa  4 0 3

N ydyaraindkara  1 5 5 ,  1 5 8 - 5 9 ,  1 6 5 ,  

1 0 9 ,  3 0 3 ,  3 1 0 ,  3 8 1 ,  4 1 5 ,  4 2 0 ,  4 2 1 ,  

4 4 1 .

Nydyaratndvali  1 7 0  

Nydyasdia  1 6 ,  1 7

N y d y a sd i ra , 3 5 0 ,  3 0 4 ,  3 7 1 ,  4 0 0 ,  4 0 1  

— bhusya 4 0 0  

Xydya-Vatscsika  x, x i i , 5 ,  7 7 ,  8 7 ,

1 0 3 ,  1 0 7 .  * 1 4 0 - 4 1 ,  1 4 5 ,  1 5 1 ,  2 3 8 ,  

3 0 1 ,  3 0 3 ,  3 0 0 ,  3 1 1 ,  3 1 0 , 4 0 9 ,  4 1 3 .  

Nydyuvurtt ika Hi, 1 0 0 ,  1 1 9 ,  1 3 9 ,  2 7 1 ,  

2 7 4 ,  3 0 5 ,  3 0 8 ,  3 1 0 ,  3 5 0 , - 3 5 5 ,  

3 5 7  3 6 1 - 6 2 .  3 9 0 .  4 0 0 .

— tdlparya i ikd  1 0 6 , . 1 1 9 ,  1 3 9 .  2 7 8 ,  

4 0 0 .  A l s o ,  vide Tdtparxya\xkd.

Padurthadharmasahgraha  1 4 2 ,  1 5 2  

paksa  3 4 8 .  8 9 3 .  4 1 6  4 2 1  

paksabhasa  3 4 6  

puksadharma  3 5 2  

'— td 3 9 0 ,  4 2 1  

paksasattva  3 8 3  

pancadaSi  1 7 0 ,  3 2 7  

paficika  4 1 0 ,  4 4 1  

paficopaddnaskandha  2 4 2  

P a n d i t a  A £ o k a  9 0  
Paramdrthasaptati  1 8 8  

prdr thanumdna  3 7 1 ,  3 8 7  

Pariksdmukhasutra  3 2 5 ,  3 8 9 ,  3 9 2 ,  

4 0 0

— Laghuvri t i  3 4 2 ,  3 8 7 ,  3 9 2 ,  4 0 0  

P a r l h a s a r a t h i  M i s r a  1 5 5 ,  1 7 1 ,  3 0 3 ,  

4 1 5 .

P a t n f i j a l i  2 5 0  

P a l r a s v a m i n  3 8 2  

parydya  1 7 6  

paryvdasa  3 5  

P a u l  D a h l k e  2 4 0  

| P e r c e p t i o n ,  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  2 9 5  

! — S e n s e  2 9 6
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Platonic, 224
Prabhakara 409, 410, 426-29, 440 
pradhvamsabhava  95. 412 
prdgabhdva  95, 412 
prajild 245
Prakaranapaftcikd 427, 441 
Prakaia  299
prakr t i  180*81, 183, 248 
prama  274, 340-41 
pramdna  197, 273-74. 338 41, 343, 

346, 397*98, 410, 414, 418, 429.  
P Tamdnamimdmsa  340, 341, 379. 

393, 400, 407.
— Vri t i  380, 398  

Pram dnasamuccaya  349 
Pram dnavdrt t ika  347  
prapyakdri tvavdda  300 
p r a sa jy a p T al is ed h a  35 
prasahga 399
pTasahgdnumana 25, 401, 402, 404, 

405.
prasangasadhana  402. 405, 407-8 
prasahgavipaTyaya  399 
Prasahgika 404 
Prasannapada  404 
Pra^aetapada 105, 142. 149, 152 
prat ibhd  113, 114 
prat ibhdsa  280, ¿82  
p ra t i j f l d  356, 358, 362 
p T at i 8 a h k h y d  245

— nirodha  5, 101, 244*40, 248-49, 
252.

pTai i tyasamutpdda  18, 65, 244, 268, 
285, 316. 

prat iyogin  28, 33 
pratyabhi jnd  12 
pratyaksa  274-76  
pra iy aya  316-17 
Predicable attribute 30-31

— three-fold character of Do. 
Prolegomena 370 
P. Sastri 171 
pud gala 185-88, 190 
Purandara 368

Radhakrishnan i, v, 401, 408  
R am anuja  332
Rntnixkarasanti 381, 382, 396, 399, 

400.
Ratnnkirti i, iii, 15, 17, 33, 34, 41, 

42, 45, 67, 125, 130, 13_', 135, 
135. 136, 397, 399, 4i'7. 

