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Subjective, Not Objective, Truths

SHARADA SUBRAMANIAM

Sri Sathya Sai Institute of Higher Learning,
Anantapur, Andhra Pradesh

.
v

“Truth can never be told so.as to be understood, and not be
believed.’
WiLLIAM BLAKE

SUBJECTIVE AND OBJECTIVE TRUTHS

The first move, the starting point of Kierkegaard’s religious epistemology,
is that truth is a function of subjectivity meaning thereby that the
crucial concern of the knower about the truth is the knower’s relationship
to truth. Kierkegaard was not concerned with the theory of knowledge
as such, but his basic inquiry was: What is the good of purely objective
truth if it is not apprepriated into the life of the knower?
He writes in his Journals:
What I really lack is to be clear in my mind what I am to do, not what
I am to know, except in so far as a certain understanding must
precede every action . . . the thing is to find a truth which is true for
me, to find the idea for which I can live and die.!

The questions to be considered in the light of subjective vis-a-vis objective
truth are:

What can so-called objective truth provide? What would be the use
of discovering the so-called objective truth, of working through all
the systems of philosophy . . . to construct a world in which I do not
live, but only hold up for the view of others.. ... I am left standing
like 2 man who has rented a house and gathered all the furniture
and household things together, but has not yet found the beloved
with whom to share the joys and sorrows of his life.?

Ordinarily, the term ‘subject’ in philosophy means the knower, and
‘subjectivity’ would, thus, mean the nature or the state of the knower. But
in Kierkegaard’s view, subjectivity does not mean this abstract nature or
the state of the knower; rather it means the self-consciously existing concrete
subject, the individual. Again, subjectivity for Kierkegaard is not

s



2 SHARADA SUBRAMANIAM

ntrospection of inner mental states like memory, imagination, etc. for,
such an introspection is also a kind of objective attitude with the
difference that the objects perceived in these cases are internal.
Subjectivity consists in concentrating and intensifying one’s life’s ideals.

Kierkegaard’s subject is not a cognitive entity, but an ethicerreligious

rd

category.

The heart of Kierkegaard’s philosophical work rests in his Philosophical
Fragmentsand Concluding Unsciendific Postscript, which are connected with
the common pseudonymous author Johannes Climacus, who would
henceforth be referred to as Climacus. Both these books are polemically
directed against speculative philosophy of Hegel, the dominant
philosophy of his day. Climacus’ revolt was against Hegel’s basic tenets:

(1) Truth is a comprehensive whole, meaning that no truth is

obtainable apart from a completely coherent system, which in
turn means that no individual could attain the truth.

(2) Truth as objective, meaning that truth by definition is independent

of the individual’s relationship to it. Hegel termed it the scientific
study of the reality. ‘

Climacus demonstrates that, in both the above positions held by
Hegel, the :ndividual is eliminated from the knowing process by doing
away with the need for commitment on the knower’s part. Hegel is said
to have raised philosophy to the level of ‘science’ by making it systematic.
Hence, in the universe of the Hegelian discourse ‘philosophy,’ ‘system,’
and ‘science’ are considered synonyms.

Kierkegaard’s position is exactly the reverse of that of Hegel's. Hence
Climacus expresses his opinion clearly by designating one of his books
as ‘fragments’ and. the other as ‘unscientific, meaning that truth is
always fragmentary (philosophical bits) as opposed to systematic and,
hence, unscientific. The term ‘unscientific’ here should not be
understood in the context of science; it merely indicates that the
contents are unsystematic.

Further, Hegel’s treatment of religion in general and of Christianity
in particular, which he calls the ‘Absolute” or ‘God’ or “Truth,” aroused
Climacus to revolt. For Hegel, truth cannotbe expressed in propositions
which must be either true or false. It cannot be grasped by simply
affirming or negatng such‘propositions,,but through a process, which
is generally termed Hegel's dialectical method, that is, truth in a sense
both ‘annuls’ and ‘prescrves’ the opposing statements (equivalent
German verb au aben); and this process is called mediation by Climacus.
Therefore, totally adequate truth, according to Hegel, emerges through
the dialectical process as a whole in the sense that truth lies in the whole
and requires systematic thinking. Climacus understands this as implying
that through simple faith an ordinary believer cannot attain the religious
truth, but through the process of speculation a philosopher seeks a
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more'adequate expression of the truth. Hence, he feels that in Hegel's
systern faith is treated as a ‘superseded movement.” It is this which
makes him revolt against speculat.ion in religious truth. Moreover,
Hegel argues that art, religion, and philosophy together formed the
philosophy of the Absolute Spirit, Geist, wherein only philosophy
occupied the highest stage or rather expressed the Absolute more
accurately through. reason and reflection.

The essential object of art, religion, and philosophy, according to
Hegel, is the same, namely, God; but their modes of expression are
different. In art the awareness of the Absolute is in the sensuous mode;
in religion the Absolute is grasped through legends and stories; and in
philosophy the Absolute is reflected upon, a purely conceptual attitude.
Climacus combats this view of Hegel’s vehemently, because he holds
that Hegel places reason and intellectual analysis on a higher plane
than simple faith, meaning that faith is child-like, an unreflected attitude,
which can be superseded by reflection and intellectualization. According
to Hegel, philosophy is superior to the other two, namely, art and
religion, because it can go beyond blind faith and raise the Absolute to
reason and scientific analysis. Faith is alright for ordinary people, but
the educated can go further and reason it out. Considering these views
of Hegel's, Climacus projects himself asa critic of reason, notattempting
to destroy reason, but to subjugate reason to faith in the realm of
essential truth. :

CLASSICAL THEdRIES OF TRUTH AND THEIR LIMITATIONS

Climacus begins the chapter on ‘subjective truth’ in the Concluding
Unstientific Postscript by bringing tn different classical approaches to
truth.

Whether truth is defined morc empirically as the agreement of
thinking with being or more¢ idealistically as the agreement of
being with thinking,- the point in cach case is to pay scrupulous
attention to what is understood by being. . . .3

Climacus discusses the two classical philosophical analyses of the
concept of truth, which are similar to the classical corresponderice and
coherence theories of truth. These two theories are called, by Climacus,
the empirical theory, which defines truth empirically as the agreement
of thought with being, that is, truth as ‘the conformity of thought with
beings,’ and the idealistic theory, which defines truth as the agreement
of being with thought, that is, truth as ‘the conformity of being with
thought.’ ;

The correspondence theory of truth, which is generally associated
with realism, considers the reality or existing situation as given and that
truth as the ideas or thought which corresponds to the given reality.
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The realists think of truth as having a logical relationship between the
propositions or statements uttered about reality and reality. Thus, truth
here means an idea that expresses a one-to-one correspondence between
a proposition and a fact. I

The idealistic theory, which is none other than the classical coherence
theory, holds that the ultimate essence of reality or being is thought,
and that reality or being, thus, conforms to thought itself. Hence, the
‘test of truth is the test of reason, mean ing thereby that rational coherence
is the essence of truth. :

Considering the above two theories of truth, Climacus is of the
opinion thatin both the cases there is an involvement of ‘doubling’ or
‘reduplication.” In both the definitions there is an agreement between
being and thought with the difference in direction, that is, either being
corresponds to thought or thought corresponds to being. It will be
helpful to follow the elucidation of the concept of ‘reduplication’ as
given by Gregor Malantschuk. Reduplication, according to Kierkegaard,
means a fusion of two different qualities or categories into a synthesis,
meaning the doubleness of a relationship, that s, two different qualities
are linked to each other. For instance, a teacher proposes a doctrine
while at the same time reduplicates this doctrine in his or her life. This
reduplication constitutes 2 doubling, for it embodies two different
clements that now merge to form a synthesis—the teacher’s original
attitude andsthe requirement exacted of his/her by the doctrine.*

Regardless of which definition of truth one prefers, realistic or
idealistic, Climacus holds that one must first ascertain what one means
by being, for in either case the crucial concern is about being. He
makes a distinction between being in the ideal sense and being as
concrete, empirical actuality. The empirical being is in a process, a
constant becoming and, hence, the truth about such an empirical
being is also subject to change. If we are speaking of empirical being,
the truth about such an empirical being will remain an approximation,
because empirical being is constantly undergoing change.

If, in the two definitions given, being is understood as empirical
being, then truth itself is transformed into a desideratum
(something wanted) and everything is placed in the process of
becoming (vorden), because the empirical object is not finished,
and the existing knowing spirit isitself in the process of becoming.-
Thus truth is an approximation whose beginning cannot be
established absolutely, because there is no conclusion ‘that has
retroactive power.” ' S :

Climacus gives two reasons for his claims. First of all, the object of our
knowledge is constantly undergoing change. Secondly, the knower
himself is in the process of becoming. Since both are unfinished, no
human idea can claim to have final truth about it. All human cognition

[
.
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33 in the empirical realm is subject to correction and improvement. Hence,
a truth which is subject to such a correction and improvement cannot
1 be the final truth, but only an approximation to it. However, Climacus
makes an exception to this with regard to God. Since God is eternal and
1 sees from an eternal viewpoint, truth about the empirical reality would
be perfect for him. Therefore, it is only for God that the existential
reality forms a system.

As soon as the being of truth becomes empirically concrete, truth
itself is in the process of becoming and is indeed in turn, by
S intimation, the agreement between thinking and being, and 1s
‘ ) + indeed actually that way for God, but it is not that way for any
‘—

existing spirit, because this spirit, itself existing, is in the process of
becoming.®

2

Hence, Climacus argues that for an individual it is possible to construct
a formal or logical system of truth, but notan existential truth. However,
Climacus’ aim here is not to belittle, but to show us the nature of,
empirical knowledge. . :
‘What abouttruth in the ideal sense? Climacus says that, if we take the
A idealistic approactrto truth, we end up with a tautology.

Truth is the first, but truth’s other, that it is, is the same as the first;
this, its being, is the abstract form of truth. . . .7

b1 But if being is understood in this way, the formulaisa tautology; that is,
thinking and being signify one and the same, and the agreement p
spoken of is only an abstract identity with itself. When one speaks of
truth in the idealistic sense, one is not talking about actual, concrete,
empirical truth, but about the ideal which that truth attempts to
approximate. By truth here we mean conceptual truth or the analytical/
a priori truth, which merely depends on relations between concepts. In
this case the conformity of thought with being simply means the ideal
rélationship between reason and ideal being, which is the object of
thought and which emerges when thought abstracts being from the
concrete, empirical world. For instance, a mathematician does not
consider three pears and three apples while calculating, but merely the
abstract number ‘three.’ The mathématician’s aim is a conceptual
ideal; and such a conceptual ideal, therefore, is always finished and
complete in a way no empirical object is. Hence, Climacus holds that,
when we are dealing with a purely conceptual being, the terms ‘thought’
and ‘being’ mean the same and that we get nowhere at all, ending up
with a tautology.

Climacus does not deny the value of such abstract truths. However,
he claims that they cannot grasp the cxistential situation, for abstact
truths are complete in themselves, while empirical truths are constantly
changing. He says that such abstract fruth does fit into the classical
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definition of truth, particularly the coherence theory of ruth—abstract .
thought corresponding with abstract being. In any case, in such claims

‘there is no genuine ‘doubling” or ‘reduplication’ because thought and i
being refer to the same thing. It does not touch the question of truth
about actual entities. '

Having found the limitations of the above two theories of truth, i
Climacus suggests a third possibility. In the event of a truth that is
essential for an existing spirit, the muth should be defined not as
something objective, to the exister, but as a process of assimilation,
inwardness or subjectivity. Here, the task of the individual consists in
appropriating truth. Climacus is of the view that this is the perspective 5.
to which the speculative philosophers have not paid much attention.

To objective reflection, truth becomes something objective, an
object, and the point is to disregard the subject. To subjective
reflection, truth becomes appropriation, inwardness, subjectivity,

and the point is to immerse oneself, existing, in subjectivity.?

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TRUTH AND THE EXISTER

The question Climacus is really concerned with here is: What is the
relationship between truth and the individual who pursues it? Climacus

writes:

-
Consequently, it is an existing spirit who asks about truth,
presumably becausc he wants to exist in it, but in any case the
questioner is conscious of being an existing individual human
being.? :

Climacus does not deny the fact that human beings possess abstract
ideas. Human existence does contain such ideas essentially. However,
this is only one aspect of existence, or rather it is only.the half truth.
The full truth lies in reduplication of such eternal ideas in life, in
actuality. Thought, in this sense, is only one aspect of existence. Hence,
in no way does it mean that existence should be reduced to thought.
Climacus strongly insists on this point on the ground that human
existence has a tendency to forget the fact that the thinker is first and
foremost an exister, and hence fails to build correct relationship between
abstract thought and real existence. Human being’s relation to abstract
thought possesses significant existential as well as religious jruth. He
quotes a few classical thinkers in Postseript to elucidate this point. Socrates
was one of the rare classical philosophers who sought conceptual
understanding with religious significance. On the contrary, Plato, his
pupil, considers the ultimate or essential truth as ‘forms” and thav the
eternal can be reached in thought. Similarly, Hegel claimed that reason
is the most adequate means to grasp the reality or Absolute-—the real is
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srational and the rational is real.” Climacus feels that, for these thinkers,
it is the abstract thought which paves the way for salvation. He observes
that these thinkers, however, did have religious concern in their
epistemological or metaphysical approach to truth, unlike. the
contemporary logical theorists and epistemologists. Hence, when their
concern is about the religious truth, Climacus suggests that they must
pursue the right kind of truth. Without questioning the value of truth
and the duty towards that truth, one cannot seek a saving truth. Stephen
Evans rightly puts it thus:

Is man’s felos qua man the acquisitions of intellectual
understanding? Does that mean a person who fails to know
something she could know is less human than she could be? This
seemns implausible.!?

Climacus wonders at man’s ability to think abstractly such that
universal concepts and propositions become a part of an individual’s
temporal existence. Hence, he says that human existence is 2 paradox,
a synthesis of the eternal and the temporal. Existence is a double
movement wherein an individual conceives of ideas and reduplicates it
in one’s existence. Once she ignores to reduplicate it, she only remains
in abstract thought and then she loses herself in the ideas, bracketing
her existence. . §

Climacus brings in a humourous analogy of madness to elucidate
subjective and objective approaches to truth. In a purely subjective

» definition of truth one cannot distinguish between truth and error, for
subjectivity rests on passion. Hence, an insane person is said to lack
objective reflection and dwell in.a madness which is linked with the

passion of inwardness.

In a solely subjective definition of truth, lunacy and truth are
“ultimately indistinguishable, because they may both have

inwardness.!!

Climacus argues that subjectivity is on¢ form of madness, which the
objective thinking avoids and is out of such a danger. He points out that
there is another form of madness which arises due to the lack of
inwardness or passion, and it is called ‘parroting lunacy.’

But when inwardness is absent ‘parr()ting lunacy’ sets in, which is
just as comic . . . when the insanity is a delirium of inwardness, the
tragic and the comic are that . . . pertains to the unfortunate
person. .. that pertains to no one ¢lse. But when the insanity is the
absence of inwardness . . . truth that pertains to the whole human
race but does not in the least pertain to the highly honoured

parroter. 12

Hence, for Climacus, objectivity is no guarantee of sanity, for here one
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goes around repeating the truth without finding a meaningful relation g
to it and with lack of passion and interest.

It is now obvious why Climacus is concerned about the basic question: ~
What kind of truth should one seek? By way of answering this question
he distinguishes nonessential/ accidental truth from the essential one.

TRUTH: ESSENTIAL AND ACCIDENTAL

What kind of truth is the saving truth? How can a truth itself be realized
in existence? By way of answering these questions,'Climacus makes a
clear-cut distinction between essential and accidental truth.

All essential knowing pertains to existence or only the knowing
whose relation to- existence is essential is essential knowing.
Essentially viewed the knowing that does not inwardly in the
reflection of inwardness pertains to existence is accidental knowing, -
and its degree and scope, essentially viewed, are a matter of
indifference.'?

Truth here simply means the truth with which an exister can lead a
meaningful life; and Climacus identifies it with the quest for ethico-
religious knowledge. Hence, he says:

Therefore, only ethical and cthico-religious knowing is essential
knowing. But all ethical and cthico-religious knowing is essentially
arelating to the existing of the knower.'*

It is important to note here that Climacus’ definition of truth as
subjectivity is intended to apply to this essential truth. He clarifies this
point in a footnote thus:

The reader will note that what is being discussed here is essential
truth, or the truth that is related essentially to existence, and thatit
is specifically in order (o clarity it as inwardness or as subjectivity
that the contrast is pointed out.'?

Thus, Climacus makes it clear that by such a definjtion of truth he does
not intend to apply it to scicnee, logic, mathematics, history and other
areas where the truth concerned does not directly bear on the
individual’s existence. And, it is because of the fact that one can lack
such knowledge and yet lead a meaningful and valuable life. Hence,
Climacus characterizes such knowledge as accidental knowledge.
Having made clear the point that essential truth is that which relates
truth to existence, Climacus makes an examination of the nature of
existence. He says that an individual is g synthesis of the temporal and
the eternal. In The Sickness wnto Death, the pseudonymous author, Anti-
Climacus, describes the self as a composition of the infinite and the
finite, which is viewed as bipolar tension rather than two different




Subjective, Not Objective, Truths )

elements in the self. It is characterized as bipolar tension because the
infinite aspect of the self,-that is, the possibilities which are the different
ways of looking at the expansive and future-oriented goal, forms the
ideal pole in the self. The finitude, necessity, and temporality form the
limited and contingerit aspects in the self. Therefore, human existence
contaims a double movement. The first movement is from the actuality
to the possibility, that is, the possibilities contained by the actual self,
and the second movement from possibility to actuality, that is, these
possibilities to be actualized by passionately identifying oneself with the
possibilities. This involves two phénomena, action and
reflection—reflection being the first move (conceptual ideals), and
action being the second move (ideals actualized).

As against the contemporary philosophers who claim that only a
proposition can be trug or false on the ground that they agree with, or
correspond to, the reality, Climacus posits such a correspondence in
human existence. Human existence is capable of modelling reality. The
ideal truth gets actualized by living. When' the truth-is existentially
realized this way, the exister is in. truth, and her existence can be
described as true existence. u

Climacus, here, brings in two possibilities of an individual living in
truth. One is that the individual is in truth if she knows objectively the
ethico-religious ideals. The other is that the individual is said to be in
truth if she relates herself to what she considers to be the truth and thus
actualizes the truth in life.

When the question about truth is asked objectively, truth is reflected
upon objectively as ah object to which the knower relates himself.
What is reflected upon is not the relation but that what he relates
himself to is the truth, the truc. If only that to which he relates
himself is the truth, the true, then the subjectisin the truth. When
the question about truth is asked subjectively, the individual’s
relation is reflected upon subjectively. If only the howof this relation
is in truth, the individual is in truth, even if he is in this way were to
relate himself to untruth.'® ‘

The 'point Climacus holds here is that, when an i_ndi\'idual makes an
objective inquiry, one attaches importance to what one says, whereas, if
one inquires subjectively, one places emphasis on howone says whatone
says. He elucidates this point by means of the example of the knowledge
of God. ’

Objectively, what is reflected upon is that this is the true God.
Subjectively that the individual relates himself to a something in
such a way that his relation is in truth a God-relation.‘7

Therefore, when the question of truth is raised objectively, ‘what’ here
refers to the question whether there is any such eternal truth, God as
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faith affirms. To this question, Climacus feels that there can be no
answer at all; rather such a question <hould never be asked. When this

question of truth is raised subjectively, then it will be, ‘Is what my faith .

affirms true?’ Here, one atfirms one’s faith and hence one is in truth.
Hence he is of the view thatan individual is truly existing in believing it
to be so even if it is not. The point of the whole discussion of truth as
subjectivity 1s to recommend this change of reference. Therefore,
objectively the interest is focused on the thought content, but subjectively,
on appropriation.

Climacus asks the question: ‘Now, on which side is the truth?’!® He,
however, suggests an alternative to drive home his point.

Alas, must we not at this point resort to mediation and say: It is on
either side; it is in the mediation?!?

He affirms that there is no such mediation. between objectivity and
subjectivity of truth ‘because truth lies in the inwardness. The existing
person who chooses the objective way alone approximates the knowledge
of God. A person who chooses the subjective way does not want to waste
time in finding God objectively, but by virtue of infinite passion of
inwardness tries to strengthen his God-relationship. Here, for the
subjective thinker, God, indeed, becomes a postulate (an assumption
that is considered to be true), for-this is the only way through which a
person can enter into a relationship with God.

If one, who lives in the midst of Christianity, goes into God’s
house... with the true concept of God in his knowledge, and now

prays, but prays in untruth; and when another lives in an heathen.

land but prays with the, whole passion of infinity, though his eyes
rest on the image of an idol: where is there then the most truth?
The one prays in truth to God, though he worships an idol; the
other prays in untruth to the true God and therefore truly worships
an idol.?°

It is important to note here that Climacus by no means is asserting
any absurd thesis that a falsc proposition such as 3+8 = 5 can be made

true if an individual believes that way. In such cases the beliel remains,

false, no matter however passionately one ‘believes it. This is because
such claims have only objective validity. Here, what is spoken aboutis a
certain objective fact, while Climacus’ concern is about existential
truth, a knowledge through which an individual miakes Jife meaningful.

An important question which Climacus raises here is: does subjective
truth exclude objective truth? Climacus does not say that objective truth
is unimportant, or that the individual should not care whether there

‘really is a God as well as such a thing as immortality. He rather argucs

that truth about such question is gdined not through detached theoretical
inquiry, but through the process of existing itself. Hence, proper
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objective belief without subjectivity is worthless, though subjectivity
without objective beliefs is possible. ' . '

The existing person who chooses the objective way enters now into
the whole approximating reflection process, which wishes to bring
God 1o light objectively, which cannot be achieved in all eternity,
because God is a subject, and thercfore is only for subjectivity in
inwardness.?!

In this connection, Climacus discusses the Socratic position,
distinguishing Socrates from Plato, and characterizing the former as a
philosopher who wanted to exist while the latter as one who was
interested in speculation. He writes:

The Socratic ignorance was thus the expression, firmly maintained
with all the passion of inwardness, of the relation of the eternal
truth to an existing person. .. .2

Climacus compares Socrates to a girl- who possesses the sweetness of
being in love although with a weak hope of being loved by the beloved,
because she staked her love on the weak hope. Hence, he claims:

Objectively the emghasis is on whatis said; subjectively the emphasis
is on how it is said.?®

PASSION'AS THE FOUNDATION OF SUBJECTIVITY
Climacus defines subjective truth thus:

An objective uncertainty, held fast through appropriation with the
most passionate inwardness, is the truth, the highest truth there is
for an existing person.?*

The definition of truth stated above is a paraphrasing of faith, for there
is no faith without risk. Faith is the contradiction between passion of
inwardness and objective certainty. Hence, Climacus observes: .

At the point where the road swings off, objective knowledge is
suspended. Objectively he then has only uncertainty, but this is
precisely what intensifies the infinite passion of inwardness, and
truth is precisely the daring venturce of choosing the objective
uncertainty with the passion of the infinite.®

Climacus further elucidates this point by bringing in the apprehension
of God. If one were to apprehend God through reflection, one does not
have faith; and because it is not possihlc, one must have faith, Moreover,
if one wants to be in faith, then one must hold on to objective uncertainty.
He says: ‘.. . in the objective uhcertainty I am ‘outon 70,000 fathoms of

water’ and still have faith.’20 .
Passion is the content of inwardness for it is passion which provides



12 SHARADA SUBRAMANIAM

the impetus to the exister’s life. It is the passion which leads a person
from reflection to action. If the process of reduplication is true, then it
follows that truth will be a function of passion, as passion is the source
of all actions. S

In ‘The Interlude’ of the Fragments, Climacus rnakes it clear that even
the approximative truth (empirical or probable truth) is grounded in
subjectivity to a certain extent. He holds that all existing events are
contingent and that our co /nition, therefore, involves uncertainty. For
example, historical knowledge or knowledge of matters of fact cannot
be grounded purely on objective data, as it includes an element of
uncertainty which is negated by the historian or the empiricist by
clinging to a certain amount of belief. This kind of faith, declares
Climacus, is faith in a ‘direct, ordinary’ sense as against faith in the

_‘eminent’ sense, which is distinctly religious. The significance of personal

passion in objective reflection is to emphasize the point that one should
not take refuge in objective reflection neglecting subjectivity.

But, why is faith, or being subjectively in the truth, the highest truth
for the existing individual? Climacus gives two reasons by way of answer
to this question. First of all, the ‘leap of faith’ intensifies passion. The
objective uncertainty thrusts upon the individual the responsibility to
decide for or against the eternal truth. This becomes the supreme
expression of the individual’s choice; and an individual who exists in

such a state is actually existing. Secondly, this brings the individual into
right relationship with truth.

CAN SUBJECTIVE TRUTH BE LEARNT?

In chapter one of the Philosophical Fragments, Climacus begins his project
by inquiring into the method of acquiring the knowledge of essential
(that is, eternal or saving) truth. The project is to see whether there is
any alternative to what he calls the Socratic view of truth and how the
truth is learnt. He calls the Socratic view as ‘A’ hypothesis, and the
hypothesis which he formulates as ‘B’ hypothesis.

According to the Socratic view, that is, ‘A’ hypothesis, truth is already
present within each’ person so that it only needs to be recollected.

Socrates in the Meno calls attention to the ‘pugnacious proposition’
(tricky argument): .

. .. a person cannot possibly seek what he knows, and just as
impossibly, he cannot scek what he does not know, for what he
knows he cannot seck, since he knows it,,and what he does not
know he cannot seek, because, after all, he does not even know
what he is supposed o seek.?

Therefore, according to Socrates, every individual is the midpoint; and

the whole world focuses on him because his self-knowledge is God-
knowledge. Here, truth is not introduced from outside, but it is
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immanent in him. Truth is the eternal possession of the soul. It is with
(his idea that Socrates established the immortality of the soul or the pre-
existence of the soul. Thus, it follows that the teacher has no significant
role, for the teacher will only be an occasion, a midwife, who helps the
learner discover her truth. Also, the moment of realizing this truth has
vanishing significance for the reason that the moment one acquires this
truth, one is also aware of the fact that one has not in fact acquired it,
but has always possessedit.