Ratanasu lia  268

r d d h i  238
Realist 120, 123, 127, 129, 131-32 
Recognition 12, 64 
rupa 21, 187. 252

Sahara ii, 157 
— bhdsya , 154 

sadhana  404 
sadhya  32, 366, 402  
sahabhuhciu  70  
sahacara , 368  
sahakdnpratyaya  317 
sahakari tva  47

— two senses of Do. 
sdkdravi j fianavdda  77 
iak t i  97
Sdkyapuiriya  245 
Suhkanathamtera 424 
samagri  10, 316, 324 
samanantarapratyaya ' 16, 317 
sdmdn ya  6, 87, 337 
samdn yalaksanasai inikarsa , 108 
samarthya  16
s a m avdya  6, 7, 14, 102, 427 
sam avydp i i  11 
sa m jn d , 174, 251, 284 

-crvcdayi tanirodha 253 
samskara  252, 432 
sam skr ia  4, 244 
sdmvrta  5 
samycigjuana 273 
sam yog a  280, 413, 430 
Sam yuk tanikdy a  239-40  
sarhyulciasamavdya  430 
8andigdha§rayahctu 32 
Saiikarabhdsya 271 
Soiikarficarya ix, 33, 42, 54, 57,

I 150, 238, 243, 247, 268, 27'\  271,
i 303.
j Sahkarasvumin 33, 93, 90, 98, 406 
; saiihclagraha 222
| Sdhkhya  77, 154. 158. 17-1, 180, 

181, 183, 196-97, 2-18, 250, 253,  
| 300, 303, 300, 340, 342, 348.
| Sdiikhyakarikd  183-84 
j Sdi i kh  yasdra  342  
; Sdi ikhy ni i i i irukau mvd i , 183 84 
| Simtabhndra 53
; tiuntdnn 48, ."2, 84, 168, 270, 317 
j — bln da 41
j  sini idiwcchcda 269  
| 8ant;iraksila i. lii. 39, 47, 52 3, 65. 

68-9. 78, 96, 132, 134. 138, 105'
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169, 171, 172, 186, 195, 245, 249, 
255-56, 259, 265-67, 272, 274, 
270, 279, 281, 283, 281, 293, 
296, 298, 306, 311, 314, 324, 334, 
361, 363, 369, 882, 339, 398,  
400, 405, 425. 

aantai i  205
Sarirakabhasya 150, 267 
Sarvadar$anasamyraha 14, 24, 106, 

173, 256 272, 310, 318, 33S. 
Sarvaslivada  185
Sarvast ivadin 243*44, 247, 250, 312 
Sastradipika 171, 303 
sat 92
satkaryavada  54 
sat ta  87

— samavdya  6 
— sambandha  6 

sat tva  180, 399
Sautrantika ii, xi, 5, 54, 56*7, 59, 

77. 89, 90, 186, 197, 243-45, 247, 
250, 251*56. 316, 337, 339, 419, 
420.
— Yogacara 195, 243 

savikalpa 343 
scepticism 19, 433 
sapaksasat tva  379 
S. C. Vidyabhusaua 17, 364, 4u8 
self 149, 152, 170, 178, 1S6. 203 
Siddhasena Divakara, 398  
Six Buddhist Nyaya Tracts  10, 12, 

16, 17, 23-26, 29, 34-5, 42, 45, 
46, 68, 80, 106, 139, 380, 399. 

skandhas  185, 189, 251-52 
Slokavdrt tika 8 86, 88, 91, 100, 

106, 138-39, 153, 150-59, 165,
169. 182, 204, 286, 302-4, 31U, 
: 51, 381, 400, 115 421.

S. N. Das^upta i, iv 
Sorley, 328-331
Soul 154, 170, 173, 178, 180, 185, 

192, 193, 204, 254 
Srdvaka 267 
— ydna 266
Sridhura i/i, 66. 80 142, 144, 148, 

112, 204, 272, 404.
Sribarsa 370
Stcherbat-ky i, 189 90, 192, 241-43, 

248-19, 252, 256 312, 408. 
Sthaviravuda 243
Studies  in Cartesian Philosophy  78, 

320
substantiality 22, 87, 164

Sughosacarya 248  
sui generis 0, 94  
$unya,vada 5G 

— vadin  56  
supplementation 12, 14-5, 47, 57.

58, 147, 184. 
avabhava 97, 421 

— hctu,  347 
svalaksana xii,  285, 337, 340, 344 
svarthdnumana  371, 386  
svarupasat ta  6 
scasarnvcdan am , 319 
svatanira  25 
syllogism, 356

— members of Do.
— ten-membered 357 

S y s t e m s  of Buddh ist ic  Thought  70, 
241, 246, 312

i add tm ya  368, 418, 432 
tarha 367, 395-98, 401-2, 407, 425 
Tarkarahasyadlpika 256, 310, 334 
Tdtparyat ikd in, 15, 30, 116, 129-30, 

135, 271, 274, 304, 305, 307, 310, 
338, 347, 351. 356-57, 396. 

TattvacintdmaniSC)Q-70.  396, 400 441 
Taltvasarngraha  3, 5, 8, 13, 17, 33, 

40-1, 50, 51, 53-4. 56, 65, 71-3, 
7 6 ,8 4 - 6 ,9 2 ,  99. 110, 114, 120, 
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