With these baselines, Climacus formulates an alternative view, ‘B’
hypothesis, according to which the learner lacks the truth; it is brought
to him/her by a teacher no less than God, who brings the truth as well
as provides the learner with the condition necessary to perceive the
truth; and that such a moment is all important as it forms the turning
point in the learner’s life. '

The justification given by Climacus for the above points is worth
considering. The learner not mercly lacks the essential truth as
something which she may acquire ata later stage, but her nature is such
that it is impossible for her to acquire this truth by her own efforts,
because basically she is in error. How is it‘that the learner is in such a
state? Climacus attributes the Jearner's condition of error to the learner
himself for.at one point the learner must have had the capacity to
understand the truth. Otherwise; he would have been merely an animal.
The teacher gives him the truth along with the ability to understand it
and makes him human for the first time. Moreover, Climacus posits
three possible reasons for the learner to lack the potentiality to learn
and thus be in error. Either God himself took away such a capacity; or, it
was lost through accidental circumstances; or, it was lost through the
misuse of freedom by the learner. '

The first possibility is rejected on the ground that God, being the
incarnate of goodness, can never do such a damage to the human by
destroying the humanness. The second possibility is rejected on the
ground that the condition being integrally linked with any human
being cannot be lost through'mere accident. Therefore, by the process
of elimination, only the third possibility, namely, that the problem is
due to individual’s misuse of his own freedom, holds good.

.. he [individual] himself has forfeited and is forfeiting the
condition. The teacher, then, is the God himself, who acting as the
occasion, prompts the learner to be reminded that he is untruth
and is that through his own fault. But this state—to be untruth and
to be that through one’s own fault—what can we call it? Let us call

it sin.?8
One can have a serious doubt here. If my loss of condition is due to

my own fault, then I must be able to remecy the damage too. Climacus
defends his position by explicating the characteristics of human freedom.
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Human beings do have freedon, but they do not have freedom to undo
the freedom which they have misuscd. He illustrates this by means ofan

example. If a child who has received the giftofa little money enough to

be able to buy either a good hook or a toy, for both cost the same—and
buys the toy, can he use the same money to buy the book? By no means,
for now the money has already been spent. But he may go to the book-
seller and ask him if he would exchange the book for the toy. Suppose
the book-scller answers: ‘My dear child, your toy is worthless; it is
certainly true that when you “(ill had the money youcould have bought
the book just as well as toy, but the awkward thing about a toy is that
once it is purchased, it has lost all its value. This is very strange, indeed.
In the same way, a human being could either buy freedom or unfreeddém
for the same price, the price being the free choice of the soul and the
surrender of the choice. v

- Climacus justifies his second position that the teacher is no less than
a God thus: if the teacher must bring to the individual the truth, as well
as the condition for acquiring this truth, which amounts to 2 radical
transformation of the individual, then itis impossible for any human to
do this. It must be done by God himself. '

But the one who not only gives the learner the truth but provides
the condition is'nota teacher . .. [he] transforms but not reforms
the learner . . . no human being is capable of this; if it is to take
place, it must be done by the God himself.?

Primarily, a teacher serves as ‘an occasion’ for the learner to know
that he is in untruth. This is similar to the Socratic view which says that
a teacher is merely an occasion for a learner to recollect the truth.
Climacus finds the Socratic principle necessary here, because the
individual is undaware of his natural state, that is, untruth; though he is
reminded, yet he has to discover it by himself. In the words of Climacus:

" 1 can discover me only by myself, because only when I discover it, 1s
it discovered, not before, cven though the whole world knew it.30

Since a teacher also provides him with the condition for understanding
this truth, Climacus calls such a teacher, who gives the condition and
the truth, a saviour, for he docs, indeed, save the learner from untruth
and lead him from unfreedont to {reedom. He is also called the deliverer,
for he delivers the person, who had imprisoned himself, from untruth
to truth. A transition takes place in the learner. This transition Climacus

calls ‘rebirth,’ which is different from baptism, for individuals can be

baptized en massé, ‘but not rehorn en masse. Such a being who is reborn.

owes nothing to human. but everything to God.

Coming to the third position, limacus says that the Socratic teacher
has only a vanishing significance because he serves only as @ midwife
who helps the learner to discover the trath which is immanent in

e
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himself. But with regard to ‘B’ hypothesis, the situation is different

since the learner will never be able to forget such a.teacher who

transforms the learner. Climacus gives an important reason for such a
" relationship with theteacher. He thinks that the learner does not
‘ acquire the condition to understand the truth once and for all, but
acquires it by continuous relationship with God. Now, this event in time
has a decisive significance, for at no moment the learner will forget this
fact. Thus, the moment of revelation of truth acquires significance.
Though the learner is in truth, nevertheless he is human; and after he
receives the condition as well as the truth, he becomes a new person.
But after becoming a new person, he just does not forget his earlier
state. However, the individual takes leave of his earlier state, that is,
untruth, by being sorrowful of his existence, which Climacus calls
reflentance.

. .. for what else is repentance, which does indeed look back, but
nevertheless in such a way that precisely thereby it quickens its
pace towards what lies ahead.?!

For Climacus, existential truth lies in the individual’s right relationship
to the truth rather than the individual’s mere acquisition of right truth.
But, one may ask: is an individual capable of being in such a truth
through his own effort? It is here the Christian perspective differs from
others which claim that truth is immanent in the person.

Therefore subjectivity, inwardness, is the truth; can there now be
given a more inward expression for this? Yes, if the statement
‘Subjectivity; inwardness is the truth’ begins like this: ‘Subjectivity
is untruth.’32 v

3

However, the Christian view requires both the statements. Climacus
says that the higher expression of subjectivity is that truth begins by
considering subjectivity as untruth. This is because Christianity always

Ny demands transcendence from human self-sufficiency. It is this which’
secures Christianity from any kind of category reduction.

Climacus’ discussion of subjectivity as truth rests on the commentary
on John 14.6: ‘I am the way, the truth, and the life . .. Jesus not merely
claims to bring the truth to men, but also to be the truth. In the words
of Stephen Evans:

If we may, for a moment, g0 behind the pseudonym, it is at least
very probable that Kierkegaard's own rcason for having Climacus
discuss this issue bears on Christ's statement in John.*

. It is this idea in Christianity which is difterent from what other religions
hold and which attracted Kierkegaard the most.
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Monad as a Triadic Structure—l.eibniz’ Contribution
to Post-nihilistic Search for Identity

hion ERWIN SCHADEL

University of Bamnberg, Germany

In this paper shall be given a more detailed explication of some topics

dealt with in my Hannover lecture.! As it scems, it is extremely relevant
for an assessment of the common universal actuality of Leibnizian
philosophy to demonstrate that Leibniz’ notion of the monad implies a
certain triadic structure significant for the constitution of all being as
being.

In various passages of his writings—especially in the triad of ‘power’,
‘wisdom” and ‘goodness’ (and modifications of it)2—Leibniz himself has
poinited to.the triadic dimension of his monadic conception of reality.
Modern Leibniz-scholarship, however, has scarcely® or, for the most part,
not considered this conceptual proposition at all. In its work it proceeds
within an ‘eclipse of the Trinity’ (theé origin of which will be explained
later on) and therefore it is not able to unfold adequately the inner
richness intended and discovered by Leibniz in his monadology.

j’i')rgen Mittelstraf, for example, would have us believe that Leibniz,
in scarching for an alternative to physical atomism, discovers a logical
atomism® that is characterized by ‘undecomposable unites.’® Because of
his criticistic reservation regarding metaphysics, Mittelstraf} cannot see
any internal and original activity in these units. For that reason, however,
it is not possible for him to find any approach to the central intention of
Leibnizian philosophy. In contrast 10 Leibniz, who stresses that the
elementary units, that is, the monadic substances, consist in and through
activity,’ MittelstraP interprets the units in an aggregative manner merely
as ‘building—blocks’.7 He lacks the insight into the process that constitutes
things in themselves. And he brings precisely this—his own!—deficiency
in ont_().l.ogiczil reflection into the philosophy of Leibniz, when he thinks
that he has to characterize it as an ‘artificial and fruitless project’.?

In turning away from such a pre-cmtological and undynamical
understanding of Leibnizian thought, the following explications intend
to show that monadology is a theory of creativity per se, that is, a theory
of the abundant fullness and fertility of the ultimately trinitarian ground

_of being itself.

To keep things short, three steps shall be taken: in the firstone Ishall
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outlin€ the antitrinitarian tpassion” of the subjectocentric western
rationality, which Leibniz has vehemently opposed. The second step will
introduce (he reader into the method, the breadth and integrative
structure of Leibniz’ ontology. Atention will also be given here to the
motivating influences thatcame {rom ancient and medieval philosophy
(o Leibniz. Finally, in a third step, | want to consider and deliberate what
might be. the positive and innovative contribution of ontotriadic
monadology with I‘Cvg'drd. 1o the })1"cscnt—d;:1y identity crisis and to an
ontically consistent forming of the future.

Q

I

By writing @ ‘Defensio Trinitatis” the young Leibniz takes up a central
and motivating thought that is to be considered as the shaping principie
of his phiIOS()pl}iZ_ing; this rm}mins an active elementup to his last works
(espeCia“Y the Monadulugy unc! the ‘Theodicy’). As it seems, Leibniz
11 had enough intellectual sensibility for the ontological implications
: contained in the traditional trinitarian theorem.? Thanks to this theorem
he is, indeed, able to interpret reality in a differentiated and
simultane()usly holistic way. This means, however, that exactly because
of its (riado-trinitarian basic conception Leibnizian philosophy is
relatively isolated in the midst of the seventeenth century discussion, in
which 2 subject.ocentric, rationalistic and anti-trinitarian ‘standpoint’ was
maintained.

The connection between rationalism and anti-trinitarianism is unusual
and risky- But after a deeper historical analysis of the development of
modern subjectivily it becomes clear, without any doubt, that the
connection mentioned is entirely correct. That means, however: it is
rather short-sightgd when som¢ scholars think that modern philosophy
begins with the E':.n}igh‘(el\lllCl'lt, and view Leibniz as a forerunner of it.
In lieu of that opinion it is necessary o enlighten the Enlightenmentwithin
2 wider pcrspective of intellectual history. :

Above all, we have here 1o take Into consideration the nominalism of
the late Middle Ages. In this period logic had gained a primacy OVer
ontology- Because of the logic “abstractness’ involved in that the

rofound contour of trinitarian thought gradually disappeared. Its
special terms for instance” ‘nature’ or ‘person’, became meaningless,
pecause they could no longer be understood within the whole of the
'mner-sh’d ed process of absolute being. Desperate attempts on the part
of some theologians © ‘ave' the mystery of the Trinity against the

by refined logical distinctions ulti mately failed. The Trinity was

10gicians
10

then declared (as for example by Occam) tohe a ‘sola fide tenendum.’
Thus the scparation of theology and phil()sophy, typical ol modern seli-
CONSCIOUSIESS, was introduced: and theologians as well as phil()sopl;’crs
{ost the genuine interest in the problem of the Trinity. :

H
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The nominalistic elements were still influential during the Refor-
mation. The doctrire of the Trinity then had the reputation of being
over-subtle and of being a dispute “alienated from life.” The moderate
reformatory groups considered it 4 “worthless heirloom:” and they ried
to overlook it silently. The other more radical groups, the so-called
Socinians, rejected it explicitly and encergetically.!! And after Michael
Servet, famous for his work ‘De trinitatis erroribus libri septem’, was
executed in 1553 due to the agitation by the religious fanatic Calvin,'*the
anti-trinitarian way of thinking spread like wild fire throughout Europe
and exercised its greatest influence on the intellectual life of the sixteenth
to the eighteenth centuries. Socinianism 1s, so to speak, a pivotal pointg,
at which nominalistic aversion against the Trinity was brought into
Enlightenment philosophy.'? :

Although antitrinitarianism is extremely revealing with regard to the
constitution of modern self-consciousness, itis surprisingly little-known.
Its analysis was ‘repressed’ by modern scholars along with the ‘repression’
of the Trinity in the modern time. Nevertheless ‘traces’ of this are
recognizable in the progress of the modern autonomy experiment,
that—from its beginning up to its culmination in nihilism—
proceeds—even though unavowedly—conditioned by Trinity criticism.
According to this, the negative riad of relativistic dialectics, dualistic
positivism and desperate existenticlism must be explained as a successive

decomposition of original ontic infegrity which, in the Augustinian’

sense, can be interpreted by the ternary ‘heing', ‘ cognition’ and ‘love’.
Descartes’ reaction to this is very typical of modern rationalism: after
he had become aware that an ‘image de la Trinité’ is discovered by this
ternary in the inwardness of man, he did not, in any way, go more
deeply into this suggestion. Without comment, he set his ‘moy, qui pense’
beside it.14 Through this—far less through argument than through
contrapositive rejection—modern subjectocentric philosophy and its
‘constitutional’ self-contradiction are ‘pre-programmed’.

11

Nowadays, within the chaos of ‘universal’ meaninglessness brought on
by.the ‘self-explication’ of subjectocentrism, we have reached an ‘era of
fundamental change’, we have arrived at the ‘turning-point’. In view of
the logic of decline involved in the abovementioned eclipse of the
Trinity, we can now imagine that the Leibnizian project of a ‘defence of
‘he Sacinian missiles’1? is, by no means, a quixotic act; it is rather to be
considered as a; philosophical and intellectual deed of great relevance
for the present day.

Leibniz is not satisfied with the notion of ‘substance’ presented by
contemporary philosophers. Against the Cartesian de Volder he
emphasizes that ‘extensio’ or ‘materia’s cannot be identified with
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‘substantia’ because they are merely ‘attributa’,'® that s, secondary stages
within the evolution of primary substantial energy.

We can see here that Leibniz’ attempt to define what ‘substance’ is as
comprehensively as possible, 18 guided by the Aristotelian question of
the ‘principle of movement' (PN KWWNOEWS). Therefore, however,
Leibnizian thought cannot acquiesce in any form of materialistic atomism
or in mechanistic description of spatial or temporal ‘phenomena’.
Because in this dimension the mere juxtaposition of a plurality of parts

is still immersed in ambiguity, the quest for the ‘trye’ substance cannot

stop here. It has to ‘transcend’ every particularity. That means: the real
unit of being, the ‘substantial atom’, can be found neither in composed
things nor in moved movement. It is rather the movement in itself; it is
the common ‘source’ of all particular movements or—as we have
suggested above—the elementary inner-shaped process by virtue of
which composed beings are intimately con.stituted.1

After these explications we can be sure that the Leibnizian programme
of the ‘rehabilitation of the substantial forms’!8 intends to criticize the
dualistic (or pluralistic) concept of subjectocentric rationality. At‘the
same time, however, it is also directed against the monistic
comprehension of ‘substance’ presented, for example, by Spinoza.
Thus Leibniz blames Spinoza’s definition ‘ Substantia prior est nalura syish
aﬂectibus’, because it fails to explain ‘quid sit esse “naturd [m’us’”.19 In a
similar manner he critically obscrves that Spinoza’s first axiom ‘Omnia
quae sunt, vel in se, vel in alio sunt’ remains unintelligible as long as
‘quid sit esse in s¢?0 is not clear. That, however, means: by dint of his
search for substantial forms Leibniz—contrary to the trend of the
philosophy of his time—has regained the methodical dimension of
‘metaphysica generalis’, which aceording to Aristotle is- the ‘First
Philosophy’?'—the ‘science which theorizes being as being.’??

On the strength of this genuinely ontological conception Leibniz is
able to point out the ‘weak spot’ of Spinozism, and, of course, of all
other idealistic systems also that. For in these systems it is pre-supposed
that—at the ‘beginning’ of the process of self—cognition——‘nothing’
shall be pre-supposed. That means, in the words of Hegel: ‘The pure
being and the pure nothing is the same.’23 The result of this conception
however—that is, of the assumption that the ‘ground’ of all beings is
indeterminately determined=—is that the ‘Leibnizian’ question: ‘why
does something exist rather than nothing?’?* can no longer find any
sufficient answer. The ontological argumentation is replaced by
phenomen‘olo_gical descriptions. The common insight into the internal
structure of substance is ‘methodically’ blocked. All beings are noyw
conceived in an insolubly relativistic manner. Therefore being secems to
be as indifferent as non-being, knowledge as illusory as delusion, feeling
of happiness as insignificant as despair.

i ——
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i Because of the lack of an ontically positive criterion the way of
' thinking thus characterized (we can call it ‘dialecticism’) ‘stylizes’ the
negative phenomena as productiveness and creativity. (Hegel, for
x instance, speaks of ‘the vast power,of negativity’?). In defence of such a
fundamental confusion within the concept of reality, Leibniz sets forth
th_e thesis that negation cannot be an ont ically primary moment because
‘ it always and necessarily presupposes some positive content.?® (Otherwise
| negation would be a negation of nothing, a non-negation; it would not
exist at all.)

Thus we can see that Leibniz’ investigation of the meaning of ‘esse
“naturd prius” and ‘esse in se’ implies a criticism both of dialectics (and
the absurdities involved in it) and of modern anti-trinitarianism as the
pre-condition for it. When, namely, Servet asserts that Augustine’s
efforts to discover trinitarian analogies in the human mind are nothing
but ‘dreamings’,?’ then the systematic objective of this polemical
rejection of the method of ‘analogia entis’ is to show that there is no.
‘esse “naturd prius”’, because ‘esse in se’ s nothing! (Thus it becomes
evident that, as a consequence of an exaggerated ‘theologia negativa’,?8
Bohme’s ‘Ungrund’ as well as Schelling’s ‘absolute indifference’ can be
traced back to an anti-trinitarian attitude.)

We can now recognize that the Leibnizian problem of ‘monad’ or
‘substance’ is internally connected with the question: what is ‘esse
“natur‘é prius”, what is ‘esse in se’?. Viewed in this way, Leibniz, for
ontological reasons, rejects the two extreme positions: the first of which
means mere plurality and hypostasised differences, the second mere
unity and hypostasised levelling of all differences. That is: the ‘truth” of
‘monad’ and ‘substance’ can only be discovered ‘in the middle’. It
criticizes the one-sidedness of the cxtremes mentioned, and it
simultaneously preserves the positive content to be found both in
plurality and in unity.

» For that reason, however, the substantial monad of ‘esse in se’ and
‘esse “natura prius” is to be conceived neither as permanent
decomposition and transitoriness nor as lifeless rigidity. It means rather
an all-encompassing horizon within which the dialectical shift from one
extreme to the other is critically reintegrated into the originative actuality
of ‘esse in se’. In the sense of a distinct compositive motion the ‘difference’
(or better: ‘differentiation’) appuinrs in this as an inner emergence of
being (not from out of ‘nothing’. as idcalism thinks, but from being).
This emergence however—the opening phase within being—represents
the ontic pre-condition for a second and closing internal movement:
for the unity as completion of being within itself. In such a way it
becomes evident that the monadic ‘csse in se’ necessarily has to be
explained as a triadically structured civculation. (We understand now
why Leibniz so vehemently refused the antistrinitarian Socinianism of®
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his time: Leibniz—as well as the Czech philosopher Johann Amos s T
Comenius?—feared that by this way of thinking the holistic cognition ;
or reality would be destroyed). o

Conceiving the monadic substance as ‘per se completum seu s¢
ipsum complens’, Leibnizian thought was without 2 doubt strongly
influenced by the Aristotelian concept of bvierfyera.® And with regard
to the explications made above it is'not surprising that Josef Stallmach
illuminates the evolutionary slages of fvieréyero as a threefold
complexity: as ‘origin’ (arché), ‘species (morphé) and ‘final objective
(télos).3! '

This concept clearly has some similarity with the Pythagorean theorem
according to which all entities are determined triadically: by an evoking
‘beginning, a forming ‘middle’ and a fulfilling ‘end’. 3%

These triads (or analogously shaped other ones) can be transfurred
to every entity in so far as it is an entity. Therefore the ‘esse “naturd
prius” searched for is analysed—indeed, we have to say: must be
analysed—as a triadic process that is identical with the order of the
‘actus essendi’ itself.33 This process—the nonadic substantiality of being
itself means there is no doubt—the ‘entelechial’ potenty, out.of which,
through which and back to which all movements in the world are
foreordained or, to use the Leibnizian term, ‘pre-established’.

. Beyond space and time that ‘entelechial’ triadic process causcs spatial
and temporal changes; it remains, however, s’tructurally unchangeable
within itself:>* Tripliciter in se ipso manens innovat omnia.

In case these considerations seem to be a little ‘abstract’, we have—as
Leibniz within his anti-Socinian 'argumentation—-the possibility of
finding a ‘real’ experimental basis for the onto-triadic analysis of monadic
substantiality in the inwardiess of our mind. Here we encounter
astonishing connectons, especially this one: that from an ontological ,
pcjl',specti’VF there is no relevant difference between Aristotle’s concept
of &vteréyero. and the introspection into the working of man’s mind
presented by the ‘church father’ St. Augustine and by Thomas Aquinas
for demonstrating the human mind as an instance of ‘image Trinitatis’.

In a manner similar to Aristotle’s comprehending’ the ‘soul’ (&sp. In
‘De anima’) as an ‘entelechial’ unit, Leibniz calls the human mind
‘aliquid vivum et actuosum,?? and he tries (o inquire into the common
moving-structure ‘within our mind, in so faras it knows and loves itself.®

With regard to the aforesaid three ontically different stages can be
described: (1) the insisten mind as the real ‘memory’ of all things which
are thinkable at all (oviginative ‘power’), (2) the ec-sistent knowledge
within which the memm‘y—things are (—:xprcsscd into ideal distance and
thus illuminated (ditferentiating ‘wisdom ), and (3) the con-sistent love,
the attractivity of which comes about by means of powerful reality and
illuminative ideality fowing togcether and melting into onc another
(uniting ‘goodness’ as final condition for creativity ‘ad extra’).

1
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With the short formula “incec-consistence’ | .r.xy to characterize the
fundamental rhythm within which. what lLeibniz called ‘internal
action’,7 is actualized. At this point I cannot sufficiently explain how
pregnant this formula is. I shall make only ten preliminary remarks for
the further interpretation of Leibnizian monadology:

(1) The monadic ‘in-ec-consistence” implies an ontical dimension
(‘actuality’/‘power’), a (gnoseo-) [ng'[mldnv (‘knowledge’/*wisdom’) and
an ethicalone (‘lovef/‘goodness’). Therefore—with respect to onto-logo-
ethical wholeness—it seems to be necessary to make a critique of the
‘methodically’ isolating tendencies, as scen in the theories of sciences
as well as of human behaviour.. ;

{2) ‘I_n-ec-consistence’ signifies the constitutional structure of being
only in a general manner,?® that is, in the sense of the above-mentioned
‘metaphysica generalis.’ But within this structure all ‘entia quatenus
entia’ are, so to speak, ‘rooted’, and because of this their radical
triadicity, all beings as beings can unfold a meaningful and harmonious
community.® :

(3) The in-ec-consistential actuality of monadic substance is first
traced out withini the immediate presence of the ‘working’ inwardness
of human mind.*® But it would be a great misconception to think that
the ternary process, detected in the self-movement of.human
consciousness, is exclusively valid for that consciousness. The ontological
analysis starts, it is true, with the observation of the really given mental
process, but it cannot be stopped there. (Without a doubt, that would
he a ‘short-citcuit’) . That analysis can only be considered to be successful,
when ‘the temporal conditions characteristic for human mind—the
‘nothingness’ of indifference and ambiguity—are conceptionally
divested. Then, however, the structural insight thus gained is transferable
‘to various-dimensions of being:*' to natural and worldly ones as well as
to the divine.

(4) Because fhe human mind is essentially afflicted by the temporal
potentiality, we cannot say that it is a ‘causa sui’. Human mind subsists
and works in itself, but it is not totally out of itself. In order to find its
iue ‘self, it has—within itself—to transcend itself. By this act of
progressive introscendence human being becomes aware both of its
structural connectedness with the divine ground and of its abyssmal
difference to it. Leibniz illustrates this internal experience by saying:
“T'he p('rfecftions of God are the samc as those in our souls. He, however,
possesses them without any limits. He is an ocean out of which we’ve got
afew drops. There is in us a bit ol power, bit of knowledge, abit of goodness,
awhereas all of this is in God without any restriction’. "

(5) Whereas the monad of human mind is still obscured by
temporality, the divine monad has the greatest depth-contour and the
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strongest radiating energy.

In-cc-consistentially inner-shaped by ‘power’,

‘knowledge’, and ‘goodness’, i ows in the ‘perichoretic™® abundance.
knowledg 1 ‘goodn it {lows in the ‘perichoretic’® abundanc

Just as a human thought is not diminished when uttered and
communicated, the divine monad’s abundance is not diminished or

altered, when it creates spi
let them be.

Thus however—beyond
gradually ‘growing perfect

vittal and material beings. Free of envy it can

space and time-—it is able to ‘guarantee’ the

ion of spatial and temporal processes, which

participate in the triadic actuality of its ‘perfect perfection. (From this
oint of view, I think, Leibniz’ “Theodicy’ can be understood.)

(6) The timeless divine substance is simpler than the substance of

human soul which-—because it 1s spaceless—I1s itself, in turn, simpler

than worldly space. Thus
which the rule is recogniz

we have here a gradation of simplicity, at
able: the simpler a substance, the clearer its

acting in itself and the more far-reaching its influence upon other

beings.

In this context the divine monad is comparable with the white light
‘before’ the prism: in ‘densc’ simplicity it contains, in a ‘supra-coloured’
manner, all luminous colours ‘“after” the prism.** Thus we can say: the
simplicity of divine monad docs not at all exclude (as some Neoplatonists
think*?) all differences and relations; it rather represents the highest

form of differentiatedness

and relationship.

" As ‘Unum Dominans’ and ‘extramundanum’ (as Leibniz puts it)*
divine substance is simpler than the simple monad of human souf. It
can therefore be called the ‘soul of human soul’.?” Like the ‘light’ in

_contradistinction to the’

‘colours’, it eminently contains the -in-ec-

consistential structure raced out in human soul, which itself originates
from divine monad. Therefore, it is not amazing that Thomas Aquinas
in his ‘quaestio de divinae essentiac simplicitate’[!] distinguishes—within

divine actuality—the ‘age
demonstrates exactly: the

ns', the ‘exemplar and the finis' 8 Leibniz
same conception, when he stresses, against

Cartesian rationality, that God is the ‘efﬁciens’, the ‘ forma’ and the *‘finis’

of all things.*

L) .
But what about souil? Like a colour in the white light, it participates in
the triadic actuality of God. With respect to the body it is a ‘dominant
entelechy’;”” and according to Thomas we can say: ‘Anima est forma et

actus corporis.’” (Ther

efore however—{rom the perspcctivc of

‘entelechial’ self-organization—the troublesome problem of the relation

between soul and body—it

appears sometimes in Leibnizian philosophy,

so to speak, as a holdover [rom Cartesian dualism—seems like to be

soluble.)
(7) Methodically consi

dered, the concept of triadic substantiality

allows the transition from one onte dimension to the other. That
means: according to the theorcm " Idem polest esse principium plurivm diversis

modis’™ (or in the sense of

the ‘tema con variazioni’) within the diversity

>
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and plurality can be seen an originating unity. And the unity itself, in
tarn, is to be considered.as the ‘rootstock’ of every form of plurality.
The dialectical method of ‘construction’ and ‘deduction’ of reality thus
becomes superfluous.5? '

The method of triadic substantiality is instead an un-locking and re-
flecting one. It respects given realities and investigates the way from the
TPOTEPOV TPOG MUOG to the TPOTEPOV ¢voer.> In this ‘physical’
firstness it detects the conventional basis of differently appearing, nay
even essentially differentiated things. Thus, for example, although the
sphere and the circle are dimensionally different things, nevertheless
they have the same triadical constitution.

(8) From the onto-triadic perspective it is not possible to end the

analysis of reality with the mere description of an ‘aggregatum’, which
Leibniz characterizes as an ‘unum per accidens’.55 Thus the conceptional
arbitrariness would remain uncriticized. K :

As seen above, the analogical method sought after accepts neither
the indeterminate nothingness as the pre-condition of monistic thinking
nor the mere pluralism, that has recently, in so so-called ‘post-modern’

discussions, been revived. The positive meaning of that ‘postmodern’

pluralism undoubtedly consists in exploding the various phenomena of
societal and ideological ‘uniformism’.?® The ‘postmodern’ ‘ability to
produce the dissension’” may stimulate and g)urify man’s reasoning
and therefore pave the way for his free, acting.5®

But all these advantages cannot be recognized as such, as long as
their ontological foundation ‘is ‘faded out’ by maintaining an
‘aggregative’ ‘polysemy’ of being, allegedly to be found in Aristotle.>®
With regard to the Leibnizian substance theory, however, a thinking
which hypostasises ;}glurality’ by saying that it is the ‘focus of all
postmodern theses’,” is only busy with and interested in secondary
(and tertiary) expressions of substantial energy, the constitution of
those ‘expressions’ being totally unknown.*!

For the better and more radical understanding of ‘plurality’ itself
and (as Leibniz says) ‘ob ... omnium connexionem inter se’%2 it therefore
seems necessary, for the present, to pay attention to the Plotinian
argument that ‘plurality is posterior to the One’.% For all ‘coherent
entities'—for example, a house, a ship, anarmy, a round dance—*‘could
not exist at all, unless the One were present with them’.% Thus can be
said: ‘All beings are beings only by means of the One’.*?

After we have happily avoided, in this way, the Scylla of pluralism, we
have yet to escape the Charybdis of Monism. That means: in order to
conceive the oneness as originative actuality, plurality can no longer be
considered to be ‘behind’ the oreness, but rather ‘within’ it. Thus,
however, as Thomas Aquinas has indicated, the plurality becomes,
more clearly determined, a trinity.®®
A splendid illustration for the connections discussed here we-can
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find in the circle-symbol:“7 It represents a monadic actuality,
differentiated in an in-sistent ‘centre-point’, an ec-sistent ‘radius’ and a
con-sistent ‘circumnference’. It is completely defined by these three
elements. More clements are not Necessary; they wonld bring on an
over-determination. Less (than three) elements would imply an whder-
determination.

The same structure is observable in language as well as in music: The
ultimate unit of language is the sentence. Therefore it does not ‘make’
any sense to enumerate single words (for example, ‘wives’, “intelligent’,
‘are’, etc.). Meaning is not pcrccptible, until triadic actuality has been
mentally executed (for exam ple, “Wives are intelligent’) - Then, however,
three constitutive moments—not more and not less—are discernible
within the wholeness of the sentences the insistent ‘subject’, the ec-sistent
‘nredicate’ and the con-sistent ‘copula’.68 ' :
~ The baroque theorists of music conceived the ‘trias harnionica radicalis
(thatis, the tonality-forming major-triad) as a symbol of the all-creating
Trinity. This suggestion displays onto-triadic plausibility: As the nuclear
element of tonal music—of music at alll-—we have 1o distinguish an -
sistent ‘octave’ (1:2),an ecsistent fifth” (2:3) and a con-sistent double-third’
(4:5, 5:6) 5 :

9. In the context of the aforesaid we now can devote ourselves to the
‘ quaestio vexata of the Leibnizian philosophy, to the problem of the
‘windowlessness’ of the monads.”® By this is meant, ‘that no material or
mechanistic cause can work upon the interior of the monad as 2 simple
substa\nce’.”.1 That's clear, because monadic substance, as conceived by
Leibniz, signifies per s a partless actuality, which, expressing itself (for
example, into material phenome na), continuously remains within itself.
When, for instance, I try to express an idea by means of ‘material’
acoustical sounds, the act of thinking that idea does not leave its
inwardness, and neverthelt:ss——simultaneously‘.»—produces and forms
the acoustical sounds.

Thus we can say: the ‘windowlessness” of the monad is a (perhaps
unhappy) metaphorical formulation, by which Leibniz tries to
characterise the irreplaceable and ineluctible integrity of the triadic
‘acting-centre’. Through this ‘acting-centre’ every entity is totally
constituted. Therefore the respective entity would no longer exist at all
when its triadic ‘acting-centre’ is disturbed or broken. _

We observe this by means of the examples used above: a sentence still
remains understandable when secondary grammatical forms are falsely
fashioned (for example, by @ foreign spcakcr). But a sentence is no
longer a sentence, when the central triadicity of ‘subject’, ‘prcd’\cate’
and ‘copula’ is dissolved. (Therefore ‘dadaism’ or ‘exprcssionistic’
poetry, by which that sontence-centre 18 intentionally destroyed,
cannot—as hoped-—give new’ meaningful freedom. They arc rather
the ‘adequate’ selfrexprossion of nihilistic senselessness.)
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That modern nihilism, a disintegration product brought about by a

L way of thinking conditioned by anti-tri nitarianism, can also be considered

} in the field of ‘avantgardistic’ music. Here, in so-called ‘atonality” the

‘emancipation of musical triads’”? was proclaimed and also actualized.

Thus, however, the fertile kernel of musical ‘self-organization” was

trodden down. The consequence is, as Adorno says, the “arbitrariness of

a radicalism, which has become worthless’.™ As is known, atonal music

cannot grant any positive sense of feeling; it exhausts itself in mere
‘anti-actions’.

Theé real significance of the Leibnizian theory of the ‘windowless’
monads can especially be appreciated with regard to the human monad,
which' consists—as mentioned’ above—in ‘memory’, ‘cognition’ and
‘love’. In this triad the dignity of every human person is ontically founded.
No single moment of this triad can be destroyed without simultaneously
destroying the others. Therefore we have to say that the human person
in its totality is in three ways endangered: (1) by ‘brain-washing’, the
aim of which is to extinguish human memory in order to manipulate
man as an interchangeable element of the totalitarian ‘system’, (2) by
sciences based on mere axioms, in which human thinking is ontically
‘uprooted’ because, for the sake of subjectocentric rationality, the
connection between nature and mind is dissolved, (3) by anonymous
‘conventions’; by means of which man is prevented from loving what
the ‘inner’ light presents to him as reasonable. (We can see here, what
the contribution of Leibnizian monadology to the present discussion of
‘human rights’ consists in.)

When it became fashionable to think that Leibniz's ‘windowless’
monad impliesa self-enclosed, nay even selfish world,” this may, among
other things, stem from the fact that Leibniz did not explain, in full
‘plasticity’, the ontological implications of the traditional trinitarian
metaphysics. According to this metaphysics the ‘filial’ AoYogG receives its
ontical content totally from the ‘paternal’” opxm. Whereas the trinitarian
Loyog reflects the producing opxn, the ‘spiritual Tvevpa is, in the literal

. sense, the ‘result’ of both these movements,—the fulfilling subsistent
communication within the divine process.”‘

That means, however: with respect to an onto-triadicly unshortened
concéption of the monadic substance it is necessary to stress that
‘receptivity’ as well as ‘communication’ are essentially immanent
operations within the actuality as such,

s ' 10. Because of its notion of internal productivity Leibniz’ monadology
" demonstrates some resemblance to the Stoic theorem of the Aoyot
onepporikot. This does not, however, imply any form of pantheism.77 For,
as we have seen above in the sphere-(:ir(‘.]c-('omparison, structural identity
is thoroughly possible amongst dimensionally different beings. Thus,
one must by no means rule out a structural identity between essentially
different monads, especially that between the ‘created’ temporal monads
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and the ‘creating’ monad, which per se is beyond all temporal (and
spatial) conditions. §
Since that divine monad s actuality in the purest form, it can let
other monads be ‘heside’ itsell. That, however, means: The motive for
creating is not, as idealism suggests, the all-devouring indigence of
hypostasised ‘nothing’; it is rather the abundance of the absolute being
in itself, In the inviting breadth of this horizon God does not appear (as
Sartre suspects) as the ‘opprchor’ of human freedom, but rather as the
continuous ‘stimulator’ of balanced self-realization of the human being.”
-According to the aforesaid both the ‘individuation’ and the
‘socialization’, the “differentiation’ and the ‘communication’ are—in
the sense of an ‘approximatioh through distance’ —included within the
act of this self-realization . From this perspective, however, it becomes

evident, that the onto-triadic conception of monadic substantiality (the.

investigation of which has remarkably increased during the last decade®)
implies a most important forming-potency with regard to a creatively

ecaceful world community: for the ‘pluralistic’ West it points towards
the all-encompassing horizon of meaning and being that was believed
to be lost.82 For the ‘monistic’ East, it serves as a reminder that inner
differentiation is required for the development of ‘progressive’ forces.

a
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movements, the intellect and thewill, to the 'Indifferenzpunkt’ of the ego (see
ibid., p. 261). An opposing position is argued by Thomas Aquinas; he says:
‘Anima . . . perfecte Trinitatem imitatur; secundum quod meminit actu,
intelligit actu, et vult actu’ (De veritate, qu. 10, a. 3).

Thus Leibniz, for instance, presents his conception of monadic substarnice in a
more generalizable form, when he substitutes “knowlédge’ and ‘love’ (the two
special movemenits within the monad of human mind) with ‘perceptio’ and
‘appetitus’. Cf. G.W. Leibniz, Briefwechsel mit BB. de Volder [ed. Gerh. 11, 270]: ‘Rem
accurate considerando dicendum est nihil in rebus esse nisi substantias simplices
etin his perceptionem et appetitum’; sce also Aristotle, De anima 111, 10 {433 a.
9]: Svo Tovta KIvouvia, 1 opedig 1 voug ; ibid. 9 [432 b. 5-6].

Cf. G.W. Leibniz, Theod., pref. [ed. Gerh. VI, 27]. For the method, applied
here, see Thomas Aquinas, Sum c. gent. I. ¢. 98: ‘Omne . . . quoéist per

participationem, reducitur ad id quod est per seipsum’; furthermore idem, De

potentia qu. 7; a. 1: ‘Deus a beatis mente attingitur totus, non tamen totaliter’.
Leibniz knows this pregnant trinitarian term nepuyyepnots, cf. G.W. Leibniz,
Bn'eﬁuechkel mit P. Bayle [ed. Gerh. I1I, 34}; furthermore M. Mugnai [footnote
39], pp. 50-58; P. Stemmer, ‘Perichoresc. Zur Geschichte eines Begriffs’,
Archiv fiir Begriffsgesch, 27, 1983, pp. 9-b5; Santiago del Cura Elena, Art.
‘perikhéresis’, Diccionario teolégico. El Dios cristiano, edited by Xabier Pkaza/Nereo
Silanes, Salamanca, 1992, pp. 1086-94.

For thi$ example see H. Beck, Natiirliche Theologie, Grundrif3 philosophischer
Cotteserkenntnis, Miinchen-Salzburg 21988, pp. 179-81; furthermore H. André,
Licht und Sein. Betrachtungen iiber den ontologischen Offenbarungssinn des Lichieés
und den Schipfungsinn der Evolution, Regensburg 1963.

For example see W. Beierwaltes, Das Denken des Einen, Frankf.,/M., 1985, p. 12:
‘Das Eine Selbst (Hen) . . . ist intensivste Einheit, weil in sich differenzlos und
daher ohne innere Relationalitit, die durch in sich selbstindige Pole bestiinde’.
Cf. G.W. Leibniz, De rerum originatione radicali [ed. Gerh. VII, 302].

Cf. Augustinus, Sermo 65, 5: ‘Vita corporis anima est, vita animae Deus est. Sicut
adest vita corpori, id est anima, ne moriatur corpus, sic debet adesse vita
animae, hoc est Deus, ne moriatur anima’.

Cf. Thomas Aquinas, De potentia, qu. 7, a. 1: "‘Deus . .. per hoc quod est actus
primus, est agens et est exemplar omnium formarum et est bonitas pura et per
consequens omnium finis’ [emph. E.S.]. Itsoundslike an ‘allusion’to Leibnizian

" philosophy, when he even says: ‘Deus est causa sufficiens productionis

creaturarum’, Sum. ¢. gent, I, c. 32).

Cf. G.W. Leibniz, Animadversiones in partem generalem Principiorum Cartesianorum
{ed. Gerh. TV, 392]: ‘Idem .. . DEUS et forma eminens et efficiens primum, et
finis est sive ultima ratio rerum’ [cmph. E.S.]; in addition: Bonaventura,
Breviloquium, Pars II, c. 1 [Opera V, Quaracchi 1891, 219]: “Creatura est
effectus Trinitatis creantis sub triplice genere causalitatis: efficientis, a quo estin
creatura ‘unitas’, ‘modus’ et ‘mensura’; exemplaris, a quo est in creatura ‘veritas’
‘species’ et ‘numerus’; finalis,a quo est in creatura ‘bonitas’, ‘ordo’ et ‘pondus’™.
Cf. G.W. Leibniz, Monadology § 70.

Cf. Thomas Aquinas, Sum. ¢. gent, 11, ¢. 57.

Cf. idem, Comment. in I sent. Dist. X. qu. Loa 5 [ed. P. Mandonnet, 1, Paris
1929, p. 270].

Cf. G.W.F. Hegel, Grundlinien der Philosophie des Rechts, Frankf./M. 1975, p. 445:
‘Die immanente Entwicklung einer Wissenschaft [ist] die Ableitung ihres Inhalles
«us dem einfachen Begriffe’ {emph. Hegel].

Cf. Aristotle, Analyt. post. 1, 2 [71 b. 34].

Cf. G.W. Leibniz, Briefwechsel mit B. des Bosses [ed. Gerh, 11, 520]: "Aggregatum
vero non constituit nisi unum per accidens”, .
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Cf. W. Welsch, 'Vietheit chne Einheit?® Philosoph. fahrb, 94 (1987) 111-141, esp.

p- 117.
Cf.J.F. Lyotard, «Grundlagenkrise’, Newe Hefte fiir Philosophie 96, 1986, pp. 1-33,
esp. p- 9.

Cf. G.W. Leibniz, Animaduversiones in parlen generalem Principioruim Cartesianorum,
[ed. Gerh. IV 362 £.]: ‘Quanto . .. purior ratio est. .., eo liberior actio est’.
Cf. W. Welsch, “postmoderne und Postmetaphysik’, Philosopk. Jahrb, 92, 1985,
pp. 116-22, esp. 122 —Indeed, Aristotle says: To 8e oV AEYETOL HEV TOANCL ®G
[ Metaph. TV, 2; 1003 a. 331, but he immediately adds: QMM TEPOG EV KOL POV
Twva guoty. For the problem of plurality and unity in the horizon of trinitarian
metaphysics, see A. Wucherer Fuldenfeld, “Trinititshdresien und die ithnen
zugrunde liegenden Auffassungen von Einheit und Vielheit’, Wissenschaft und
Weltbild 15 (1962) 352-361.
Cf. H.M. Baumgartner's report on a paper given by W. Welsch in: Jahres- und
Tagungsbericht der Girres-Gesellschajt, 1988, Koln 1988, .pp. 98-100, esp.
. 99: *, . . schlieflich ist Pluralitit—im entscheidenden, durch Heterogenitit
und Inkommensurabilitit bestinumten Sinn—der Fokus aller postmodernen
Thesen’.
Leibniz says: ‘Nihil . . . reale csse polest in natura quam substantiae simplices,
et ex iis resultantia aggregata/ [ Briefwechsel mit B. de Volder, ed. Gerh. 11, 282].
Thus the ontological task of reducing the phenome‘nal ‘aggregata’ to the
substantial units, out of which they have come, is recognizable. This task
requires analytical efforts. For: ‘Latent primitivae notiones in derivatis, sed
aegre distinguuntur’ [ibid.; ed. Gerh. I, 2271,
Cf. G.W. Leibniz, De rerum originatione radicali [ed. Gerh. VIL, 305].
Cf. Plotinus, En. 1, 8, 9.3 rANnO0Og €VOG voTEPOV; see also G.W. Leibniz,
Briefwechsel mit B. de Volder [¢d. Gerh, 11, 267]: “Ubi aulla vera unitas, ibi nulla
vera multitudo’; a similar conception can be found in: idem, Systeme nouveau
de la nature et-de la communication des substances [ed. Gerh. 1v, 478): ‘La
multitude ne pouvant avoir sa realité que des unités veritables’ [emph. G:W.L.].
Cf. Plotinus, En. VI, 9, 1.9, ToL TOWVV COVEXT peyedn, €L un 1 eV QLUTOLG
TOPELT], OUK Qv EUTY. -
CE idem, En. V1, 9, 1.2: Tlavro tacovia T £Vi EOTLV DVTO..
Thomas Aquinas, Sum. theol. 1, qu. 31, alk “Hoc idem, quod ‘pluralitas’
indeterminate, significat hoc nomen ‘trinitas’ determinate”.
Cf. Nicholas de Cusa, De doct. ign. I, 21, 64. y
CE. S. Bulgakow, ‘Der Satz als dreiciniges Ganzes’, Spmchphilosophisclws Lesebuch,
edited by H: junker, Fleidelbery 1948, pp- 990-9%; V. Warnach, ‘Satz und
Sein', Studium generale 1, 1951, pp. 161-65; R. Panikkar, ‘The threetold
intrasubjectivity’, Archivio di filosofin 54 (1984) 593-607..
Cf. R. Dammann, Der M wsikbegriff im deutschen Barock, K6in 1967 (esp. chapter 1
and b); E. Schadel, Trias Ha rnonica Radiealls. Tonale Musik als T nlegra'l.i(m.ssymbol,

}Sein—-—Erkem]en———Han(lvln. Interkuliurelle; ontologische und ethische Perspelitven.

Festschrift fiir H. Beck zum 65 edited by E. Schadel/U. Voigt, Geb., Frankf./M.
Berlin-Bern-New York-Paris-Wien 1994, pp. 337-61; more detailed explications
in: idem, ‘Musik als Trinititssymbol. Einfuhrung in die harmonikale
Metaphysik’, ibid. 1995; see also: idem, Neuzeitliche europdische Rationalitdt und
ihr Ausdruck in der Zwolftontechn ik., Entwicklung 2ior Menschlichkeit durch Begegning
westlicher und “Gstlicher Kuliur, edited by H. Beck/L Quilcs, Akten des 1V,
Interkontinentalen Kolloguims zuw philosophischen [nsistenzanthropologie,
1-6 Seplcmber 1986 an der Univ. Bamberg, Frnnkf./M.-Bcrn-Ncw York-Paris
1988, pp. 221-40.

As asserted e.g. in Maonadology § 7
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Cf. P. Koslowski, ‘Maximierung von Existenz’, Studia leibnitiana , 19, 1987, pp.
54-67, esp. p. 62 (footnote 14).

Cf. Th. W. Adorno, Dissonanzen, Gottingen. 1982, p. 147.

Cf. ibid., p. 141: ‘In der Nivellicrung und Neutralisierung des Materials wird
das Altern der Neuen Musik greifbar, die Unverbindlichkeit eines Radikalismus,
der nichts mehr kostet’.

Cf. W. Littterfels, ‘Die monadische Struktur der Kommunikation—eine Ursache
des Verstehenskonfliktes?’, Leibniz, Tradition und Aktualitdt, V. Internat. Leibniz-
Kongre, Hannover, 14-19 November 1988, Hannover, 1988, pp. 477-84.

Cf. E. Schadel, ‘Das Trinititskonzept des Origenes’, Origeniana quarta. Die Referate
des 4, Internat, Onigineskongresses, ¢dited by L. Lies, (Innsbruck, 2-6. September
1985), Innsbruck-Wien 1987, pp. 203-11.

Some thought-provoking propositions for this conception can be gained in
Bracken’s explanations which are influenced by Whiteheadian process
philosophy; cf. esp. J.A. Bracken, The triune symbol. Person, Process and Communily,
Lanham-London 1985; see also H. Beck, Natiirliche Theologie, Miinchen-Salzburg
21988, esp. p. 199-205.- v

Ase.g. supposed in: D.M. Datta, ‘The windowless monads’; Monist 46,-1936, pp.
13-26, esp. pp. 23.

Therefore Leibniz says: ‘Quanto magis non t;uﬁum polentiam et sapientiam, sed
et bonitatem Supremae Mentis excreeri intelligimus, eo magis incalescimus
amore Dei, et ad imitationem quandam divinae bonitati$ iustitiaeque
inflammamur’ [Causa Dei § 114: ed. Gerh. VI, 460; emph. E.S.]. Further
explications of this with special attention (o an encounter between theology
and philosoply, in: idem, Discours de métaphysique § 33. Sec also E. Schadel,
‘Anthropologischer Zugang zun Glauben, Implikationen der Beck’schen
Religionsphilosophie als konstruktive Kritik neuzeitlichen Wissenschafts-
verstindnisses in trinitidts-metaphysischer Perspektive’, Freiburger Zeitschr. fiir
Philos. und Theol. 36 (1989) 129-15H8.

Cf. H. André, Anndhrung durch Abstand. Der Begegnungsweg der Schépfung, Salzburg -

1957.

Cf. A. Deeken, ‘Man as an image of the Trinity: Toward a trinitarian ethic’,
Catholic World , 214, Oct. 1971, pp. 9=13, esp. p. 13: ‘The unique feature of
trinitarian ethic lies in this that it opens the way to achieving two seemingly
opposite goals. It brings about a maximum unity within the human community
and.at the same time it develops most fully the individuality of the person’.
Cf. The epilogue ‘Das trinitarische Problem und die Philosophie’, Bibliotheca
Trinitatiorum, Vol. 11, edited by L.Schadel, Minchen-New York-Bern-Frankf,/
M.-Paris 1988, pp. 576~94; a revised version of this article as ‘Renaissance des
Trinitarischen?’, Arr:hz'vﬁir Ii(g'rl_‘/'/.'sgr‘.\4'/1?/'('/1/1' 33, 1990, pp. 278-300.

Cf. A. Deeken, ‘A trinitarian spirituality for today’, Homiletic and pastoral review,
Nov. 1971, pp. 28-82, 53-55; esp. 32 "\ Trinity-oriented spirituality can be an
important way to overcome the luilute of contemporary individualism and to
build the new communities that will hé needed if our Western civilization is to
survive the present crisis’; sce also C.SoMackenzie, The Trinity and Cullre, New
York-Bern-Frankt./M.-Paris 1987, csp! p. VIIL ‘In our day,-a powerful, new
vision of the triune God is needed’.
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Buddhist Conception of Reality

FERNANDO TOLA and CARMEN DRAGONETTI
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The purpose of this article is to present, in a succinct way, the principal
elements of the Buddhist conception of reality, not at its beginning, as
it-appears only in the earliest texts, nor in the course of its historical
evolution, showirngvits' different stages, but in the form this conception
assumed when it had been fixed once for all several centuries after the
Parinirvana of Buddha. :

Infinitude of Samsara

Beginninglessness (andditva) is one of the most important principles in
Indian philosophy, Hindu as well as Buddhist. It asserts the lack of
béginning for a series of entities, processes, phenomena, etc.! This
conception of Indian philosophy contrasts in a very remarkable way
with the more generalized conception in western philosophy, always
anxious to find for everything a First Cause, a First Motor, a First
Principle, that marks a beginning, beyond which it is impossible to go
further.

The word samsara, which originally means the series of reincarnations,
designates also in a broader sense the empirical reality in which human
destiny fulfils itself and which is opposed 'to the Absolute: samsara/
Brahman, samsara/nirvana. ' .

~_Buddhism (as well as Hinduism) maintains that the empirical reality,
‘withs its worlds, universes, men;, gods, etc., the processes that take place
in it and the laws that govern it, has had no temporal beginning, is
eternal a parte ante. The beginninglessness of samsarais affirmed in many
texts:

Samyutta Nikaya 1l (Tinakatthasutta, Pathavisutta, Assusutta, Khirasutta),
pp. 178-81, where in the beginning of the first four suttas Buddha
declares: anamataggoyam bhikkhave samsaro/pubba koti na pannayati
avijjanivarananam sattanam tanhasamyojanananm sandhavatam samsaratam.
(The samsara, O Bhikkhus, is without limit. A first extreme [of the
series] of the beings cloaked in ignorance, tied to craving, that are
running on (in the samsara), that are {ransmigrating is not known.) Cf.
111, pp. 149 and 151, V, pp. 996 and 44 |; Kathavatthu, p. 29; Divyavadana
p. 122, lines 18-20. Anamataggo is commented by Buddhaghosa in the
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following way: Saratthappakasini. Vol. 11, p. 156: anamataggo, ti, an
amataggo, vassa-satan vassa-sahassam fdnena anugantvd pi amalaggo
aviditaggo, ndssa sakka ito vd ello Ve AgEam Janiium: aparicchinna-pubbiapara-
kotiko Ui attho.

Lankavatarasitrall, verse 151: anadigatisamsare (in the samsara whose
course exists from eternity).

Mahavastu1l, p. 288, verse 45: anavaragrasmim samsare (in the swnsara
without beginning and end). Cf. 111, p. 26, verse 4, p. 300, verse 2, p.
375, verse 3.

Santideva, Bodhicaryavatara 11, verse 28: andadimati samsare {in the
beginningless’sa.msdm) ;

Santideva, Siksa-samuccaya, p. 94, line 30: anavaragre jatisamsare (in the
course of rebirths that has no beginning and end). | - y

Prajﬁikaramati ad Bodhicaryavaldira IX, verses 12 and 32: andadisamsard®
33 and 84 anavaragrasamsara®; 118: anavaragrasya Samsarasya pikrvakotir
na prajhidyate (A first limit of the beginningless and endless samsarais not
known); 124: anavaragro hi jatisamsarale

Vasubandhu, Abhidharmakosa 11, verse 19, p. 434 ity
anadibhavacakrakam (Thus the wheel of existences has no beginning).
Cf. Aryamarnjusrimulakalpa, p. 134, line 21: sarvasattvd iridhé ye ca
anadibhavacakrake (And all the beings thatin three ways are in the wheel
of existences which has no beginning ...).

Nagarjuna, Madhyamakasastra X1, verse 1t purva prajrayate kotir nety
woica mahamunih/ samsaro navaragro hi néasyadir napi pasciman (The great
Muni has said that a first extreme is not known, for samsara is without
beginning and end—it has neither beginning nor end). Cf. Candrakirti,
Prasannapadaad locum. Let us remark that the doubtful word anquaragra
is understood by Nagarjuna as ‘having neither beginning nor end’.

Buddhaghosa, Aithasalini, p. 10, paragraph 25: ayam samsdrasagaro
nama anamataggo (The ocean ol samsara is indeed without limit); p. 177,
paragraph 471, p. 191, paragraph 515, p. 192, paragraph 519, and p.
285, paragraph 84: anamatagee samsaravatie (In the round of the swmsara
without limit).

Infinitude of the space ’

To the eternity that Buddhism atributes o the empirical reality
corresponds the infinity of space (akasananca). The empirical reality
extends in an unlimited way in the ten directions of the space.

The stanza 1, 64 of Buddhavansa affirms that four things are beyond
any measure: the number of beings, the space (akasa), the number of
universes or world systems and the knowledge of a Buddha: cattaro le
asankheyya, koti yesam na néayali (var. fidyali) / sattakayo ca akaso, cakkdvala
canantaka / buddhananam appameyyan, na sakka ete vijanium. -

Atthasalini, p. 131, pavagraph 321, affirms in a similar way: ... cattari hi
anantani—akdaso ananto, cakkevalini anantand, sattanikayo (var. sallakayo),
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buddhananam anantam {(Four things arc infinite: space is infinite, worlds

are infinite, beings are infinite, the knowledge of a Buddha is infinite).
Milindapaniho, p. 388, lines 34 (PTS ed.), expresses: puna ca param

mahé@raja akaso ananto appamano aparimeyyo (And again, O great king,

space is infinite, endless, immeasurable).

...The affirmation of the infinitude of space is frequently found in the

Pilitéxts in relation to the stages of meditationi{(jhana) and the levels of

liberation (vimokha) reached through it, as for instance Digha Nikaya 1
(Potthapadasutta), p- 183: Puna ca param ... bhikkhu sabbaso rigpasanianam

samatikkama patighasafinianam althagama nanattasanianamn amanasikard

‘ananto akdso v ahkasanaficayatanam wpasampajie viharati (And again ...

‘the Bhikkhu, by passing completely beyond the consciousnesses of

form, by the disappearance of consciousnesses of resistance, by paying
no attention to the conscivusnesses of diversity, lives having attained
the domain of the infinity of space with his. mind centred in the idea:
“The space is infinite’).

Digha Nikaya 11 (Mahdp(m'ni/)/)ﬁrmsull(mm), p. 112, after giving the
textjust quoted, adds: ayam catuttho vimokho (thisis the fourth liberation).

The expression ‘ananio akaso’ is commented by Vibhanga, p. 262, and
Buddhaghosa, Visuddhimagga, p. 975, paragraph 23. i

Vibhanga: ananio akaso ti—tatha katamo Gkaso? yo akaso akasagatam?
agham aghagatam vivaro vivaragalan asam phuttham (var. asamputam) catihi
mahabhitehi—ayam vuccati akaso' / tasmim akase cillam thapeti santhapéti
anantam pharati / tena vuccalt <amanto akaso' i (That which is space and-
realm of space, sky and realm of sky, vacuity and realm of vacuity,
untouched by (var. not filled with) the Four Great Elements—that is
called ‘space’. In that space he (= the Bhikkhu) fixes, establishes his
mind, pervades the infinite. Hence itis said: ‘Infinite space’).

Visuddhimagga: ananto Gkaso ti ettha, nassa-uppadanto va vayanto va
pannayati ti ananto; akaso ti kasinugghatimékaso vuccati. manasikaravasenapt
c’eltha anantatd veditabba. ten ‘eva Vibhange vuttam:* tasmin etc.’. [ Vibhanga's
text quoted above] (Here in “Infinite [lit. extreme-less, border-less,
limit-less] space’———‘inliniie’ means: hecause for it neither an arising-
extreme nor a fnal-ceasing-extreme is known. ‘Space’ is called a space
where a meditation-device can [orristo] be removed. And here infinitude
is also to be known by means ol attention. For this reason in the
Vibhanga is said: ‘In that spacc ete).

A passage of the Lotus Sittra, Chaptey X1, p. 240, lines 12-13, describes
in an impressive way the profoundness of the universe: asti ... adhastayam
disy asamhkhyeyani lokadhatukotinayutasatusahasrany alikramya ratnavisuddha
nama lokadhatuh (There is, in the nacir, bevond incalculable hundreds
of thousands of ten millions of hun dred thousands millions of universes,
4 universe called Ratnavisuddha).

And the g;‘eat/inﬁnite' pumber of worlds that inhabito the space, to
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which we shall refer afterwards, requires an unlimited space, in which
these worlds can be located.

Infinite number of worlds

This unlimited space, as it i$ already seen through the preceding
quotations, 1s occupied by millions of millions of worlds, disseminated
in all the regions. Many texts refer to the infinite number of worlds that
fill the space:

(The smaller) Sukhdvativyiha, p. 93, lines 1-2: asti Sariputra pascime
digbhaga ito buddhaksetram kotisatasahasram buddhaksetranam atikramya
sukhavati nama lokadhatuh (O Sariputra, there is in the western region
of space, from hence beyond one thousand of ten thousands of Buddha-
Worlds, a Buddha-World, Sukhdvaul by name).

Mahavastu 1, p. 124, verses 13 ff: buddhaksetrasahasrani anekani
atahparam buddhaksetrasahasranam kofi na prajiayate ‘bara (13) /
buddhaksetranam sunyanam koli na prajhdyate ‘ntara / lokadhatusahasranam
koti na prajriayate ‘ntard (14) (There are from hence numerous thousands
of Buddha-Worlds; the other end of the thousands of Buddha-Worlds is
not known [13]. Another end of the empty Buddha-Worlds is not
known; another end of the thousands of universes is not known [14]).

Ta chih tu lun (Mahaprajiaparamitasasira), p- 133 b, lines 3-13
(=Lamotte’s translation, Vol. I, pp. 594-595; Sutra: Dans la région du
Sud (daksinasyam disiy, par dela des univers aussi nombreux que- les
sables du Gange (ganganadivilukopaman lokadhétin atikramya) et-a la
limite extréme de ces univers (tebhyo yah sarvavasanikah), est situé
'univers nommeé Liyi ts'ie yeou (Sarvasokapagata); son buddha s’appelle
Wou yéeou to (Asokasri) et son bodhisattva Li yeou (Vigatasoka) .—Dans
la région de 1'Ouest (pascimayam disi), par dela des univers aussi
nombreux que les sables du Gange ct a lalimite extréme de ces univers,
est situé I'univers nommé Mie ngo (Upasanta); son buddhas’appelle
Pao chan (Ratndrcis) et son hodhisattva Yi yi (Caritramati) —Dans la
région du Nord (uttarasyam disiy, par dela des universe aussi nombreux
que les sables du Gange ¢t i 1a limite extréme de ces univers, est situé
I'univers nommé Cheng (Jayd); son buddha s’appelle. Cheng wang
(Jayendra) et son boddhisattva Té cheng (Jayadatta). —Dans la région
du nadir (adhastad disi), par dela des univers aussi nombreux que les
sables du Gange etala limite exuréme de ces univers, est situé 1'univers
nommé Houa (Padma); son buddha s’appelle Houa 16 (Padmasii) et
son bodhisattva Houa chang ( »admottara). —Dans la région du zénith
(uparistad disi), par dela des univers aussi nombreux que les sables du
Gange et  la limite extréme de ces univers, se trouve P'univers nommé
Hi (Nanda); son buddha s’appelle Hi t6 (Nandasri) ‘et son bodhisattva
T6 hi (Nandadatta).):

Ibidem, p. 113 ¢, lines 15-16 (=Lamotte’s translation, Vol. I, p. 447:
Sutra: Les rayons s’élancérent a travers la région de I'est et ses univers
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aussi nombreux que les sables du Gange, et il en fut ainsi pour les dix

régions.).

Ibidem, p. 125 ¢, lines 24-27 (= Lamotte’s translation, Vol. I, p. 542:
1l est dit dans le Tsa a han king (Samyukti-gamasutra): ‘Quand il pleut a
verse, les gouttes de pluie (bindu) sont si serrées qu’on ne peut pas les
compter. Il en est de méme pour jes univers (Lokadhatu). Je vois dans la
région de VEst (purvasyam disi) d’innombrables univers naissant,
subsistant ou périssant. Leur nombre est trés grand et défie le calcul. 11
en est de méme dans les dix régions.).

Ti lsang pu sa pén yian ching (Ksitigarbha-pranidhana-sutra?), p. 771 c,
Jine 9 (... from countless universes in the ten directions of space}.

In Chapter VII of the Lotus Sitra several references to the infinite
aumber of worlds are found. So in p. 163, lines 6-7, the number of
universes in each region of the space is mentioned in a general way:
dasasu diksv ekatkasyam disi pafzcds’allokadhﬁtukoﬂnayutas'atas,ahasrdni
sadvikaram prakampitany abhivan (In the ten regions of the space, in
each one of them, the fifty hundreds of thousands of ten millions of
hundred thousand millions of worlds trembled). And in the following
pages (p. 167, lines 10-11; p. 171, lines 4-5; p. 174, lines 6-7 and 8) the
same expression is used in order to indicate in an individual form the
-nfinite number of universes in each region of the space. In page 157,
lines 1-2, the infinite number of the worlds is also pointed out: tad kim
manyadhve bhiksavah Sakyam tesam lohadhatimam anto va paryanto va
gananayadhigantum / ta ahuh / no hidam bhagavan no hidam sugata (What
do you think, O Bhiksus, is it possible to arrive through calculation to
the end, to the limit of world systems? They said: ‘No, Lord; no,
Sugata’). Cf. p. 6,line 7; p. 8, line 6; p. 9, stanza 4; p. 14, stanza 44; p. 15,
stanza 49; p. 16, stanzas 53-55, etc., where references to the infinite
number of worlds and/or universes or world systems are found.

In these characteristics of the empirical reality, proper of Buddhism,
is revealed an eagerness for infinitude, 2 will of not remaining confined
to narrow spatio-temporal limits—eagerness and will that are certainly
proper of the Indian culture in which Buddhism sinks its roots.

Infinite number of beings
The countless universes in the unlimited space are peopled by an
infinite number of beings (sattakayo ananto). This is an ancient doctrine
that is referred to in Buddhavamsal, 64, and Atthasalini, p. 131, already
quoted.
We can add the following texts in which this doctrine also appears:
Ta chik tu lun (Mahépmjﬁdpﬁmmit(is'('zstm), p. 94 b, lines 4-11 (=
Lamotte’s translation, Vol. 1, p. 310: ‘Enfin, les étres (sattva), telle la
grande mer (mahdsamudra) sont sans commencement, sans milieu et
sans fin (apari;amadhyacamma). Un intelligent maitre en calcul
(gananac@rya) qui en ferait le compte durant d’innombrables années,
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n’arriverait pas au bout. C’est ainsi que le Buddha a dit-au Bodhisattva
Wou tsin yi (Aksayamati): “Si tous les univers (lokadhatu) des dix régions
jusqu’aux confins de I'espace (@kasa) formaientune seule masse d’eau,
et que des étres innombrables et incalculables vinssent, chacun avec un
cheveu, en enlever une gouticlette, il resterait encore un nombre
incalculable d’étres. Sien enlevant ainsi une gouttelette avec un cheveu,
ils parvenaient a épuiser complétement cette grande masse d’eau, le
nombre des étres n’en serait pas pour autant épuisé’. C'est pourquoi le
nombre des étres est illimité (ananta), immense (apramana), incalculable
(asamkhyeya) et inconceivable (acintya)’.). _ '

" Ibidem, p. 93 b, line 29—c¢, line 1 (= Lamotte’s translation, Vol. I, p.
304:‘Enfin les &tres (sattva) sont innombrables’.).

Ibidem, p. 125 c, lines 97-98 (= Lamotte’s translation, Vol. I, pp.-

549-543: ‘Dans ces univers des dix régions, d’innombrables étres (sattva)
subistent la triple douleur physique -(kayaduhkha) e ]

The doctrine of the limitlessness of the number of beings is mentioned
in‘relation to the infinite number of beings that are brought to nirvana
by each of the Buddhas that appear in the worlds: _

Vasubandhu, Abhidharmakosa ad 111, 3 c—d, p. 388: Traidhatukanam
anto nasti / yavad akasam tavanto dhatavah / ata eva ca nasty apurva-
sattvapradurbhaval / pratibuddhotpadam casamkhyeya-sattvaparinirvane pi
nasti sattvanam pariksayah, akasavat (There is not a limit for the three
worlds [ka@madhatu, ripadhatu, ariipyadhatu]. As is the space so many are
the worlds. And therefore, there is not coming into existence for beings
that have not existed before and, although_ the parinirvana of
innumerable beings is produced on the occasion of the appearance of
each Buddha, there is not coming to an end for beings, as [there is not
for] space). ]

Shou chang lun (Hasta-dazu_ia-édstm), attributed to Sakyakirti (?) and
translated by I-Tsing, a treatisc that refutes the heretical belief in the
existence of an apirvasattva, qUOLES in its beginning (p. 505 b, lines
10-12) the mentioned passage of Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakosa.

Ti tsang pu sa pén yuan ching (Ksitigarbha—pmnidhdna—satm ?), p- 778 a,
lines 13-19, refers to the infinite number of beings that attend the
Great Assembly, where Sakyamuni is going to preach. (At that ume
Sz’xkyafnuni Buddha told the Boddhisattva Mahasattva Maiijusii, son of
the Dharma king: ‘As you look at all these Buddhas, Bodhisattvas, and
gods, nagas, pretas, spirits from this world and from the other worlds,
from this region and from the other regions, who have come and are
now assembled in the Trayastrimsa heaven, do you know their number
or not?’ Maiijuséri said to the Buddha: ‘O Bhagavant, even if with my
extraordinary power, for a thousand kalpas, 1 were to' calculate (their
number), I would be unable to know it.” The Buddha told Manjusri: ‘As
I look. at them with my Buddha eye, yet their number cannot be

exhausted’).

(-]
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The Lotus Sutra has several references to the infinite number of

beings: b

.15, verse 48, in relation to the number of beings that attended the
Assembly of the Buddha in Rajagrha: aham vimas ca bahupranakotya iha
sthitdh (I and these numerous ten millions of beings standing here);

p. 24, verse 68: tahi Sravakanam ganand na vidyale te capramanak
sugatasya Sravakah (There is no calculation for the disciples assembled
there; the Sugata’s disciples are numberless); ‘

p- 26, verse 85: bhiksiu bahii tatha pi ca bhiksuniyo ... analpakas te yatha
gangavaliki (Many monks and also nuns, numerous as the sand of the
Ganges); '

p- 10, verse 13: bodhisattva yatha gangavalika (Bodhisattvas [numerous]
as the sand of the Ganges);

p- 20, line 12: vim$atibodhisattvakotyah (Twenty times ten millions of
Bodhisattvas); » '

p. 24, verse 70: bahubodhisattva yatha gangavalikah (Many Bodhisattvas
[numerous] as the sand of the Ganges);

p. 2, line 10—p3, lines 2-3: alitya ca bodhisattvasahasraih . . .
: bahuprdniko_tinayutas’atasahasmsamtdmkail_z (With eighty thousand of
Bodhisattvas savioitrs of many hundred thousand of ten millions of
hundred thousand millions of beings);

p. 49, verse 73: ekasmi yane paripacayanti acintiya pranisahasrakotyah (In
One Vehicle they lead to full ripeness inconceivable thousands of ten
millions of beings);

p. 26, verse 82: @vasayitva ... pranakotyo bahavo acintiyamah ... bhavisyatha
buddha mamantarena (Conforting many inconceivable teén millions of
beings: ... you will be Buddhas after me).

i Infinite number of the Buddhas

As beings, the Buddhas are also numberless. Their function is to save
beings and to lead them to Enlightenment. The idea of the infinite
number of the Buddhas had a modest origin. From the very beginning
of Buddhism, the texts mention the existence of several Buddhas of the
past. Their number is at first a small one, but it gradually increases and
reaches very big proportions: 6 (Vinaya I, Suttavibhanga, Part I, p. 7
Digha NikdyaIl, Mahapadanasutia, 111, Atanatiyasuitanta, pp. 195-196; 27
(Buddhavamsa); 55 (Lalitavistara, Chapter I, p. 5); 75000, 76000 and
77000 (A p’i ta mo ta p’i p’o cha lun = [Abhidharma] Mahavibhasa
[$astra]?, p. 892 ¢, lines 4-15). Cf. Hobagirin 111, sub ‘Butsw’, pp. 194-197.
In several Mahiyina texts the number of the Buddhas becomes
almost infinite and they are located in the past, the present and the
future and in all the extension of space: )
Karunapundarikasitrall, p. 41: atha te hodhisattda evam ahuh / ‘asmabhir
badhanta bhagavan ganganadivalikasamesu atitesu buddhesu bhagavatsu
tristhatsu dhriyatsu yapayatsu ivam dharani $rutd ca pratilabdha ca’, / apara
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wam ahuh, ‘asmabhir dvigm’zgdnarﬁvizlz’k(isamdndm’, apare ‘tribhih’, apare
‘caturbhih’, apare ‘paﬁcabhih’ apare ‘sadbhil’, apare ‘saptabhih ', apare
‘astabhib’ /apare evam ahuh, ... navasy ... (Then those Bodhisattvas said
‘hus: ‘O Lord Bhagavant, this dharani has been heard and grasped by us
vhen Buddhas Bhagavants of the past, SO numMErous as the sands of a
river Ganges, stayed, lived, existed’. Others said thus: ‘... 50 numerous as
the sands of two rivers Ganges’. Others: <. of three...”. Others: ‘.. of
four ...". Others: ... of five ... Others: “... of six ...". Others: ‘... of seven
. Others: ‘... of eight ...". Others said thus: “... of nine e )3

Dasabhumikasutra, P- 4, lines 6-7: _.daSabuddhaksetra-
ko,tipammdnumjahsamds tathagatd mukhany upadarsayam asuh (Tathagatas
so numerous as the powder of the atoms of ten times ten millions of
Buddha-Worlds showed their faces). h !

Mahavastu 1, pp- 124-126: atikrantanam buddhanam purva kott ma
prajnayate: / pranidhentana bodhaya ... / 16/ avaivartikadharmanam o Vi
abhi_sekabhamiprdpzdndm .. /V7/ tusitesu vasantandm ... / tusitebhyas

avantanam... /18/ matu kuksau Sayantanai ... / sthitanam matuh kuksau
. /19/ jdyamdndndm viranam ... / jatanam lokanathaném ... / 20/ ankesu

rhyamanananm ... / padani vikramantanam ... / 91/ mahahasam hasantanam
... / disam- vilokayantanam ... /92/ ankena. dhariyantanam ... /
U aniyamdndndm gandharuail_z L /28/ purebhyo niskramantanam ... /
bodhimilam upentanam ... /94/ prapnuvantandm tathagatajianam ... /
dharmacakmpmvaﬂantdndm ... /95/ satvakoty vinentanam... / simhanadam
nadantaném ... / 96/ ayuhsamskaram utsyjantanam ... / mirvayantanam
viranam... / 27/ nirortanam Sayantandan ... / dhyapiyantanam viranam purva
kot na prajiiayate /28/ (The first extreme of past Buddhas is not known
.. neither of those who assume the vow to win Enlightenment ... (16) ...
neither of those who are not liable to turning back ... neither of those
‘who attained the consecration stage ... (17) ... neither of those who live
among the Tusita Gods ... neither of those who fall from the Tusita
Gods ... (18) ... neither of those who lie in their mother’s womb ...
neither of those who stand in their mother’s womb ... (19) ... neither of
the Heroes who are being born ... neither of those Saviours of the world
who have been born ....(20) ... neither of those who are taken on their
mother’s hip ... neither of those who take the (secven) steps .- (21) ..
neither of those who laugh a loud laugh ... neither of those who
contemplate the regions of the space .. (22) ... neither of thosc who are
carried on the hip (of their ‘mothers) ... neither of those who are
attended by the Gandharvas ... (23) ... neither of those who depart from
their homes ... neither of those who approach the Bodhi:tree ... (24) -
neither of those who attain the knowledge of a Tathigata ... neither of
those who sct rolling the Wheel of Dharma ... (25) ... neither ol those
who convert ten millions of beings ... neither of those who roaw the
Lion’s Roar ... (26) ... neither of those who abandon the conditionings

of life ... neither of those Heroes who are extinguished .. (27) .-
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neither of those who lie extinguished ... neither is known the first
extreme of those Heroes who are cremated (28)).

Ibidem I, p. 46: aprameyas tathagala arhantah samyaksambuddhah pujita...
(Countless Tathiagatas arhants, perfectly enlightened have been
honoured [by me = Sakyamuni}]).

In Saddharmapundarikasutra are found numerous references to the
countless Buddhas of the past, the present and the future. We mention
some of them: _ '

p. 52, verse 98: andagatd pi bahubuddhakolyo acintiyd yesu pramanu nasti
(The inconceivable many ten millions of future Buddhas who have no
measure); ,

. 49, verse 71: ye capy abhuvan.purimds tathagatah parinirvrtd
buddhasahasraneke / atitam adhvanam asamkhyakalpe tesam pramanam na
kaddci vidyate (There is not in any way a measure for those who in the
past in countless kalpas have been the many thousands of Buddhas, the
former Tathagatas completely extinguished);

p. 22, lines 1-2: pascad bahuni buddhakotinayutaiatasahasrani drstani
satkntani ca (Afterwards many hundred thousand of ten millions of
hundred thousand millions of Buddhas were seen and worshipped [by .
them: the eight sons of Candrasuryapradipal);

p. 29, lines 3-5: bahubuddhakotinayutasatasahasraparyupasitavino ...
tathagata ... bahubuddhakotinayutasatasahasraciracaritavino (Tathagatas
‘who have worshipped many hundred thousand milliens of Buddhas,
who have fulfilled their Career under many hundred thousand of ten
millions of hundred thousand millions of Buddhas).

For other cases of references to infinite number of Buddhas in’ the
Lotus Sittra see Index to the Saddharmapundarikasiitra sub ‘bahu-buddha’

etc., pp. 712-714. 5

Dynamic conception :
We can say that Buddhism has a dynamic conception of reality. This
manifests itself in the péculiar doctrine of the dharmas® '

The dharmas are the elements, the constituent factors of all that
exists. All that is ‘material’, as human body, is constituted by material
dharmas. The mental phenomena as perceptions, sensations, volitions,
acts of conciousness are nothing but dharmas. And man is only a psycho-
physical aggregate of material dharmas and of mental dharmas. Reality,
in its integrity, is likewise nothing else than dharmas—isolated or
accumulated.

Dharmas are unsubstantial (andtman), because (using the western
terminology) they do not exist in se et per se, or (using the Buddhist
terminology) they do not exist svabhavena, i.e. they do not possess an
own being; they are dependent, produced by causes and conditions.
And, besides that, since the first period of Buddhist thought, dharmas
were conceived as impermanent (anitya). But in the Hinayana several
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sects added to the dharmas the atribute of instantaneity. Among these
sects are the Sarvastivadins, the Vatsiputriyas, the Mahisasakas and the
Kasyapiyas and the sects derived {rom these, according to Vasumitra ({ pu
tsung lun lun, pp. 16 ¢, line 2; 16 ¢, lines 15-16; 17 a, lines 13-14, and 17
b, line 1 = Bareau [1954], pp- 955, 257: 262 and 265, and Masuda
(19251, pp. 50, 54, 62 and 65). Buddhaghosa in his commentary (pp-
195-196) to Kathavatthu (XXIL, p. 620), informs that the Pubbaseliya
and the Aparaseliya sects, both derived from the Mahasanghikas, aftirmed
the instantaneity of dharmas. Vasubandhu, who exposes the Abhidharmic

oint of view of the Sarvastividins-Vaibhasikas, emphatically says
(Abhidharmakosa 1V, 2 d, pp. 568-569) that ‘what is conditioned is
momentary’ (samskrtam ksanikam, and bhasya ad locum:iko ’yam ksano
nama? atmalabho ‘nantaravindsi, so  'sydsti ksanikah) . YaSomitra ad
Abhidharmakosa 11, 46 b, p. 262, line 26, refers to the Vaibhisikas with
the term ksanikavadins On the contrary the Theravadins, according to
the quoted text of the Kathavaithu, did not accept the momentariness

of the dharmas, and this explains why they remained attached to the

realistic conception of the world.

This thesis of the momentariness of the’ dharmas will prevail in the
Mahiyana and it will give rise to its idealistic conception of reality, as we
shall see. On the momentariness of the dharmas in Mahayana see for
instance the following texts where the concept of momentariness is
‘fully developed, and arguments for its demonStration are/given: Asanga,
Mahdy&nd—sﬁtrdlamkdm- XVIII, 82-91; Santaraksita, Tattvasangraha
(Sthirabhavapariksa) 350-475, and Kamalaéila ad locum; Dharmakarti,
Hetubindu, pp. 42-67, and the {ikas of Vinitadeva and Arcata;
Dharmottara, Ksanabhangasiddhi, JfAdnasrimitra, Ksanabhangadhyaya;
Ratnakirti, K,sanabhaﬁgasiddhil_t-wnvaydtmz'k(i, Ksanabhangasiddhih-
vyatirekatmikd and  Sthirasiddhidusana; Ratnakarasanti,
Antarvyaptisamarthana. Jitari wrote a treatise whose title is Ksanajabhanga,
see G. Bihnemann [1985], p. 1.

The dharmas, as soon as they appear, disappear, and are replaced by
other dharmas of the same species as long as the causes that provoked
the appearance of the replaced dharma continue to exist. Thus reality is
an accumulation of series of dharmas, in a process of vertiginous constant
replacemem.4 The result is that, as D.N. Shastri [1976] says, p- 189, ‘the
reality, according to the Buddhist, is not static; it 18 dynamic. [t is not
being; it is becoming’. ;

The dynamic nature manifest itself not only in the elements, the
dharmas, that constitute the foundations of reality, but also in reality
itself, taken as a whole, sincc it'is in a beginningless process of cyclic
alternance of creations and destructions. T his conception’ is formulated
in Anguttara Nikayall (Kappasutia), p. 142, where it is said that in each
cosmic period (kappa = kalpa) there are four incalculable, periods
(asahkheyy(ini); 1. the period ol swmvalla, complete d(:sm.u‘.tion,
dissolution (‘in-volving’ cycle): 2. the period during which the state
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reached by the complete destruction remains (samvattatthayin); 3. the
period of vivatta (creation, ‘de-volving’ cycle), and 4. the period during
which the state reached by the creation remains (vivagtatthayin) . Each of
these periods lasts an incalculable number of years.

This cosmological theory is referred to in numerous texts as for
instance: '

Digha Nikaya 111 (Aggafiniasuttanta), p. 84: hoti kho so Vaseitha samayo
yam kaddci karahaci dighassa addhuno accayena ayam loko samvattati ... hoti
kho so Vasettha samayo yam kadaci karahaci dighassa addhuno accayena ayam
loko vivattati (There is a time, O Viasettha, when at some moment or
other, at the end of a long period, this universe is destroyed ... There is
a time, O Visettha, when at some moment or other, at the end of a long
period, this universe is created. Cf. ibidem (Brahmajalasutta) 1, p. 17,
Vinaya 111, p. 4; Itivuttaka, p. 99. ,

Buddhaghosa, Visuddhimagga, p. 356, paragraph 66: Pubbenivisam
anussaranto pi ca kappanussarako bhikkhu etesu kappesu aneke pi
samvatlakappe aneke pi vivattakappe aneke pi samvattavivattakappe anussarati
(Remembering his former state of existence, the monk, who remembers
the cosmic cycles, remembers in those cosmic cycles numerofis cycles of
destruction, numerous cycles of creation, numerous cycles of destruction
and creation)., _

Ta chih tu lun (Mahdaprajiaparamitasastra), p. 125 c, lines: 25-27
(= Lamotte’s translation, Vol. I, p. 542: Je vois dans la région de I'Est
(piervasyam disi) d’innombrablesunivers naissant, subsistant ou périssant.
Leur nombre est trés grand et défie le calcul. Il en est de méme dans les
dix régions). : '

The laws that regulate our world

The empirical reality as conceived by Buddhism, unlimited in space,
without beginning in time, with its immense number of worlds, peopled

by numberless beings, in which countless Buddhas preach the salvific

Dharma, in a constant process of change, is not a chaotic universe. The

empirical reality is submitted to laws, principles, norms, which regulate

its existence and behaviour, which determine what necessarily must

happen and vice versa what necessarily cannot happen in given

circumstances, that is to say, when determined causes and conditions

.occur or do not occur. Thanks to these laws the universe appears as an

organized system, as a COSMOS.

We may consider that this Buddhist conception of a regulated universe

is rooted in the ancient Vedic conception of a Cosmic Order (rta) that

is either a product of the norms imposed by the Gods or an autonomous

self-imposed principle. -

The ‘causal law and its universality,

All that exists is for Buddhism under the sway of the law of causality
(paticcasamuppada / pratityasamutpada).- condensed in the well-known
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formula, asmin sati, idam bhavaii:* given this, occurs that’.8 Nothing occurs
in the domain of existence owing to hazard, casually. Everything is the
product of the conjunction of 2 multiplicity of causes. Nothing comes
into existence, remains in it or goes out from it without the intervention
of one or several causes. All is dependent, pratityasamutpanid. This
conception had a remarkable development in the ijﬁdpdmmitdsatms
and it reaches its extreme expression in the Madhyamika theory of
Voidness (§unyata), absence of an own being(svabhdvafﬂnyat.d) 7 This law
of causality is the great law of the universe. '
The universality of the causality law is revealed by the fact thatit is the
foundation of one of -the tilakkhana / trilaksana, the. three universal
characteristics of reality: all is anatian / anatman, that is unsubstantial,
lacking an own being, lacking an existence in se et per se. The principle
sabbe dhamma anatta or sabbam anattd is found in many Pali texts as for
instance: Dhammapada, verse 979; Samyutta Nikaya III ( Channasutta), p.
138, IV (Aniccddisuttanavaka), p. 28 (sabbam anattd), p- 401; Majjhima
Nikaya I ( Culasaccakasutta), p- 228; Anguttdra Nikaya 1 (Uppadasutia), p-
286; Theragatha, verse 678; Patisambhidamaggal, p- 37,p.53; Maha-Niddesa,
p- 94, p- 271; Kathavatthu, p. 65, p. 531; Vibhanga, p.-70 (without sabbe).
And all is unsubstancisal because of being dependent,
pratityasamutpanna, as expressed in the following texts: i
Nagarjuna, Aantyasiava S pmtyayebhydh, samutpannam anutpannam
tvayoditam / svabhavena na taj jatam iti Sunyam prakasitam (What has arisen
from conditions has been said by you to be un-arisen; that is not born
with an own being, therefore it has been proclaimed to be void).
Ibidem 40 a-b: yah pratitya;anmtpddah $unyatd saiva te mata (What is
Origination in Dependence, that indeed has been considered by you to
be Voidness, i.€. dependence = unsubstantiality). _
Nagarjuna, Yuktisastikakarika 19 a-b (Tibetan translation): de dan de
brien gan hbywn de / ran gi dnos por skyes ma yin (What arises depending on
this or that [cause]-thatis not produced as a thing with an own being).
Candrakirti, Prasannapada adl, 1,p. 9 line 5, and Subhdgita-samgmha
[28], p. 395, line 19, quote the (Sanskrit) text of karika 19 of the
Yuktisastika: tat tat prapya yad wtpannam notpannam tat svabhavatall.
Candrakirti, Prasannapada quotes four times ad X111, 2, p. 239,
indicating the source (see below), ad XXIV, 7,p- 491, ad 14, p. 500, and
ad 18, p. 504, the following stanza: yah pratyayair jayati S hyajato no tasya
utpadu sabhavato ‘sti / yah pratyeyadhinu sa Sunya ukto yah simyatam janati
_so’ pramattah (ad XIII, 2. The other quotations have svabhavato instead
of sabhavato). (What is born out of conditions, that is not born indeed,
it has not an arising with being [variant: with own being]; what is
dependenton conditions, that is called ‘void’. Who knows Voidness, he
is not negligent). Prajﬁ;‘xkar;un;ui. Panjikdad 1X, 2, p. 172 (with sabhavato
in padab) and Subhdasita-samgraha 28] pp- 395-396 (with utpade evdsyd
bhavel svabhdavdt in padab) quote this stanza (with the indicated variants
and without mentioning the source). Candrakirt points out that this
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stanza comes from the Anatataptahradapasamkramanasutra. The stanza
is found in the Chinese translation of this siutra included in Taisho, Vol.
XV, No. 635, p. 497 b, 3—4 and in the Tibetan translation included for

instance in Sde-dge edition, Tohoku No 156 and Peking edition,

Catalogue No 823. In both translations the stutra bears different names..

Several Mahayana text explicitly assert that everything is dependent
on causes, i.e. is pratityasamupanna, as lor instance:

Lalitavistara, p. 117, line 1: hetu pratitya bhava Sinya ... dharma (The
dharmas being dependent on a cause, are void of [real] existence).

p. 340, lines 3—4: pratitya jata dharmd ime (These dharmas are born in
dependence).

p. 375, line 11: pratityasamudagatam jagac chitnyam (The world arisen,
in dependence is void).

p. 419, line 9: hetum prafitya imi sambhuta sarvadharma (All these
dharmas are born depending on a cause).

Saddharmapundarika, p. 191, line 12: pratitya sarve imi bhava utthitah
(All these beings have arisen in dependence).

Nagarjuna, Madhyamakasastra XXI1V, 19 a-b: apratityasamutpanno
dharmah kascin na vidyate (Therc is not a dharma arisen not in
dependence). ]

Aryadeva, CatuhSatakalX, 2: apratityastita ndsti kada cit kasya cit kva cit
(An existence not in dependence does not exist at any time for anything
at any place). This verse is quoted by Candrakirti, Prasannapada ad XX,
9 and XXIV, 19).

The same Candrakirti quotes, ibidem, a saying of the Bhagavant:
sahetu sapratyaya dharma janati / ahetu apratyaya nasti dharmata (The [wise]
kriows that dharmas are with causes, with conditions; the nature of the
dharmas is not without causes, without conditions).

‘The expression of the same idea is found in Santideva, Bodhicaryavatara
VI, 25 c-d: sarvam tatpratyayabalat svatantram tu na vidyate (Because of
causality nothing is self-dependent), which is commented by
Prajfidkaramati ad locum: idampratyayatamatrasamupasthitasvabhavam
sarvam idam / na tu svatantryapravritam kimcid api vidyate (All this has a
nature which has been produced only by causality. Nothing exists self-
dependently arisen), and VI, 31 a-b: evam paravaiam sarvam (Thus all is
dependent on another).

Importance of the causal law

The paticcasamuppada / pratityasamutpada has ever been a fundamental
theory of Buddhism, since its origin, along all its history, either when it
designated the chain of twelve dharmas that produce suffering or when
it came to designate universal contingency as the supreme law of reality.
The importance possessed by the causal law is indicative of its universality.
This importance manifests itself in many facts.

The paticcasamuppada / prafityasamutpida, as the chain of twelve
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members, constitutes a development of the Second and Third Noble
Truths, which explains how sulfering arises and how it is suppressed.
And, as the universal contingency, it is the basis of thé Médhyamika and
Yogicara philosophies.

The paticcasamuppada / pratityasamutpada is considered by Buddha to
be his dhamma: Vuttan kho pan ‘etam Bhagavata: Yo pa_ticcasamup{)(idam
passati $0 dhammam passati, yo dhammam passati s0 pa;iccasamuppddam
passatiti (That has been said by the Bhagavant: Whoever sees Dependent
Origination sees the Doctrine, whoever sees the Doctrine sees the
Dependent Origination) (Majjhima Nikaya 1, Mahdahaithipadopamasuita,
pp. 190-191). The Salistamba Sutra in its beginning affirms in a similar
way: Y0 bhiksaval pratityasamutpadan pasyati / sa dharmam pasyati / yo
dharmam pasyatt sa buddham pasyati / ity uktva Bhagavan tusnim babhuva.
According to the Arya mtityasamutpddandmamahdydnasﬂtm, p. 71 infra:
rten, cin hbrel bar hbyun ba hdi ng de bin gsegs pa rnams kyi chos kyi sku yin te /
sus rten cin hbrel bar hbyun ba mthon ba des de bzin gsegs pa mthon o (This
Dependent Origination is the dharmakaya of the Tathagatas, whoever
sees the Dependent Origination sees the Tathagata). :

" The pa;icbasamuppdda / pratityasamuipada is also considered by Buddha
 to be the aniyo iayo, the Noble (Buddhist) method: katamo cassa ariyo nayo
- pafinaya sudittho- hoti suppatividdho? idha, gahapati, ariyasauako

pa;iccasamuppddaﬁﬁéua sadhukam yoniso manasi karoti—iti imasmim sati

idam hoti, imassuppada idam uppajjats; iti imasmim asati idam ma hott,
imassa nirodhd idam nirujjhati; yadidam avijjapaccayd sankhara ... ayam
assa.ariyo Adyo pannaya sudittho suppatividdho (And what is the Noble

[Buddhist] method which he [Buddha’s disciple] has well seen and

well penetrated by insight? In this world, O householder, the Noble

[Buddha’s] disciple well and thoroughly reflects on the Dependent

Origination: this being, that is; by the arising of this, that arises; this not

being, that isnot, by the cessation of this, that ceases; thus, conditioned

by ignorance, the sankharas [arise] ... this is the Noble [Buddhist] method
which he has well seen and well penetrated by insight) (Samyutta Nikaya

v, Pa,thamabhayaverﬂpasanlasutta, pp. 388-389). Cf. ibidem II

(Paﬁpaverabhayasutta), p- 70.

Many texts €Xpress that the discovery by Buddha of the’
[Ja_ticcasamuppdda / praﬁtyasmm;‘(/)dda took place during the middle watch
or the last watch of the night in which he attained the bodhi
(Enlightenment) _That indicates the importance this doctrine possesses
as being discovered in the most significant moment of Buddha’s life.

See the texts quoted by Lamotte [1977], pp. 282-283: Taishi 187, pp. 595

b 6-595 ¢ 24; Mahavastu 11, p. 285, lines 7—18; Lalitavistara, pp- 346, lines
1-348, line 15; Taisho 189, pp- 6492 a 20-642 b 10; Taisho 190, pp- 794 ¢
12-795b 19; Buddhacarita of Asvaghosa X1V, verses 49-86; Nidéanakathd,
p- 75, lines 25-26. 2

Buddha himself praises the pa_ticcqsamuppdda / pmtityasamuI,/)(Zda as

"“l:'-*
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being profound (gambhira) and as looking profound and remarks that,
through not understanding this doctrine, through not penetrating it,
people are in a confused state of mind: Gambhiro cayam Ananda
paticcasamuppado gambhirGuabhaso ca. Etassa Ananda dhammassa
ananubodha appativedha evam ayam paja tantakulakajata gulagunthikajata
mudjababbajabhuta apayam duggatim vinipatam samsaram nativattati (Digha
Nikaya 11, Mahanidanasuttania, p. 55). Cf. Samyutta Nikaya 11,
(Nidanasutta), p. 92. Buddhaghosa in his commentaries of both passages
(Sumangala-vilasini 11, pp. 485486, and Sarattha-pakasini 11, p. 87)
explains that the profoundness of the paticcasamuppada is like the ocean
at the foot of Mount Sineru: Ekam gambhiram gambhir ‘Guabhasam hoti,
Sinerupadakamahasamudde udakam viya. v
" And it.is a very well-known fact that the paticcasamuppada /
pratityasamutpada theory is mentioned, developed, explained,
commented in a brief or large form in numerous Buddhist texts. Even
there are suttas, siitras, $astras dedicated to that theory. And many times
Buddha is extolled as the discoverer of this theory. Ancient Brahmin
authors have referred to thts Buddhist theory in order to discuss and
, criticize it, and many modern scholars have dealt with it pointing out its
paramount importance in Buddhist philosophy. :

Universal interdependence

The strictest causality which governs. empirical reality in its entirety
implies, as a corollary, the interdependence of all that exists, since every
thing is produced-as-an effect by the conjuction of a multiplicity of
things that act as causes; and consequently each of these things that act
as causes is on its own turn produced as an effect by the conjunction of
a multiplicity of other things that also act as causes, and so on in a
beginningless backward process. The necessity of a plurality of causes
and/or conditions for the forthcoming of anything is stated in many
texts as for instance: :

Vasubandhu, Abhidharmakosa 1, 7, pp. 256-26: rupaskandhah
vedandskandhah, samjiiaskandhah samskaraskandhah, vijianaskandhas ceti,
ete samskrta dharmah / sametya= sambhitya pratyayaih kytd iti samskrtah/ na
hyekapratyayajanitam kificid asiti (The form-aggregate, the sensation-
aggregate, the perception-aggregate, -the samskara-aggregate and the
rconsciousness-aggregate, are the samskrta [conditioned] dharmas. They
are conditioned because they are produced by conditions coming
together (sametya) i.e. being joined (sumbhiya), because there is nothing
produced by [only] one condition).

Buddhaghosa, Visuddhimagga, p. 161, paragraphs 105-106: Etth ‘aha:
Kim pandyam eka va avijja sankharanam paccayo, wudahu anfie pi paccaya
santl ti? Kim pan ‘ettha? Yadi tava cka va, ckakaranavado apajjati; atha anne
pi santi, avijjapaccayi sankhara i ckakarananiddeso n ‘upapagjati ti. Na
n'upapagjati. Kassna? Yasma
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Ekam na ekato idha nanekam anekato pi no ekam
phalam atthi...

Ekato hi karanato na idha kifici ekam phalam attht, na anekam, napi anekehi
karanehi ekam, anekehi pana karanehi anekam eva hoti. Tatha hi anekels wiu-
pathavi—bija-salilasaﬂkhdtehi karanehi anekam eva rﬂpaga1'thm’(l.sd(1ilf(mz
ankurasankhatam phalam uppagjamanan dissati (Here [some one] says: Is
ignorance alone the condition of the sankharas, or are there other
conditions? What does this mean? If [ignorance] alone, then the theory
of a single cause OCCurs, if there are other causes, then the teaching of
one single cause as expressed in ‘the sankhara are conditioned by

jgnorance’ has no place. No, it has no place [really]. Why? Because:

In the world from one neither one nor many, and only on¢ effect
is not [produced] from many...

For in the world from a single cause no single effect whatsoever is
[produced] nor many;' through many causes a single [effect] is not
[produced] either; through many causes many [effects] are indeed
[produced]. Thus through many causes named ‘climate, earth, seed,
water’ etc., many effects as form, smell, taste and so on named ‘shoot’
are seen to arise). i
A similar process takes place in regard to the effects. Each of the
things that are produced as an effect, acting as a cause, in conjunction
with a multiplicity of other things, that also act as causes, produces
other things as effects, and so on in an endless forward process.
We may consider that this idea is on the basis of the explanation
given in Milindapatniho, Lakkhanapanho 11, pp. 59-54 (Vadekar ed.).
Nagasena expresses that avijja, ignorance, is the root of the three times,
that from it come forth the other members of pa,ticcasamuppdda and that
for the whole of time a ‘first end’, that is, 2 beginning is not known. At
the request of the king, Nagasena gives three illustrations that imply
that papiccasmnup[)dda incessantly revolves, asa wheel, that this movement
has neither beginning nor end, and that in this dynamic process effects
behave as causes of other effects. The first illustration concerns the bija-
ankura-phala mechanism: from the seed, the shoot, from the shoot, the
fruit, from the fruit again the bja, and so on. The second illustration is
that of the hen and the ¢gg which give rise to one another. The third
Jlustration makes manifest the circular conception of paticcasamuppada
(p. 53, lines 15-17): Thero pathaviya cakkam likhitva Milindan rajanam
etad ‘voca—Althi maharaja tmassa cukkassa anto ‘. Natthi bhante ‘“ti (The
Thera drew a circle on the ground and said to King Milinda: Is there
any end to.this circle? No, Sir, (here is not). In reference to this last
Jlustration Nagasena introduces another ‘circles’ mentioned by Buddha
(p. 53, lines 17-21): Fvam eva kho maha@raja imant cakkani vultant
bhagavata—cakkhum ca paticca rapam ca paticca uppajjatt cakkhuvinnanan,
o

i
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tinpam sangati phasso, phassapaccayid vedana, vedanapaccayd tanha,
tanh&/ma aya upadanam, upadanapaccaya kammam. Kammato puna cakkhum
Jayati ‘ti. Evam etissa Santatiya atthi anto *ti. Natthi bhante ‘ti (Such are, O
Great King, these circles spoken of by the Bhagavant: depending on the
eye and depending on the form arises the consc1ousness—ofthe-eye
[=sight], the union of the three is contact, depending on contact arises
sensation, depending on sensation arises thirst [= desire], clepending
on thirst arises attachment, depen(lmg on attachment arises kamma
[= karmam], and from kamma eye again arises. Is there any end to this
series? No, Sir, there is not). The same reasoning is applied to the other
organs of sense, including mind (manas).

The Pratityasamutpadahrdayakarika, wrongly attributed to Nagarjuna,®
states the circular nature of the causal law, its eternal revolving movement
(expressed by the metaphor of the neverstopping wheel) and the
effects becoming causes: trbhyo bhavati dvandvam dvandvat prabhavanti
sapta saptabhyah / traya udbhavanti bhivyas tad eva [ tu] bhramati bhavacakram
(From the three [avidya, trsna and upadina = klesa] arise the two
[samskaras and bhava.= karma], from the two come forth the seven
'[vz]nana namaripa, sadayatana sparsa vedand, jati, jaramarana= duhkhal
and from the seven again arise the rhlee this wheel of existence
revolves).

The Abhidharmakosa of Vasubandhu ad III, 19, p. 435, has: etena
pmka,rma klesakarmahetukam janma taddhetukani punah kleSakarmani tebhyah
punar janmety andadibhavacakrakam veditavyam (In this way birth is caused
by impurity and action; impurity and action are caused at their turn by
that [birth]; and again birth is [produced] from them [= impurity and
action]—thus the beginningless wheel of existence is to be known).

And finally, we find in Buddhaghosa’s Visuddhimagga XVII, p. 498,
paragraph 298: Tivattam anavatthitam bhamati ti [cf. p. 496, paragraph
288] ettha pana, sankhara-bhava kammavattam, avijja-tanhupadanani
kilesavattam, vifiiiana-namaripa-salayatana-phassa-vedana vipakavattan ti
imehi tihi vattehi tivattam idam bhavacakkam, yava kilesavattam na upacchijjati,
tava anupacchmnapaccayatta anavatthitam, punappunam parivattanato
bhamati yeva ti veditabbam (The round of three revolves without
stopping—here the sasnkhdras and bhava are the round of kamma; avija,
tanhaand upadanaare the round of kilesa; viiiana, namaripa, saldyatana,
phassa, vedand are the round of result, vipdka—this wheel of existence,
consisting of three rounds, because of having these three [mentioned]
rounds, not stopping due to a causality which is not cut off, revolves
with an incessantly turning, so long as the round of kilesa is not cut off—so
it must be known).

The result of thisinterdependence of causes and effects that pervades
the wholc reality is a ‘net’ that relates among themselves all the existing
things—momentary, evanescent, interconnected by causal relations,
acting all of them at the same time as éffect and cause. The universal
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interdependence is another great law of existence. And itis based on it
that Buddhism constructs an cthics of solidarity among all beings,’
humans, animals, plants, the non-conscious nature and things.

Other laws
The law of causality manifests itsell in other laws that:regulate the
physical order, the moral order, and the course of the salvific action.

As an example of law referent 1o the physcial order, the Buddhist
texts mention the inevitable destruction of all that arises, which affects
the human body and every kind of life in nature, being time the factor
that allows the functioning of this law.

This law is expressed in the well known formula: yam kizict
samudayadhamman, sabban lam nirodhadhamman ti (Whatsoever arises is
subject to destruction). Cf. UdanaV, 3, p. 49, lines 15-16; Mahavagga p-
11 in fine; Digha Nikaya 1 (Ambatthasutia) p. 110, lines 12-13; Samyuiia
Nikaya IV ( Pathamagilanasutla), pp- 47, 107; Majjhima Nikaya M1
(Ca_lardhulovddasutta), p. 280, lines 10-11. . .

An example of law referent to the moral order is the law of karnian /
kamma or moral retribution of actions. Every action, good or’bad, gives
rise to merits or demerits and demands necessarily reward or punishment
:n this life or in other future existences. The whole destiny of beings
depend on their karman, that is, on the moral quality of the actions that
they have accomplished in their previous existences.

Majjhima Nikaya 111 (Cwl,lakammavibhaﬁgasu;ta), pp. 202-203, clearly
expresses this doctrine: Ko nu kho, bho Gotama, hetu ko paccayo yena
manussanam yeva satam manussabhitanam dissati hina{)panitatd? Dissanti
hi, bho Gotama, manussa appayuka, dissanti dighayuka; dissanti bavhabadha,
dissanti appabadha; dissanti dubbannd, dissanti vannavanto; dissanti
appesakkha, dissanti mahesakkhd; dissanti appabhoga, dissanti mahabhogad;
dissanti micakulina, dissanti wccakuling; dissanti duppania, dissanti
paiiavanto. Ko nw kho, bho Gotama, hetu ko paccayo yena manussanam yeva
satam manussabhitanam dissati hinappanitaia 1i? Kammassakd@, manava,
satta kammadayada kammayoni kammabandhic kammapatisarand. Kammam
satte vibhajati yadidam hinappanitalayati. (Now, dear Gotama, what is the
cause, what is the reason, that lowness and excellence are seen aipong
human beings, while they arc born as humans? For, dear Gotama,
human beings of short life-spah are seen, of long life:span are seen of
many illnesses are seen, of few illnesses are seen, of ugly complexion are
seen, of beautiful complexion are seen, of little power are seen, of great
power are seen, of little wealth are seen, of great wealth are seen, oi"lc)w-o
class family are seen, of high-class tamily are seen, of weak intelligence
are seen, intelligent (ones) are seet ... O young man. beings are owners
of their karman, are heirs of their karman; they have as matrix their
karman, they have as kinsmaa their karman, they have as protector their
karman. Karman divides beings—by lowness and excellence). CF




! * Buddhist Conceplion of Reality 53

L . Milindapatiho, p. 65 (PTS ed.). Cf. Anguttara Nikayall (Mallikadevisutta),
! pp. 202-205: the karman explains why some women are beautiful, rich
etc. and others are not; Ta chi tu lun (Mahéaprajhaparamitasastray, p. 119
b, line 11-c, lire 4: the karman is the causc whereby some persons do not
see a Buddha but get to eat and to drink, while others see a Buddha but
do not obtain food and drink.

In the Majjhima Nikaya 1 (Kukkuravatikasutta), pp. 387-392, the
Buddha describes the four kinds of actions that can be accomplished by
men indicating the consequences of each of these kinds of actions. He
concludes each one of his four expositions with the following words,
which concentrate the essential import of the doctrine of karman: bhuta
bhiitassa upapatti hoti, yam karoti lena upapajjati ... Evam p’ahanm ...
kammadayada satta ti vadami (Rebirth of a being is from what has come
to be; according to what he does, so is he reborn ... So I say: beings are
heirs of their karman). .

The greatest example of the application of the law of karman is given
by Sakyamuni himself who, after an infinite number of rebirths in
which He accumulated limitless merits, attained the condition of
Buddha. ,

The destiny of beings, in all its aspects, as is seen by the quoted text of
Majjhima Nikaya 111, depends on their deeds, on their karman. But the
incidence of the karman of any individual is not limited to him; together
with the karman of other individuals it possesses a collective force that
determines the destiny of the universe: its destruction, its new creation,
the special: features it is to possess in its new stage of existence, the
events which will occur in it, etc.

This doctrine is several times referred to in Vasubandhu,
Abhidharmakosa, Book 111, while describing the bhajanaloka, the world
where beings are to exist: ,

‘ad 111, 45 c - d, p. 506: trisahasramahasahasralokadhator evam sannivesam
icchanti, yad utakasapratistham adhastid viyumandalam abhinirvrttam
Ry sdrvasattvanam karmadhipatyena (They maintain that the disposition of

the universe consisting of three thousand great thousand world-systems
is thus: below is the circle of wind placed on the space, come into being
by the sovereign power of the karman of all beings);

ad 111, 46 a - b, p. 506: tasmin vaywmandale sattvanam karmabhir meghah
sambhivyaksamdatrabhir dharabhir abhivarsanti (By the [power of the]
karmans of beings clouds, coming together, pour their rain by means of
drops of the measure 'of an aksa®);

ibidem: katham ¢d apo na tiryag visravanti? sattoaném karmadhipatyena
(Why these waters [those that form the circle of waters] do not flow

- away sideways? [They do not] owing to the power of the karman of

beings);

ibidem, p. B07: (as ca punar @palh saltvanan karmaprabhavasambhitair -
vayubhir avarttyamana uparistal kancanibhavanti (And then these waters

[}
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agitated by winds produced by the force of the karman of beings become
gold in the upper part);

ad 111, 30 a, p. 509: evam ca punah sambhiitah swvarnadayah
karmaprabhavat preritair vayubhil sa méhrtya rastkriyante. ta ete pamat(ls" e
bhavanti, dvipas ca (And then the gold etc., produced in this way are
gathered and heaped by the winds, put in moton by the force of
karman, and they become the mountains and the continents.);

ad 1I1, 59 a - b, p. 516: katham idanim cestante? sattvandm karmabhir
vivarttanivayuvat (How then they [the narakapalas) move? [They move)
by the karmans of beings, like the winds of creation);

ad 111, 60 ante a, p. 518: athemau candrarkau kasmin pratisthitau? vayau.
vayavo ‘ntarikse sawasattvasddhdm)_Lakamddhipatyanimﬂ_td avartaval
sumerum parivartanie (On what the moon and the sury are established?
On the wind. The winds produced by the sovereign power of the
collective karman turn round the Sumeru like a whirlpool);

ad 111, 60 b, p. 518: siryavimdnasyadhastad bakih sphatikamandalan
taijasam abhinirvritam tapanam prakdsanam ca. candmpimdnasyddhastdd
apyam sttalam bhasvaram ca. praninam karmabhir
d_r_s_tiéaﬁmphalapu,spas’asyausaclhin(‘wn anugrahartham, upaghatakartham ca
yathdsambhavam (Under and outside the mansion of the sun a crystal
circle of fire is produced, burning and illuminating, under the mansion
of the moon one of water, cold and brilliant. By [the force of] the
karmans of beings they [: both circles] are, according to circumstances,
for conferring benefits to the eye, the body, fruits, flowers, grains, herbs
and for damaging [them]); .
~ad IV, 85 ab, p. 711: pranalipalenatyasevitena bahyd bhava alpaujaso
bhavantiti.,adattdddne7zd§ani7'(qjol)ahuldh, kamamithyacarena rajo ‘vakirnah,
mrsavadena durgandhah, [)aimnyen()lkitlanikaldh, pdm,syenosamjd'ﬂgald
pmtikru,s;dh pd[)abhitmayal}, sambhinnapralape vigama'rtuparindmdh,
abhidhyaya Suskaphalah, vyapadena katukaphalah, mithyadystya alpaphala
aphala va. idam esam adhipatiphalam (Owing Lo murder intensely carried
on [by men] the external things [according to commentary: plants and
earth, etc.] become of little vitality. Owing to theft, they are attended
with [rains of] stones and dust; owing to sexual misconduct they are
covered with dust; owing to lying they have bad smell; owing to calumny
they are going up and down; owing to hard words, they are impregnated
with salt and arid, they are poor, bad soils; when there is idle talk,
change of seasons is irregular; oWing to cOvetousness [soils] produce
dry fruits; owing to malice they ])ri)(‘ll.lce pungent fruits; owing to wrong
views they produce few fruits or no fruit at all. This is the effect of the
sovereign power of these bad deeds (karman));

ad 111, 90 a-b, p. 540: tatah Sinye bhajane ila eva samantakat sattvanam
tadaksepake ka rinant pariksine sapla s uryah pradurbhitya kramena yavat
prehivim sumeruan (@ nihsescop dahanti (Then, once the bhajanalokais void
owing to the extinction of the karman of the beings who dwell in it, [that
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is, the karman] that [previously had] produced that [bhajanaloka], seven
suns, gradually appearing, burn all up to the earth’and the Sumeru);

ad 111, 90 c-d, p. 541: tatha hi samuytio loka akasamdatravaSesas ciram
kalam tisthati yavat punar apt sattoandn karmadhipatyena bhajananam
pirvanimitiabhiuta akase mandamanda vavaval syandante (Thus the world,
which has disappeared in this way, during a long time remains being
only space until again, through the sovereign power of the karman of
beings, soft winds spread in the space, as previous signs of bhajanalokeas
[that will appear in the future]. :

Likewise the Li shih a p’i t'an lun (Lokaprajiaptyabhi-dharmasastra),

993 ¢, lines 1-9, a text belonging to the Sarvastivada literature!? states

that, when the universe is again created, it is by the force of the
accumulated karman of all beings that God Brahma and his vimana
appear as the maturation (vifaka) of the fruit (phala) of the karman. It
also asserts that the karman produced:in previous births is the only
sovereign cause (adhipati) in the creation of a new world.

The quoted texts of the Abhidharmakoia refer to the real creation,
existence and destruction of the universe by the force of karman, and the
text of the Chinese Lokaprajiiaptyabhidharmasastra adopts a similar
position in relation to the creation of Brahma and his vimana, owing to
the realist philosophical position of the Hinayana to which they belong.

The texts that follow belong to a very different context: Mahayana
Buddhism, and spécially the Yogacira system of philosophy. Although
they consider that the world is only amental creation, nevertheless they
still affirm that the creation, existence and destruction of that mental
creation is due to karman. Furthermore, the idea that karmanis the cause
of universe gives them the possibility to explain why all beings create in
their minds, all of them, the idea, the representation, the mental
creation of one and the samé universe, avoiding in this way the extreme
position of solipsism. All beings mentally create one and the same
universe, because their karman have had the same ‘maturation’
(tulyakarmavipaka) or because there arc ‘common’ seeds that produce
the same ‘fruit’. -

Hiuan-Tsang, Ch’eng wei shih lun (Vijiaptimatratasiddhisastra), p. 10
¢, lines 13-18: The vipakavijnana (‘maturation’ consciousness), because
of the ‘maturat.io,n’ of common bijas (‘seeds’), is transformed adopting
the appearance of the bhajanaloka constituted by matter, etc., i.e. the
exterior great elements (mahabhuta) and the matter formed by them
(bhautika); [and,] although it in all sentient beings, once transformed,
is [in cach one of them] apart, different, nevertheless the external
aspect is identical [for all beings): the bhajanaloka is not different [for
each one of them], as the light of the lamps is [each one] apart, [but]
that of all seems to be one. Which vipakavijiiana is transformed as that.
external aspect [of a bh@janaloka]? The answer is: all the vipakavynanas.
Why? The siitra says: ‘because it has arisen by the sovereign force of the
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karman of all sentient beings as common (for all].

Vasubandhu, Vimsatikaad 111 c-d, explains the fact that all the infernal
beings sec the same infernal world because they are
tulyakarmavz’/)(‘zi:(ivasthdlz., that is, ‘because the condition of the maturation
of their karman is identical’, and ad [V ¢-d: samanasvakarmavipakadhipatya
(‘owing to the identical matwration of-their karman’).

Many laws regulate the course of the salvific action. Let us mention
among them the law constituted by the Four Noble Truths, according
to which human condition is necessarily submitted to suffering, suffering
has as its cause attachment, and sulfering can be suppressed destroying
its cause through a special method: the Eightfold Noble Path, which
Buddhism offers. If one follows the Noble Path, one attains Liberation
from suffering, Nirvana. From the numerous texts that refer to the
Noble Truths and the Noble Path we mention oniy
Mahavagga, (Dhammacakkappavattana), p. 107 Samyutta Nikaya V
(Dhammamkka[)pavatla.nusu1.[(1), pp- 490-424; Digha Nikaya 11
(Mahdsatip(zgllz(inasuztant(t), pp. 304-315.

Characteristics of these laws

These laws have not been imposed by a Creator since Buddhism does
not accept the existence of a God, Creator and Governor of the
Universe.!! It is the Buddhist atheism which is inserted in the atheistic

" tradition in India. This tradition is very strong and is shared by a deries

of non-Buddhist philosophical and religious systems, fully accepted by
Hindu orthodoxy, as the Mimaimsa, the Samkhya and the most ancient

form of the Yoga.

These laws have not been created by Buddha either. They have not
been revealed to Him by any superior power or even by any human
teacher. They are not a construction of His mind, He has not invented
them. ,

These laws, as the empirical reality that they regulate, exist from a
beginningless eternity valid by themselves, always the same, inalterable,
neccesary, acting with an includible force, not being possible for anything
to escape the rigour of their dominion.

These ideas are expressed in the following texts:

Samyuktagama (Nidanasamyukta, Bhiksusutra), pp- 164—165: kin nu
bhagavata pratityasamutpadal krta aho svid anyaih. na bhikso maya
pmtityasamutpddalz krto napi anyail. api tutpadad va tathagatanam anutpadad
va sthita eveyam dharmald dharmasthitaye dhatuh. tam tathagatah svayam
abhijﬁdydbhi—sm_nbz_tddhydkhy(Zti prajrapayati prasthapayat vibhajati vivaraty
uttanikaroti desayati samprakasaycdi. yadutasmin satidam bhavaty asyotpadad
idam utpadyate. yadulavidyapratyayah samskara yavat samudayo nirodhas ca
bhavati (The Dependent Origination has been made by the Bhagavant
or by others? O bhikshu, the Dependent Origination has not been made

o
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by me [the Buddha] nor by others. Whether Tathagatas arise or do not
arise, stable is that essence of the dharmas [= pratityasamutpada], the
foundation for the stability of the dharmas. The Tathigata having
known and comprehended it [= pratityasamutpada) perfectly by Himself,
declares, makes known, establishes, analyses, reveals, proclaims, teaches,
manifests it: given this, occurs that; from the arising of this, that arises;
namely the samskaras exist having as condition ignorance up to [such]
is the origin and destruction [of suffering]. The Chinese translation of
the Mahaprajniaparamitasastra (Ta chih tu lun), p. 298 a, lines 19-20, after
quoting the Bhiksusutra, remarks that the ‘law of the arising and
destruction, whether the Buddhas exist or not, is eternal’. f
The Salistambasitra, p. 72 (de la Vallée Poussin ed.), enumerates the f
characteristics of these laws in relation to pratityasamutpada or Dependent |
Origination: ya imam pmtztyasamutpad(zm satatasamitam [ajtvam] nirjivam !
yathdvad avzpamtam ajatam abhutam akrtam asamskytam apratigham |
andlambanam Sivam abhayam angharyam avyayam avyupasamasvabhavam
pasyati, sa dharmam pasyati; yas tv evam [dharmam] satatasamitam [ajrvam] (
nirjivam ity adi purvavat, yavad avyupasamasvablidvam dharmam pasyati so .'
‘nuttaradharmalariram buddham pasyati (He who sees this Dependent i
Orlgmatlon as eternal, [without life], lacking life, truly without |
alternation, not born, non become, not made, not compounded,
unobstructed, baseless, calm, fearless, ineliminable, imperishable, whose
nature is non-cessation, he sees the Dharma; and he who sees the
Dharma in the same way, as eternal, [without life,] lacking life, and so
on as before up to: whose nature is hon-cessation, he sees the Buddha
whose body is constituted by unsurpassable dharmas).
Samyutta Nikaya 11 (Paccayasutia), p. 25, after exposing the
paticcasmuppada theory, Buddha declares: uppada va tathagatanam
anuppada va tathagatanam, thita va sa dhdtu dhammatthitata

abhisambujjhitva abhisametva acikkhati deseti panniapeti patthapeti vivarati
vibhajati uttanikaroti (Whether Tathagmms arise or do not arise, stable is
this principle [= paticcasamuppadal, the stability of the law, the necessity
of the law, the causdlity. The Tathagata perfectly comprehends and
understands it [the Dependent Origination]; having perfectly |
understood and known it, He declares, teaches, makes known,
establishes, reveals, analyzes, proclaims i) 1=

The texts already quoted refer to the pratityasamutpada whose
characteristics they describe. But it can be thought that these
characteristics are also to be attributed to other laws. There is not a
reason why not, and besides that there is a text in Anguttara Nikaya 1
(Yodhdgivavagga, Uppadasutta), p. 286, which applies the formula found
in Samyutta Nikaya 11 (Paccayasutta), p. 25; just quoted, to other laws of
reality—those of the impermanence (m/‘/(m) and the painful nature
(dukkha) of all compounded things and that of the lack of an own being
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of all dharmas: uppada vd, bhikkhave, tathagatanam anuppada va
tathagatanam thita va s@ dhatu dhammalthitata dhammaniyamald. sabbe
sankhara anicca. tam tathagato abhisambugjhatt abhisameti. abhisambujjhitva
abhisametvd dcikkhati deseti pannapeli patthapeti vivarati vibhujati
uttanikaroti—sabbe sankhara aniccd ti. (Whether Tathagatas arise or do
not arise, stable is this principle (= sabbe sankhara anicca), the stability of
the law, the necessity of the law; all aggregates are impermahent, that is,
as in Samyutta Nikayall, p. 95). The same is said in regard to sabbe sankhara
dukkha and sabbe dhamma analla.

1

Buddha as a discoverer and expositor of these laws

From the texts just quoted it is evident that Buddha has not created
these laws, has not invented them, they are nota construction of His
mind. Moreover they have not been/?evealed to Him by another being.
In severeal texts He proudly affirms that He has had no master: na me
~ Gcariyo aithi. Cf. Majjhima Nikaya 1 (Ariyapariyesanasuita), p- 171,
Kathavatthu, p. 289; Mahavagga, p. 8; Mitindapasika, p. 235 (PTS ed.);
Sanghabhedavastu, Part L, p. 132. : .

These laws are there, they have been always there; and Buddha, alter
an intense and painful intellectual effort, in the memorable moment of
his Enlightenment, discovers the existence of these laws, their nature
and their functioning. And He has full consciousness of his character of
mere discoverer of a reality that trascends him and to which He has
opened his mind and his receptivity in order to allow it to penetrate
into him. And it will be the exposition of these laws what constitutes his
teaching, His Dharma. His Teaching, His Dharma is thus only the
exposition, manifestation, explanation, elucidation, revelation and
transmission by him of these laws.

We can say that in the beginning of Buddhist doctrine there was an
intellectual act of knowledge, painfully conquered. From the first
moment the importance of knowledge and of human effort have
constituted essential characteristics of Buddhism.

Realistic conception of Buddhism in. its first stages

In its first periods, from the VIih century BC up to the beginning of
Christian Era, Buddhism maintains an open realistic position. The
world is real, it exists independently of man, who grasps it with his
sense-organs and who thinks it with his mind. But in the world in its
totality, submitted to the causal law, in which every thing is an effect,
product of the conjuction of a multiplicity of causes and determinating
conditions, there is nothing substantial, nothing which exists in se et per
se or nothing that exists suabhavend, that is, that has an own being that
belongs to itself and that depends on itself. Corollaries of the
fundamental non-substatialist conception of Buddhism are, on one

({\.‘
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side, the non-existence of God—already mentioned—and the non-
existence of the soul in man.

Transformation of the early Buddhist conception of reality

But, in the beginning of the Christian Era, and because of the evolution
of the ancient conceptions, the existence of the external world and
likewise the capacity of our sense-organs and of our reason to grasp its
nature begin to be doubted. Two great philosophical schools are then
constituted: the Madhyamika School and the Yogacara School,which
will mark new-trends to the principal manifestations of Buddhist
philosophy.

-~

The Madhyamika School’’

The Miadhyamika School, founded by the great Buddhist philosopher
Nigarjuna, brings to its utmost development the conception of causality
and the conception of unsubstantiality grounded in it, both inherited
from the past, and ellaborates its central theory of Voidness. The every-
day experience reveals to us a reality constituted by beings and things
which present themselves before us as existent in se et per se, as compact,
continuous and unitarian.

The Madhyamika School studies the reality we perceive and reaches,
a conclusion, regarding that reality, completely different from that of
our ordinary experience. The empirical reality is constituted only by
beings and things absolutely contingent. In it everything is conditioned,
relative, dependent. Furthermore everything is constituted by parts. No
totalitary entity exists; there are only conglomerates of parts, of elements,
of constituent factors. The rope we perceive does not exist in se et per se
as a rope, it is only an aggregate of threads, and these at their turn do
not exist in se et per se, they are only an aggregate of filaments, and so on;
and this analytic-abolitive process does not stop in something substantial,

(L_ provided with a being, with an existence which is proper to it.
i Conditionality, relativity, dependence, the fact of being composed,
r contingency, the absence of an own being or Voidness (the proper

term used by the School) constitutes the true nature, the true way of
being of the empirical reality, and the form under which it appears
before us is only an unreality, an illusion,

The Yogicara School'*

If the Madhyamika School of the great Nigérjuna puts special emphasis
in Voidness, the universal contingency, the absolute relativity of
X everything, the Yogacira School affirms with the same force the sole
existence of mind, of consciousness; for this school the only thing that
exists is ideas, representations, mental creations, to which nothing real
corresponds. Let us remember that for Buddhism, from the very
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beginning, mind or consciousness is only a series of states of-

~ consciousnesses, of acts of knowledge. These cognitive acts constitute
the mind; there is not an eptity outside and different from them,

permanent and autonomous which ‘has’ these acts of consciousness,:

which is what ‘experiments’ them as their inalterable witness or seer.
-The idealistic school maintains that thesis, but adds (contrarily to what
Buddhism thought in its beginning) that to the succession of
represcntation, which constitutes mind, does not correspond any real
correlate. _

The empirical reality in which we exist has in this way the same
ontological status as dreams or illusions created by magic. Nothing
distinguishes the vision of the reality in which we move from oniric
visions or from the fantasmagory created by the magician or from the
hallucinations to which suggestion gives rise. The naive realism embraced
by Buddhism in its first stages or in the Hinayana period, has left the
place to an extreme idealistic view, where beings and objects disappear
as real entities and where only entities of mental nature remain.

If for the School of Nagirjuna the ‘empirical reality becomes the
Great Void, for the Yogacara School reality is only a Great Illusion,
created by the mind submerged in error.

)
CONCLUSION

The. prodigious Universe imagined by the ancient Buddhist thinkers,
infinite in time, unlimited in space, peopled by an inconceivable number
of world systems, with their incalculable millions of millions of beings,
and with their incalculable millions of millions of Buddhas guiding the
infinite beings to their Liberation, in a permanent transformation,
regulated by laws of universal validity, has become a product of human
mind, a dream of that shadow that is man, who depending only ofh his
own effort,and counting only with the help of the Teaching of the
Master, looks for the path that leads to Enlightenment—the foremost
degree of intelligence, knowledge and consciousness—and will allow
him to reach that realm of pcace a nd silence, the beatitude of extinction,
the supreme Nirvana.

NOTES

F. Tola and C. Dragoneui (1980), pp- 1-20.

9. On°gataas ‘realm’, cf. Pali Tipitaham Concordanceand Critical Pali Dictionarysub
‘aghagatd’, and Aghasalini, p. 326, line 1.

3. On the Buddhist theory of dharmas see M. and W. Geiger (1920); Th.
Stcherbatsky (1923); H. von Glasenapp (1938); F. Tola and C. Dragonetti
(1977), with bibliography. "

4, Cf.DJ. Kalupahana (197h); S. Mookerjee (1935); N.J. Shah (1967).

5. Cf.Gonzalez Reimann. L. (1988), Chapter 8.
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Vasubandhu, Abkidharmakoa 111, stanza 18 a, p. 432,

CIl. C. Dragonetti (1987).

Cf. C. Dragonetti (1978) and (1986).

Aksamatra in the original: ‘of the measure of one karsa, 16 masas, one told’; ‘of

the size of the axle’; ‘of the size of the aksa fruit’; of the measure of aksa (104

angulasin length)’, according to An Encyclopaedic Dictionary of Sanskrit.

10. Cf. J. Takakusu (1905), pp. 149--1438; and L. de la Vallée Poussin (1971), L, pp.
XXXVII-XLI. This textis quoted in the text of Hiuan-tsang that follows.

11. Cf. H. Von Glasenapp (1954).

12. This formula has been reproduced by numerous texts as YaSomitra's
commentary to Abhidharmakosa ad 111, stanza 28 a-by'p. 452; Anguttara Nikiya I
(Uppadasutta), p. 286; Kathavatthu V1, 2, p. 321, and commentary ad locum, pp.
80-90; Lankavatarasitra, pp. 143-144 and 218 (Nanjio ed.): Candrakirti,
Prasannapada ad 1, stanza 1, p. 40; Prajidkaramati, Paijikd ad IX, stanza 150.

'Cf. Lotus Satra 11, stanza 103, It was even quoted by Brahmanic authors as
Kumirila, Tantravartika, ad 1, 3, 11, and VAacaspati Miéra, Bhamati, ad 11, 2, 19, p.
526.

18. Cf. C. Dragonetti (1987) and F. Tola and C. Dragonetti (1994).

14. Cf F.Tola and C. Dragonetti (1983), (1989) and (1990).
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Cognition, Befng, and the Possibility of Expressions:
A Bhartrharian Approach

D.N. TIWARI
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I

Since philosophy for disinterested_knowledge is concentrating on
phenomenalism of cognition, the Indian approach to cognition and
being as accomplished in communication seems relevant to
philosophical reflections today. Unlike the metaphysical, epistemological
and psychological approaches on ‘being and cognition by expression’,
we have adopted a purely philosophical outlook for the present
discussion on the problem. By the term‘purely philosophical outlook’
we mean the reflection on the problem from the point of view of the
cognition as figured in the mind by language in usual communications
which, we think, is perhaps a disinterested approach on cognition, and,
is philosophically highly interesting.- e

Here, in this paper, we propose to discuss the issue ‘Cognition, being
and the possibility of expressions’ in the light of Bhartrhari's (henceforth
referred to as B) magnum opus Vakyapadiyam (henceforth VP) and the
commentaries on it. The language infuses'-‘Cognition’ is the principle
which: forms the basis of sentence-holism of Bhartrhari, a fifth century
philosopher.2 '

A summary of the issues planned to be discussed in this paper may be
given as follows: 5

(1) Cognition is concerned with and is confined to objects figured
by language in the mind.

(2) Language (Sabda) reveals? itself (svarupa-Sabda) before it
reveals meaning (vdcya),

(3) All cognition is cognition shot through-and-through by
language, .

(4) Meaning is what figures non-differently by language in the
mind. -

(5) Expressions regarding being, non-being will not be possible
if meaning is taken as external-being,

(6) The possibility of beginninglessness of relation between
langnage and meaning will not be explained if meaning as
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being figured in the mind by language is not taken into

accouft, :
(7) All cognition _revcalcd by language in the mind is veridical
cognition. 57 S R S
-]

Conclusively, we have shown that the possibility of expressions and
cognition by them cannot be explained adequately if cognition is not
taken as infused with language, and that the possibility of veridical
cognition may be found neither in referents nor in empirical-
justifications but in the accomplishment of communications itself.
Comimunication for a Bhartrharian is not only an act of uttering and
hearing but the accomplishment of cognition by language which causes
incentives to do or not to do something.

According to B’s philosophy, language itself and the meaning revealed
non-differently by it are the objects of cognition. The objects of cognition
are beings revealed by language in the mind and our reflections are
confined to them only. Kant said we know only phenomena, that is, how
the things appear to the mind. In other words, sensé qualities which are
constituents of perceptual things are the objects of our cognition. B,
contrary to Kant, elucidates that perceptual things or their constituents
can reveal neither as being nor as non-being. Being and non-being are
known as they are revealed in the mind by language.* His philosophy is
quite different from those interpreting the physical world of entities
through the linguistic units. He conceives physical entities as beyond
the grasp of language and of mind ] For him, the aim of phil()sop,hy, is
to interpret the cognition as revealed by Sabda (language) in usual
communication. Physical entities, whether eternal or transient, existent
or non-existent are of no use as far as the cognition or the
accomplishment of communication is concerned. The sense-data
acquired through senses serves only as instrumental in the manifestation
of $abda and the meaning is revealed non-differently by language itself.

Our cognition, philosophical reflection and investigation ar¢ not
only based on but are confined to the objects figured in the mind by
language. By ‘objects’ we mean the ideas or the beings revealed non-
differently by language in the mind and, as such, they are communicable
and are cognitive units by nature and that is why they are called, by
grammarians in general, vaicya (expressed). Language (vacaka), in the
philosophy of B, is not confined to the language as we speak, read or
write it, but is inner, indivisible, given and meaning-revealing-unit |
(sphota) ° Verbal-utterances, perceptual sense-data, gestures and other
tokens are only instrumental in the manifestation of inner-sabda which
when manifested by them reveals itself (its own real nature) and the
meaning is revealed in the mind non-differently by it, and, hence, as
expressor (vacaka) the inner language (sphota), in his philosophy, is also
accepted as an object of cognition in a cognition by language.

,07 gé[[(:{ N -

g

A AN

—wa



Cognition, Being, ddshe oy (L Exgiessions ;Cﬁgéi

Being and non-being, either of accomplished or of non-accomplished
character, are cognized as revealed by language in the mind. The
language revealed in the mind for B is a being, that is, a mental being,
that is, idea (vdcya), the meaning revealed non-differently by it in the
mind is also a being, that is, thought-object (vacya) and the cognition of
meaning as thought-object is also a being. They are self-restrained
beings; they are not abstractions from external-things but are revealed
by language as such. They, unlike the Wittgensteinian facts, are not

_ independent, discrete-beings but are those non-differently revealed by

language. The language reveals itself and is eternally fit to reveal the
meaning non-differently, hence, the identical or unitary and indivisible
cognition is accomplished by language. Meaning without language is
not possible and cognition isolated and independently of language
ceases to be a cognition, because all cognition as B propounds it is
cognition shot through-and-through by language (Sabdanuviddha).” If
‘cognition as shot through-and-through by language’ is not accepted,
the philosophy which takes analysis of language for clarity of thoughts
as its basic function will face the pains of contradiction. Analysis of
language vis-d-vis analysis of thought is possible only if cognition is
taken as shot through-and-through by language; and only in' this way
philosophy may be taken to perform its function for the clarification of
thought by the analysis of language and for the analysis of language by
the clarification of thought as well. Philosophers since long have often
doubted the objectivity of the study of language by language itself. They
opined that it is due to human limitations that he has only language to
study even the language itself. H.G. Coward remarks ‘all thinking about
language must by virtue of human limitation be done in language itself.
One cannot get outside of language so as to objectively examine it’.8 It
is rather misleading and non-philosophical to study a set of language
tokens by another set of them or to present them in a set of logical
symbols and then to study them. A philosophical study of language
takes it as concept which figures in the mind in usual communication.
Language reveals itself as the object of cognition in a cognition by
language. Thanks to B who emphasized for the first time in the history
of philosophy that language in every cognition inevitably reveals itself
first as vdcaka (expressor) and,-then meaning is revealed by it non-
differently. If it will not reveal itself first, meaning cannot be revealed,
and, as meaning is the being revealed by language, no meaning is
acceptable to him independently of language. The question as such
may significantly be asked: how can the vacaka,be the vacya of its own?
As an expressor cannot be the expressed at the same time, language
may not be studied objectively by language itself. But if we take another
point made by B according to which ‘language also figures as an object
of cognition through language’, into consideration, we will be in a
better position to estimate that language is naturally fit to be studied by
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!
language itself. Not only that but B has analysed the functional Sabda
(upadanasabda) as a unity of two-one which serves as the cause of the_
cognition of Sabda as Sabda (that is, svarupa Sabda) and another which
serves as the cause of the cognition of the meaning. In other words, he
analyses language as grahya (illumined) and grahaka (illuminative) and
elucidates vacakavdcyarelation between the two also. As the svarupa Sabda
is also expressed by Sabda, it like other vdcyas (expresseds), is studied as
an object by the language itself. Vyadi, as Vrsabha quotes, is of the opinion
that inner, sequenceless, indivisible form of language is vacyaitself while
the expressor Sabdais revealed as vicaka when uttered and heard by the
audience (padhati, on VP 1/58). It implies that as language reveals itself
as the object of cognition by language, it can be studied or be reflected
as it figures in the mind. As this reflecting on the language as vacya for
clarity and conception, is based on cognition and as cognition revealed
by language is always a veridical cognition on the basis of which
communications are accomplished, the verity and objectivity of the
cognition of language by language cannot be doubted. '

I

Sabdareveals itself before it reveals meaning.? The very distinctive feature
of cognition by {abda according to B is that, in a verbal cognition, Sabda
reveals itself first and, then, its meaning is revealed non-differently. The
cognition is.not only an act of hearing and uttering of verbal noises/
utterances but the accomplishment of cognition. Phonemes, that is,
verbal noises/utterances are only instrumental in the manifestation of
indivisible, real Sabda given in the mind. The sabda manifested gradually
in the sequence of verbal noiscs, reveals its own nature (sphota). To reveal
itself in a cognition is the characteristic of $abda on the basis of which
the function of language is distinguished from . that of the senses.
Showing their differences B writes ‘the senses need not be cognized
themselves before they: know the objects. They do so by their mere
existence when they come into their contact. But this is not the case
with Sabda; it reveals itself belore it reveals meaning’,”’ and, that is the
reason, B defines $abda as g‘r{?lz.almgrdhya or pmkdiaka—pmkds’a (illumined
and illuminative) ' If language like senses is taken only as instrumental
in the accomplishment of cognition, there would be no need for
knowing the language itself before knowing the meaning but this is not
the case with the cognition by it. The real unit of language given in the
mind when manifested by utterances is known first and, then, the
meaning is known non-differently by the real language.'? If the langpage
which is vacaka is not revcaled, no cognition will be possible because all
cognition is cognition through language. Objecting to this position of
B’s philosophy, Mimamsakas and Naiyaytkas'® may say that we perceive a

thing by senses without perceiving or knowing the nature of the sénses
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themselves before hand, similarly, language is a means of cognition,
and, theréfore, there is no-need for accepting the cognition of fabda
itself before knowing its meaning. According to B, it is the nature of
language that in a cognition it réveals itsell as vdcaka before it reveals
meaning (vdcya). As meaning is what is non-differently revealed by the
language, it cannot be revealed if the language (vacaka) itself is not
revealed in the mind first.!

The language (vacaka) likesense-data in perception or verbal-noises
cannot be taken only as a means of cognition. Language is the light or
c_onsciousness (awareness); it reveals itsell and the meaning is revealed
non-differently by it. There is a fundamental difference between the
processes involved in the perception and the cognition by language. In
perceptual cognition and inference as well, the senses like eyes, etc.,
and indications (linga) like smoke, ctc., stand respectively at a distance.
They are separated from the object (external) to be known, while in-a
verbal cognition the language is not scparated from the cognition. It
reveals itself and the meaning is revealed by it, and, therefore, meaning
for a Bhartrharian is not a picture cither of sabda or of external-things,
and, again the two are not mutually independent facts as a
Wittgensteinian would say. Sabda, for B as mentioned earlier, is a being
(inner and given being) which is manifested by verbal-noises and, when

_manifested, it reveals its own nature, that is, sphote. The meaning is also

an inner-being but is not an independent being. Itis a being revealed-
non-differently in the mind by the inner Sabda. Thus, the two beings, as
revealer and revealed or as expressor and expressed, are naturally
related by the fitness of language itsclf. An expressor for a Bhartrharian
is not an expressor if 1t does not express the meaning, and, as. the
meaning is what is revealed non-different ly by language (Sabda), (it cannot
be revealed without the $abda which is nifiurally fit for expressing the
meaning), the relation between them is natural-fitness of the Sabda—its
natural-fitness in expressing its meaning non-differently.®

I

B élucidates cognition as shot ihrough-and-through by language
(§abdanuviddha).'® Language infuses not only verbal but all sorts of
cognition, i.e. per‘ceptual, inferential, etc.!? The difference between the
cognition by language and that by pereeption, etc. 1s rooted respectively
on the very process of cognition. Senses and indications (linga) are
separated after causing perception and inference respectively but
cognition is always shot through-and-through by language. If otherwise,

‘in the absence of proper revelation of language first, no knowledge can

be accomplished either in isolation of it or only by hearing of verbal-
noises which are destroyed after the next moment.
This issue will be discussed in some detail later. Presently, we want to
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discuss Mimamsakas’ and Naiyayikas' objections against B’s theory of
language infusing cognition. Denying the basic position of Vaiyakaranas,
they say, ‘cognition as shot through-andsthrough by language’ cannot
be proved. In their opinion, the language is instrumental in the
indication of the meaning and the cognition of the meaning as well. As
an indicator stands always at a distance from what it indicates and is
separated after performing the act of indicating, the indicator (siddha)
and the indicated (sadhya) cannot be taken as intertwined. Is it proper
to say that the senses (eyes, etc.) which are means for accomplishment
of the cognition of the object and the object (pot, etc.) cognized
through them are infused together? It can also be added, from the side
of those who take language only as means of cognition that the language
for example, the word ‘pot’, the meaning ‘pot’ and the cognition ‘pot’
are indicated by the speaker by the same word ‘pot’ because there is no
other instrument or .means except language for indication of them.
Nonetheless it (as they say) is only by the limitation of the speaker that
he uses the same word ‘pot’ as an indication of all of them and this
limitation of the speaker cannot be taken as a ground for accepting
cognition as shot through-and-through by language. They say
Vaiyakaranas theory of ‘language infuses cognition’ (thatis, the infusion
of means and ends) is inconsistent because it is not as such to be proved
by any means. There is no infusion of senses (means of perception) and
the object perceived by them. On the basis of this reasoning they show
that Vaiyakaranas theory of sentence-holism based on the infusion of
cognition and language is ignorance.18

It can, from the side of B, be said that the above objections raised by
Mimamsakas and Naiyayikas are based on their overlooking the,
difference between perception and cognition. It is, as we have seen in
the earlier pages, distinctive feature of cognition by languages that it,
unlike the senses, plays a different role. It reveals itself first and then
meaning is revealed non-differentlyby it. It is the very nature of language
that it reveals itself before it reveals meaning.!® As nature cannot be
changed and as it is based on cognition or comprehension, one is |
bound to accept that which is cognized directly; if, otherwisé, there
would be a case of violation of the cognition and communication.?’

Cognition as such is discriminative by its nature and discrimination is
not possible without language. How can the sense datum of ‘pot’ be
distinguished from that of the ‘cot’ if cognition of them is not taken as
shot through-and-through by language? Even ‘the sense datum’ of ‘pot’
if separated from the language cannot be known as the object of
cognition. Whether the cognition ‘the pot is there’ is acquired by
perception or by inference cannot distinctly be understood if taken as
abstracted from language. .

Objecting to the above position of B’s philosophy Jayanta Bhatta in
his Nydyamanyar®' has argued thatin between the two types of perceptual
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cognition, that is, (1) Savikalpaka (determinate) and (2) Nirvikalpaka
(indeterminate), the former would not and the latter could not be
taken as intertwined with language. The indeterminate perception as
they say, is a cognition void of the association of language (Sabdasansarga
Sunya) and that there is only association (and not infusion) of language
in a determinate perception. Naiyayikas, in general, take it contradictory
to accept cognition as infused with language on one hand and to
assume the existence of indeterminate cognition on the other hand. If
the two (determinate and indeterminate cognition) are taken as infused
with language how will the two be differentiated? According to
grammarians, the objections raised above are based on a wrong idea
that language.is confined to verbal utterances/ noises only. In reply to
the objections raised above, it can be said from the side of Vaiyakaranas
that all objects of cognition arc cognized as objects revealed by language
(sphota). B’s theory of sphotaviews cognition as essentially (tattvatah) and
cognitively (jianatah) shot through-and-through by language. The sabda
is the only expressor. It expresses itself and the meaning. Can these
objects be known separately from the language? No, they all are revealed
by language. Cognition ceases to be cognition if separated from language.

Incentives to do or not to do something are not possible without
cognition and no cognition is possible if isolated from language.?? The
cognition if taken for a moment as isolated from language will be
unknown and unfounded. Even the indeterminate cognition in a
newborn baby is also intertwined with language. The activities like
crying, tittering, suckling, vibrating of the vocal organs, etc. of a newborn
baby cannot be-accomplished if there is no incentive, and, as the
incentive to act or not to act or something other to act cannot be
denied, cognition as the cause of them (incentives) must be accepted.
As all cognition is cognition shot through-and-through by language, the
cognition in a newborn baby is also accepted as intertwined with
language. As there is no possibility of being a newly born baby taught
the language we speak, read or write, those who take ‘language as
confined to these tokens learnt gradually after birth fail to understand
the nature of cognition and deny even the fact of cognition in the
newly-born baby also. B is quite clear on the'issue of cognition as
intertwined with language. If the inner-fanguage as bhavand (potency)
is not accepted as given in the mind of the newborn baby, no activity of
crying, tittering, etc. should be possible but this is not the case with it.
Thanks to modern psychologists and scientists who have also proved
the presence of cognition as the cause of the incentive to the crying,
tittering, smiling, etc. of the baby.

Nothing but given $abda-bhavana (impression or the speech-
dispositionality of its consciousness) can only be accepted as the revealer
of the cognition. There is no other means by which it can acquire
krtowledge. Its audio-video oxgans are not mature enough to be taught
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or even to grasp from outside.?* The Sabda-bhavandis given since its birth
and that is the reason it tries naturally to communicate its feeling by
crying, etc:, and gradually learns to communicate with little effory; if,
otherwise, it would not be possible for it to Jearn communicating. Thus,
the cognition of the baby who is completely unaware of language-
meaning-relation is elucidated by b as a cognition shot through-and-

through by language. Similar is the case with the cognition in the dumb -

and deaf who cannot speak or hear the verbal utterances/noises. In
their case, when they intend to communicate, the inner sphota 1s
manifested through their bodily gestures and the gestures by the
audience manifest the inner sphola through which meaning is revealed
in their mind.

Showing the ground for differentiating the determinate from
indeterminate cognition, B says that infusion of language or otherwise
is not the ground for difference of them because all cognition is shot
through—and—through by language. In the case of determinate-cognition,
sphota (vacaka) is fully revealed and its meaning (vacya) is distinctly
cognized, contrary to it, in cases of indeterminate cognition, the language
(vacaka) is not fully revealed in the mind, and, in the state of hon-
apprehension of language in its completeness and clarity, its meaning
with all its distinctive characteristics is not revealed.?

No cognition can distinctively be known as cognition if not infused
with language.25 It is the language on account of which the inferential
cognition is distinctively known so. Dream-objects (svapna) and that of

deep-sieep (susupti) are also distinctly known as they are also intertwined
with language. E -

Knowledge is not the knowledge in isolation, and, hence, notwithout-

illumination. This illuminating nature of cognition is not possible if
taken as separate from- language. Nothing remains to be expressed as
cognition if isolated from language. -
Unlike B some propositionalists accept propositions as abstracted
fact—abstracted from several instances and occurrences of sentences
(sentence-token) signifying the same proposition. Opposite to them, 2
sentence (indivisible, inner, meaning-revealing unit), for B, is not an
abstraction {rom occurrences and instances perceived but is
foundationally given as AWAT¢Ness itself. Verbal utterances, tokens, etc.
are only instrumental in manifesting the given inner-meaning—revealing
unit, that is, sentence. It is neither an abstraction from outside entities
nor mental construction in its popular use of the term but is awareness
which reveals both itself and the meaning. Sphota ceases to be sphota if
taken as abstracted, itwiil loose its vacakatva (expressive character). Even
thought as an abstracted unit (if accepted for a moment) also implies
sphota in order to be revealed, otherwise, how could it be known s0; if
thought itself is abstracted from language, it cannot reveal itself and the
meaning also, and, then, no knowledge will be accomplished by
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N #, abst'raction.'The idea of abstraction may lead to undesirable metaphysical
presumption of the things from which it is abstracted, the mind which

% abstracts and the relation of them also. An abstracted proposition may

be taken as that signified by sentences but how can it signify meaning if
it does not signify itself first as signifier and, hence, the idea of proposition
as abstraction is cognitively and logically inconsistent. Contrary to it,
sphota (language) for B is not a unit abstracted from language-tokens
but a self-restrained inner-being. The idea of language as self-restrained
being which is grahya and grahaka by nature inevitably implies the non-
difference of language and thought.

. hl The non-difference of language and thought may not be acceptable
%

i

to those who take it that the law of language and that of thought are
different. If language and thought are taken as different, then, it will be
contradictory to accept philosophy as a system of analysis of language
for clarification of thought. The analysis of language (separate from
thought) will not, then, be the analysis of thought, and, hence, it will be
an aimless intellectual game. If language and thought are taken as
different how can the clarification of the latter by the analysis of the
former be achieved? Not only philosophy but analysis will also be a
Al useless task if language and thought are taken as separate. It is rather,
contradictory to assume language and thought as the different on one
hand and to accept analysis of language as a basis of the clarification of
b thought on the other hand. This difficulty is equally applicable to all
those philosophies which take language as confined to language-token,
that is, verbal utterances/noises, gestures, etc., (which for us are only
instrumental .in the manifestation of inner, self-restrained, méaning-
revealing language) and, also to those who take language as abstracted
from verbal-utterances, For a Bhartrharian, the same idea from the
point of view of expressibility is language and from the point of view of
cognition is the meaning (thought-object) and, hence non-different.
, ‘Both of them are testrained by the same law—law of cognition, that is,
iy cognition as revealed and shot through-and-through by language. The
] idea of infusion of language and thought serves as the ‘basic ground of
B’s philosophy of sentence-holism.

If it is taken that the proposition reveals itself and the meaning is
revealed by it non-differently, it, as such, cannot be taken as abstracted
fact but foundational being (ilumined-illuminating principle). There
is no philosophical and logical need of accepting proposition as
abstracted. The idea of proposition as abstracted fact underestimates
the revealing power of language on one hand and such abstractions
amount to unnecessary metaphysical assumptions on the other hand.
A Language for B is a selfrestrained being. It reveals itself and the
meaning and, hence, the foundational heing of the world of cognition
and communication. The luminous and illuminative character of
cognition according to B is a sufficient cognitive-ground for accepting

y
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the cognition as intertwined with language. Conclusively, we can say
that philosophy for B does ot have room for copy theory of cognition
as he conceives language not merely as a designation, but as expression.
Language infuses thought and for that reason it is foundational (that is,
it reveals itself and the meaning is revealed non-differently by it). The
token-gestures, €tcC., and the sense-data acquired by senses like eyes,
ears etc. are alf instrumental in the manifestation of inner-meaning-
revealing language (sphota) and, hence, the repr_esentative theory of
cognition is inconsistent with the nature of cognition itself.

rd

v

We, in the previous pages have presented a critique of language as the
object of cognition by language and have argued in favour of language
infusing cognition. Presently, we propose to discuss ‘the objects of
cognition as meaning which figure in the mind by language. We, in this
regard, think it necessary to mention, for avoiding unnecessary
‘confusions regarding the nature of what figures in the mind by language,
that language itself and the meaning are revealed in the mind by
language and, hence, they are objects of cognition. What figures in the
mind by language independently of external being (vdhyasattd) isinner-
being, that is, u;t_)acdmsc'zttd.26 As upacarasattd is not abstracted but is a
being revealed by language itself independently of external existents, it
is self-restrained. This self-restrained being from the point of view of
communicability is language (sphota), that is, inner meaning-revealing-
unit or concept and from the point of view of accomplishment of
cognition is pratibha (unit of flash or understanding) revealed by
language, that is, thought-object which from the ontological point of
view is secondary being (upacdrasattd)” as taken in contrast with the
external-being (mukhyasatta). As external-being is popularly known by
the word ‘sattd’ itis called mukhyasatta (prir_nary—being). In contrast with
mukhyasattd, the being revealed in the mind by language is taken as
upacarasatla (secondary—being). The inner-being for B, is of a universab
character and as he accepts ‘universal in the universal’ there is no

logical difficulty in accepting the universal inhering in the universals of
objects (the idea of language and ehat of the meaning revealed by it as
well). Even the cognition of an object like ‘pot’, etc., is also taken by B as

universal but he does not accept cognition itself as universal. If it is

universal it will be an object of cognition but cognition, according to B~

as we have indicated earlier, is not as object or another in a cognition.
Though cognition of the obijects like language and meaning is also
taken as an object of philosophical reflection, it is not itself an objectin
that cog;mitionf28 There is a difference between the idea of cognition
and the cognition itself. The idea of cognition is the object of cognition
and of philosophical reflections but cognition does not figure or is not
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cognized as an object or another in a cognition. It is itself awareness
and, hence, foundational. It is contradictory to accept the cognition
simultaneously as the object of its own.

Coming to an analytical exposition and examination of B’s view on
the nature and philosophical significance of upacarasatta (being figured
in the mind in communication as accomplished by language), it seems
necessary to begin with Mahabhasyakara Patanjali’s view on satta (being).

Mahabhasyakara has classified all the beings into two categories?%:-

(1) Vahyasatta (external-being) and (2) Buddhisthasatta (inner or
mental-being). Philosophically, upacarasatti or buddhisthasattdis the being
which according to Vaiyakaranas figures in the mind non-differently by

language and, hence, eternally related with the language. Defining

upacarasatia, Mahabhasyakara writes ‘na padartho sattam Vyabhicarati’ (the
meaning is never deprived of its inner-being). All external ‘pots’ may be
destroyed, even then, the meaning of the word ‘pot’ is non-differently
fevealed in the mind by the word (that is, the inner-being of ‘pot’ is not
dependent on the external pot). Now, if meaning is never deprived of.
its inner-being, the opponents may ask as to what is the need of
qualifying an eternally existent or being by the use of the word ‘ast/’
(exists)? The uses like ‘sattam ast? (it exists) will be contradictory if
being is taken as externally existent. Actually, such problems arise out
of opponent’s objections regarding the Panini Sutra ‘Ta dasyastyasminniti
matup’ 3! If the padartha is never deprived of its being there is no need
of using the word ‘asti’ in the sutra for qualifying the being as existent.
An adjective (viSesana) is significantly used with a being only if it sometime
is associated and at other times is dissociated with the being to be
qualified (sambhava vyabhicarabhydam visesanamarthavat) .3 As an inner-
being (that is, meaning) is never deprived of its existence, it is useless to
apply the qualifier ‘asti’ specifically for expressing its existence.
Mahabhasyakara does not feel any need for the use of ‘asti’ for qualifying
the eternally given inner-being and elucidates that the use of ‘asti’ in the
sutra under consideration does not stand for inner but for external-
being which is existent neither in the past, not in the future, butin the
present only. For example, the word ‘goman’ derived by the use of suffix
‘matup’ expresses ‘the person possessing cow at present’. The person
possessed cow (in past) or will possess it (in future), will not be called by
the term ‘goman’. Clarifying the issue Mahdbhasyapradipakara Kaiyata
says that the use of the word ‘ast!’ as qualifier in the safra under
‘consideration stands for external-being (sampratisattd) having existence
only in  present (sampratisattayamuti vartamana- satt@yam
vahyamsattayamityarthah).3® As the inner-beings pertaining to the past
and future also figure by language, the use of the qualifier ‘asts’ is not
intended for them, and, hence, its usc¢ stands for external-being
(sampratisattd), which exists only in present.

Taking buddhisthasatta as different from vahyasatta, B has conceived
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the former as the only being revealed by Janguage, and the latter as
mukhyasatta (Primary—b’eing).5H The former, in contrast with the latter,
is upacarasaila (being figured in the mind by 1anguage) 35 Though the
former from the point of view of cognition and accomplishment of
communication is primary yet as the word ‘satt@ is popularly used for
the latter, its use for the former is taken as seconddry. In other words,
the word ‘upacarasatta from the point of view of primary-being as
vahyasatiais taken for secondary-being. Clarifying the reason for the use
of secondary-being for upacarasaita and primary-being for Vahyasatla,
Kaiyata®® has remarked that the use of the suffix (sat+ (@in the place of
lat (present tense) in the derivation sat+ ta= sattasuggests the existence
in present time, and, as external being is existent only in present, the
use of the word ‘satt@’ is primarily taken for vahysatta. The mention of
existence of buddhisthasatla in present time is not significant because it
is always existent. Past and {uture beings are existent only in the mind
and are revealed by language in communication. Thus, it is relative to
the popular use of the word ‘satt@ for external-being that the
buddhisthasattd is called secondary-being (upacarasatta) and, hence the
use of the word upacarasatia tor inner-being cannot be taken as of a
being deprived of its existence in present. It is from this point of view
that Mahabhasyakara has defined upacarasaita as ‘ phiitabhavisyat satid
(being existent in past and in future as well): It does not mean that
upacarasatt is not existent in present. Itis not justified to say that both
(the vahyasatla and the upacarasalia) cannot exist'simultaneously, that
is, in present. For B, both kinds of beings from the point of view of
cognition are not mutually separate (anyonyavydvﬂa) because the
external-being in order to be known also requires to be revealed as
inner-being which is the only object of cognition. It will be contradictory
to accept that inner-being is never deprived of its existence on one
hand and to deny its existence in presenton the other hand. The inner-
being is existentin all the division of time (abhinnakaldh), that is, it figures
positively by the words as of past, present and future (etam satlam paddaratho
Wi na kascidativartate) ¥ :

Being of a fixed character, the external-being cannot move into the
different changing or opposiu: characters of being and non-being,
existence and non-existenee, and it is only upacarasatta which figures in
the mind by language as Deirrg and non-being. As upacdmsattdis the being
revealed in the mind by language, it is equally revealed as being, non-
being, existent, nonsexistent, etc., as presented by language. If meaning
is taken as externally existent, it cannot be non-existent and viceversa at
the same time. If ‘pot’ 1s (aken as an externally existent it. cannot be
non-existent and, thus, the cxpressions like ‘ghatondsti’ (pot is non-
existent) will not be p()ssil‘)lc. The external existents can be revealed
neither as.existent or as non-existent nor as existent and non-existent

both at a time. °
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As upacarasattd figures equally as being and non-being by respective
words, B calls it as  Bhavabhavasadharand’. 1t is also not true to say that
the idea of being figures positively and idea of non-being figures
negatively by the res ective words. All ideas figure positively as ideas in
the mind and so is the case with the idea of non-being. B has clarified
the figuring of idea commonly as being and non-being by the example
of crystal, mirror and jewel.38 Being transparent, they configure as the
form and colour of the things kept near them, similarly, the idea or
inner-being is revealed as both the being and the non-being by their
respective expressors (vdcakas). As the meaning for B is that which

figures by language (Sabddta iti Sabddrthal Sabdah) ,39 the idea ‘it is pot’

and the idea ‘it is not pot’ both are known as they positively figure in the
mind by respective sentences. The law of contradiction is not applicable
to the inner-being (upacarasattd). Even the idea by the word
‘contradiction’ also figures positively as idea of it on account of which it
is cognized so. :

Discussing the purpose of accepting upacarasattd as that which figures
equally as being and non-being, Heélardja (HR) says'® as the crystal,
mirror, etc., do not undergo any change with the association of different
things of different colours though they configure the things kept near
them, wpacdrasatta, without a change in its nature, figures always positively
as being or as non-being by the respective expressions and that is why
they are known so.

\Y

Upacarasatta figures positively even by negative sentences. If otherwise,
no knowledge by negative language, and, hence, by the word ‘non-
existence’ will be accomplished and, then, there will be a case of denial
of negative senterices,

According to HR, the inner-being by the sentence ‘it is pot’ is not
transferred as existent (asti) on one hand and is not deformed as ‘non-
existent’ by the expression ‘it.is not pot’ (ghatondsti) on the other hand.
Being of an awareness in character, it is equally revealed by language as
being and non-being. Is it true to say that itis a meaning if revealed by
the word ‘being’ and otherwise or non-meaning if revealed by the word
'non-being’? Meaning according to B is universal—it is the meaning of
being and of non-being, meaning of meaning and of the non-meaning
as well. Objecting to B’s theory of meaning as inner-being, it can be said
from the side of Naiyayikas and Vaisesikas for whom language -is the
expression for external-existents or non-existents (that is, ‘there is pot’
and ‘the pot is not there’ are expressions for externally existent and
non-existent respectively) that inner-being or non-being of ‘pot’ is not
expected by the éxpression. It is not capable of even doing so. If it is
taken as inner, then, negation of it will not be expected and, hence,
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negative expressions will not be possible because of its ever-presence
(sarvakalika) . 10 the negation of'it (buddhisalta) is accepted, it will, then,
be a counterpart ( pratiyogl) of negation. Asa pratiyogi (counterpart) and
negation (abhava) are opposite to each other, both of the two cannot
co-exist simultaneously. They say as upacarasatia according to
Vaiyakaranas figures as both being and non-being, the negation (nasti)
cannot be taken as the negator of the mental being ‘pot’, etc. and,
similarly ‘asti’ cannot be taken as the expressor of its existence. On the
basis of the arguments mentioned above they accept the terms ‘ast’
(exists) and ‘nasti’ -(non-exists) as the expressions of being and non-
being of external-existents.

Replying to the objections raised above, B and his commentator HR
illustrate U pacarasatid by the analogy of Vaisesika’s notion of sattd. As
satta for Vaisesikas is the unity of substance (dravya), quality and action
(karma), upacdrasatta is the unity that figures equally as being and non-
being. Different to Vaisesikas, B accepts upacarasaitd as universal which
inheres in both the expressor and the expressed, being and non-being,
opposite and non-opposite, positive and negative—beings.41 Upacarasatta
according to Vaivakaranas is Jike a crystal which configures as the things
kept near it. !

As upacarasatta is the being revealed by the language in the mind, it

¢

-according to Vaiyakaranas figures equally as the idea of negation,

affirmation, emptyness, non-existent, etc., by the respective expressions.
That which is common to both in figuring as being and non-being
(Bhdvdbhdvasddhdmna) by language can be opposite neither to a being
nor to a non-being: External-existents can be perceived only as existents
but not as non-existents. Itis only upacarasaita which figures in the mind
equally as being, non-being, positive or negative as presented or revealed
by language in the mind.

Expressions not only by negative suffix nafi(a) but, as Vaiyakaranassay,
by birth, existence, change, increase, decrease and destruction also are
possible only on the basis of upacarasattd as the meaning figured in the
mind by words. Keeping different kinds of beings chiefly into three
categories (that is, birth, existence and negation) B has tried -to show
that the possibility of expressions and accomplishment of cognition by
language cannot be explained if upacarasatta is not taken as the meaning
of the language. In the foltowing paragraphs we, in brief, will discuss
how B and his commentators have qxplained the possibility of expressions &
regarding negation, birth, existence, etc., on the basis of meanings as 3
figured in the mind by languagc. It is also noteworthy to mention here,
that if upa(.'(imsatt(i is denied and if exte rnal-being is taken as the meaning,
the expressions regarding negation, birth, existence, etc., will not be
possible in the absence of the cause of expectancy for those expressions.
For example, the accomplishment of negation by the cxpression

‘abrahmana (« prefix) + Brahmana (nominal—word) is possible only if
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the upacarasattd of Brahmana of the negative expression ‘abrahmana’ is
taken into consideration. If the external-being of Brahmana is taken
into account, it will be contradictory to negate the external-existence of
Brahmana by the expfession ‘abrahmana’. The external-existents are
not perceived as non-existent and simultaneous expression of the
existence and non-existence of an external thing is not possible. Thus,
if the word ‘brahmana’ is taken as expressive of external-being of
Brahmana, the negative expression like ‘abrihmana’ will not be possible.
Not only that but in the absence of expectancy for the negation of what
is already existent, the use of negative prefix will also not be possible. If
for a moment the non-existence of external-Bra@hmana is accepted and,
then, we use the negative prefix (a) with the word Brahmana, to whom,
the negative prefix ‘a’ (na#), will negate? The negation of that which is
already a non-existent is contradiction in term. Tout au contraire, if the
meaning as inner-being is taken into consideration only then it is
accomplished as the being, the external-being of which in Ksatiiya, etc.
is negated by the negative prefix ‘e’. Thus the word ‘Brihmana’,
according to B, reveals the inner-being of ‘Brahmana’ which is attributed
to Ksatriya, etc., and this attribution of Brahmana-hood in external
ksatriya, etc. serves as the object of negation by the negative prefix
(nafi). The word ‘Brahmana’ expresses inner-being and it is this inner-
being which by similarity is imposed on Ksatriya, etc. The negative
prefix (a) conveys the natural absence of Brihmana in external Ksatriya,
etc. through which we know that Brahmana-hood is not natural (in
anybody, namely, Ksatriya etc., who is not a brahmin’) but is imposed
on them by resemblance. In other words it is inner-being. The use of
the expression ‘abrahmana’ clarifies that the inner-being of Brahmin in
external Ksatriya, etc., has been negated by the word. If the word
‘abrahmana’ is taken as a compound denoting integration of meaning
{vrtty) itlike the word ‘Brahmana’ serves as independent expressor and,
then, it also seems right to say that as the word ‘Brihmana’ expresses a
brahmin, the word ‘abrahmana’ expresses independently a non-
Brahmana (anybody who is not a brihmin). But in all the two
explanations, the expression of the meaning. ‘Brihmana’ and
‘abrahmana’ is possible only if the inner-being is taken into account.

The opponents may say that as the inner-being is accepted by
Vaiyakaranas as ever existent it cannot be a counterpart (pratiyogi) of
negation. In other words, being eternally existent, it can never be non-
existent. Contrary to it, external being, for them, is non-existent in past
and in future. Thus, that of which non-existence is possible can only be
negated by the negative prefix = nan («). As non-existence of only
external being is possible, it is itself the being negated by .the negative
prefix.1?

In reply to the above objection made by opponents of the inner-
being as the meaning of language, Vaiyikaranas say that negative prefix
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is naturally expressive of negation. Negative prefix does not negate the
external-existence but it expresscs the idea of the negation of external
existence. Refuting those who take negative prefix as the negator of
external-being, Mahdbhisyakara satirically comments: ‘if the word
“negation” were as miraculous as to negate the external-existents, the
kings need not have to be equipped with the board of horses, elephants,
army, etc., for defeating enemies. Their opponents were all removed
only by uttering the word “negation” (na#) at the front of them.* It is
clear from these lines that ‘negation’ does not negate the existence of
externals but reveals the idea of the negation of external-existence,
similarly, the negative prefix with the word ‘Brahmana’ reveals the idea
of negation of Brahmana and the meaning ‘Ksatriya’, etc., by the word
‘abrahmana’ is known by the intention involved in the use of the
word.® In other words, the idea of the non-existence of some external-
existence is revealed by the negative prefix (nan). The negation of the
‘Brihmana’ by the negative prefix (naf) —in the expression ‘abrahmana’
will not be possible if external-being is taken as the meaning of the
words. The word ‘Brahmana’ is expressive of inner-being and by the use
of negative prefix the idea of the inner-being of the ‘Brahmana’ which
is the object of negation, is negated in external-being of Ksatriya, etc.t®

Vi

In the previous pages, W€ have discussed how both———positive and
negative—beings are cognized as beings revealed by language in the
mind. We have also discussed how the negative ‘expression cannot be
possible if external-being as meaning is taken into account. B has very
clearly discussed how the possibility of expressions regarding ‘jayate
(birth), ‘astd’ (exist) and others is explained on the basis of meaning as
inner-being (upacarasattd). In brief, B is of the view that all the kinds of
beings including birth, existence, etc., are known as they are revealed in
the mind by language. Now, we proceed to examine the possibility of
the expressions regarding ‘birth’ by taking, the example of the expression
‘ankurojayate (the sprout comes out).

By the ‘birth’ of something, we mean acquisition of one’s own
form—a permitted form of what is prevented previously or the form
prior to its existence and later to its unmanifested form (prevented)
which is next in sequence and. is still prevented. Accordingly, the
expression ‘the sprout comes out’ means the acquisition or permission
of the prevented form of sprout—a form prior to its existence which is
second and is still prevcnt'cd form in the sequence. ‘Birth’ of something
is conceived as a manifested form of one previously unmanifested and

rior to the next form (existence). Permission of a previously prevented
casual form but before its existence (asti) is conceived as birth (/'clyatc').'“
The agent (acqliisilor), the object (acquisable) and the action
(acquisition) as congealed together are c:xpecte(l by the cxprcssions
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like the ‘sprout comes out’. The agent (sprout) of the action (coming
out), karma (the form to be achieved, that is, birth)-and the action of
coming out (of the sprout) must be involved there in the accomplishment
of action (kriy@). The substratum of an action may either be an agent or
an object. In the absence of agent or object, accomplishment of an
action is not possible. The expectancy for expressing externals (agent
or object of birth=action) is not possible as they cannot exist before
their birth. External objects can be the agent or the object of an action

only if they are born first but prior to their birth how can they serve as

the object of or as the agent of their own birrh?

Showing the contradiction in the use of *birth’ of an external-existent,
B puts the dialectic, a brief account of which is given as follows:

If the sprout is already existent (real) there will be no expectancy for
the expression of its birth (janma) and if it is non-existent (unreal), the
expression regarding the birth of a non-existent is self—contradictory.48
Unlike the action of going (gaman), in which the external mover (ganta)
and place to be reached by going (gantavya) are different, B seeks no
room for difference of ‘the agent of birth’ and the form to be achieved
by the action ‘birth’ (jayate) of an external-thing, and, hence, the
expression ‘sprout comes out’ is not possible if being as external-
existent is taken as the meaning of the Janguage.*

" Opposite to B’s position Sankhya system of Indian philosophy accepts
externally existents as the meaning of the word. External ‘sprout’, for
them, is existent-even in the time of its taking birth and serves as the
agent of the action (of its taking birth). The ‘birth’ in their theory of
Satkarya (the theory that assumes the unmanifested existence of effect
in its cause prior to its birth) is the manifested form of an unmanifested.
Objecting to the Sankhya theory, HR says that the explanation of ‘birth’
even according to Satkaryavadins is not possible if meaning is taken as
external being. Sankhya also accepts ‘birth’ though, interprets it as the
manifested form of an unmanifested. HR observes thatas Satkaryavadins
accept birth, they have also to accept that which.is to be achieved by
birth, that is, the result (phala) of the action, if otherwise, the uselessness
of action has to be accepted. As the sprout, in their theory, as HR
observes, is existent (in an unmanifested form), there will be no
expectancy for the expression for its birth (to be manifested as yet?). In
brief, B and HR want to show that the expression like ‘sprout comes
out’ cannot be possible if external-existents are taken as the cause of
the expectancy for the expression. In other words, the expression of the
birth of externals (already existent) cannot be expected as the object of
expression ‘sprout comes out’ and, hence impossibility of the expressions
as concerned with ‘birth’.
~ Bexplains the expression ‘the spriout comes out’ by taking upacarasatta
of sprout and of the act of its birth as well, HR says® as the sprout has
not completely come out, the expression ‘ankurojayate’ is used for
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communicating its latter form in which it comes out fully. Had it fully
come out, it would not be expected as an object of * jayate (birth) but of
‘asti’ (existence). We, on B’s explanation of the word ‘ast?’ (exists), will
discuss after few steps. Here, we want to show that as the sprout hasmot
fully come out, it €an be taken as that which has not accomplished its
own form, that is, non-existent (asatta). An action by a complete void or
by unreal cannot be expected while the ‘sprout’ in the expression
‘sprout comes out’ is expressed as such that gets birth Udyamdna) . Thus,
the sprout can be taken as both existent and non-existent. In other
words, it is asatla (non-existence) in the sense that it has not fully come
out and, is ‘sattd@ (existent) as it is there in an incomplete form and
comes out fully later on. In other words, sprout as the cause is taken as
non-existence (asatta) and as the effect is existent gsatt@). The preceding
and following states of the sprout (ankura) figured in the mind are
expected by the expression ‘sprout comes out’ as the agent and the
object of the expression respectively. It, at the time of its ‘coming out’,
is not externally existent. As the sprout is not externally existent, no
expectancy for the expression ‘sprout comes out’ is possible. According
to HR, the precedent and subsequent states of the sprout figure in the
mind and these inner-beings (figured in the mind) are taken into
account for the expression of the sentence ‘sprout comes out’. If the
inner-beings of permitted and prevented sprout are accepte_d,‘ only
then the significance of the use of instrumental case (kartrkaraka) with
the verb ‘jayate may be expected on one hand and the meaning of
‘birth’ (act of coming out of the sprout) may be expressed by the word
‘jayate (exists) on the other hand. If the following state of the effect
‘coming out of the sprout’ (jayate) is already existent, it can be asked as
to what is the need of saying its ‘coming out’ (jayate)? According to B,
the objection mentioned above does not arise if existence or ‘being of
sprout’ is taken as inner-being. Conclusively, it can be said from the side
of B that the expression like “sprout is coming out’ is expected on the
basis of the inner-beings of the following state without negating its
preceding state.5! In the expression ‘sprout comes out’ the inner-beings
of the preceding and following states are congealed together and the
congealed state is expected by the expression ‘sprout comes out’.

The difficulty in explaining the expressions like ‘ ankurojdyate’ , arising
out of taking external-existents as the meaning of words, does not arise
if inner-being is taken into consideration. The inner-being (ankura not
fully manifested) figures first which serves as the agent (kart@) of the
mental being of the action’ jayate (comes out) on account of which the
agent (the idea of ‘ankura’ figured first in the mind) and the object
(achievement of its next form, thatis, ‘coming out’ which figures in the
mind) of the verb ‘jayal¢ by the expression ‘ankurojayate are cognized.
The agent (ankura before its coming out), the object (the form of
ankura to be achieved) and the action ‘jayate (coming out) ar¢ inreer-
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heings. The substratum of an action may either be an agent or an object
and if both of them are mental, the action is also mental. Being mental,
°the prior and latter forms of sprout are taken into consideration as the
agent and object of the action ‘jayate respectively for the expression of
- ankurojayate . Grammatically, the use of lakara (verbal tense) with ‘jayate
is possible only if the agent and object of the action ‘jayate are taken as
inner-beings, otherwise, the use of lakdra with the verb, as we have

mentioned in earlier pages, is not possible.

Vil

The expectancy for the expression, of ‘existence’ (asti) the second mode
of being, can also not be possible if external being is taken into
consideration for the use of the language. The word ‘exists’ (asti) isaverb
denoting action of possessing or holding one’s own being. Being
departed from the ‘birth’ but has not reached as yet the third stage of it,
thatis, ‘change’ (viparinamate), is called ‘to hold itself which is expected
by the word ‘asti’ (exists). As agent (kartd) in Vyakarana is taken as
independent (svatantr'o-kart'd) and the object (karma) is taken as
dependent (paratantra) and as they are mutually contradictory in nature,
an external-being cannot be taken as both—an agent and an object
simultaneously, and, therefore, there will be no ground for the
expression ‘ankure asté (The sprout exists), if external-being is taken as
the cause of the expectancy for the use of word. It is only upacarasatta
(inner-being) which even as a single one is expected or imagined by
mind differently as both—the agent and the object on the basis of
which the expression ‘ankuro 'sti” is expressed (Atmanamatmana vibhydastiti
vyapadisyate) 52

Asti (exists) is a verb (Akhyatapada) expressive of a being of a non-
accomplished character (sadhya). I, like the verb ‘pacati’ (cooking),
expresses a collection of many actions involved in a sequence. As there
is no external agentwho can accomplish the external action of existing
(asti)? The expression «ankuro’sti’ cannot be possible if external being is
taken as the meaning of words. In the act of ‘existing of the sprout’
there is no external agent (finished-character) and, then, what will
serve as the substratum of the action? In the act of ‘existing’ the being
of existing is conceived but the sam¢ being cannot simultaneously be of
a finished and of a non-finished character. An agent and object are the

beings of an accomplished character and the being revealed by the verb .

‘asti is of a non-finished character. How can that which is just going to
achieve its ‘existence’ be taken as of a finished-character? If, for a
moment, it is accepted as of a finished character, it cannot, then, be
expected as ofa non-finished character (that which has to be finished).
The external being cannot at the same time be both of the opposite
characters of finished and non-finished.
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An external being is always a siddha (accomplished—character), and,
hence, it cannot be a sadhya (non-finished character). Band HR elucidate
that the verb ‘asti denoting non-accomplished—being cannot be the
expression of external existence which is of a finished character.5®

From the discussion madec in the previous pages, it is clear that all
meaning—positive, negative, birth, existence, change, increase, decrease,
destruction, etc.—are inner-beings revealed by language in the mind.
The inner-being (upacarasaua) of a finished and of a non-finished’
character figures in the mind non-differently by language independently
of external-beings. It is upacarasatia which causes incentive in a speaker
for communicating through verbal ‘utterances and which, in a hearer, is
cognized as figured in the mind through verbal-noises. External-beings
which are generally taken as the object of perception, inference, etc.
are in themselves beyond the grasp of language and the sense-data
acquired by perception by senses, eyes, €ars, eLc. are only instrumental
in manifesting the inner-language. Manifested by them, the inner-
language is revealed as vacaka which non-differently reveals the meaning
(vacya) - and, thus, both—the vdacaka and vacya—are inner-being
(upacarasatld). :

For B, the being as qualiﬁer—qualiﬁed""* is also cognized as is figured
by language in the mind. For example, the expression ‘nilotpalany
expresses the ‘lotus’ qualified by the colour ‘blue’. It cannot be expected
so if external-being is taken as the meaning of the expression * nilotpalam’.
From the point of view of external-being the same utpal (blue-lotus) is
nila (blue) also. The nila quality is not'seen separate from the external
utpal (blue-lotus) and, thus, the qualiﬁer-qualiﬁed being by the
expression “nilotpal will not be expected if external-being is taken as
meaning. This is. not the case with inner-being. The same meaning

(being) is divided in the mind as qualifier (nila) and that which is to be
qualified by nila, that is, utpalam. The inner meaning-qualifier (nila) and
the qualified (utpala) congcaled together are taken into account for
the expression “nilotpalam’—the being having a qualiﬁer—qua]iﬁed
character. i

The inner-being revealed in the mind by language 1s
universal—universal in the sense that identical cognition by language
in all occurrences and instanges is accomplished. If it is said that abhava
(negation) and other cmpty-concepts like hare’s horn, barreri’s son,
etc. (as there are no individual existents for the inherence of universal)
cannot be admitted as universal and, hence, the denial of them as
universal is the denial of (heir inner-being. Solving the problem, HR
elucidates ‘abhavasya ‘pi uddhyakarina nirupan,zdt’.55 According to this
statement of HR, ‘abhava’ m all its occurrences figures in the mind and
that is why identical cognition by the word ‘abhava’ in its several
occurrences and instances figures. Not only that but on the basis of how
‘abhd@va is presented by woids in the mind it is classified into different
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kinds, that is, pragbhava, pradhvansabhiva, anyonyabhana, atyantabhava
and, hence, abhava, inhering in all its kinds is taken as universal.’
Aphava (non-being) in the system of vyakarana is accepted as an idea of
negation (non-existent). |

As being so also non-being also figures in the mind by the words and
that is why cognition by the word ‘abhdiva’ is accomplished. For example,
the dative case is taught with verb ‘dadali’ as in the expression ‘vipraya gam
dadati (He gives a cow to a Braihmin). The same case is taught with its
negation also as in the expression ‘Vipraya gam na dadati’ (He does not
give a cow to a Brahmin). The same rule is taught for both of the being
and of the non-being and the cognition by both—the being and non-
being—figures positively and, hence, to accept the inner-being of abhava
(non-being) like bhava (being) seems justified from the point of view of
accomplishment of cognition in communication.

VIII

The possibility of the- eternity of relation between the language and
"meaning on which Vaiyakaranas theory of holism is based can also not
be explained if external-being is taken as the meaning of language.>’
A Sabda is eternally related with meaning because meaning for
Vaiydkaranas is that which is revealed in the mind non-differently by it.
If meaning as external-being is taken, the relation between a linguistic
unit (language) and the external-being (that is, physical unit which is
bevond the grasp of Janguage) will be difficult to explain. Moreover,
physical things which are existent only in the present cannot be taken
as eternally related with the language. As the meaning according to
Vaiyikaranas is non-different from the eternally given Sabdaand the Sabda
reveals itself and‘the meaning, the question regarding the relation
hetween the two (that is, the Sabda and meaning) arises significantly as
Véicyavacaka. The meaning, as it is what is figured non-differently in the
mind by $abda, is eternally related with the Sabda. This eternal relation
according to Veaiyakaranas is the eternal-fitness (yogyata) of the éabda; it
is the yogyata of the Sabda by which it is eternally related with meaning.
The yogyatd (sambandha) of a $abda, is cternally there with all of its
meaning because Sabda, in the system of Vydkarana is taken as the
expressor (vacaka) of all meaning (Swvesarvartha Vacakah) and it is
convention (known to us through the observation of the use of the
$abda by elders) by which the yogyata-sa mbandha of a word is restrained
on account of which a fixed meaning (artha) is known by a fixed sabda.
The picture-theory of Wittgenstein, according to which the
proposition is a fact and. the meaning supposed to be pictured by
proposition, that is, ‘fact pictured” is also a fact and the two are mutually
independent, distinct, discrete facts, has no sound logical or
epistemological ground for explaining the relation between the
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propositional fact and the fact pictured. His theory of structural-
commonness between propositional fact and the fact pictured is nota
solution to the problem of the relation. According to his own theory,
the commonness may also be a’fact to be expressed by a further
proposition since itis also an experience. Thus, the fact of commouness
will be just an addition to the number of facts but will be of no help in
solving. the problem of relation between the discrete facts—except

amounting to infinite regress.. 4

As his picture-theory rejects causal relation as a mark of superstition,
the relation between the two facts (by accepting that the preceding fact
causes the following fact) cannot be taken into account. The problem
of relation between language and meaning is solved by B by taking it as
the natural fitness of language to reveal meaning non-differently in the
mind. Meaning is not a discrete fact but is a being non-differently

revealed by language and, hence, the two are eternally related.

IX

What is revealed in the mind by sabda is pratibhd,,a clear, distinct and
complete indivisible unit, a flash of understanding. The cognition or
flash revealed in the mind by inner-sabda (sphota) is always a veridical
cognition because communication is accomplished by it. According to
B’s trend of philosophy, the cognitions revealed even by the terms non-
veridical, indistinct, etc., are also veridical, if otherwise, the
communication ‘cannot be accomplished. By the term ‘veridical
cognition’ B means the cognition revealed or figured in the mind by
$abda and that which by itself functions as an incentive to an action. The
clear and distinct cognition revealed by Sabda in the mind is always a
veridical cognition and that is why B calls it by the term ‘pratibha’ . He
accepts the cognition (both sentential and word-meaning) as veridical
and does not reject the possibility of their further examination through
reasoning and experience for men who seek verification or confirmation
for believing in the veridical cognition revealed by ‘$abda’ in the mind.

Verification and confirmation of a veridical cognition revealed by
abda in the mind are as the most central epistemological problem of
philosophy for those who take sabda as that which stands by proxy for
the things of the empirical world. They decide and accept the truth of
cognition revealed by a statement on the basis of the state of affairs, that
is, . . . A statement is true if it has a referent in the empirical world,
otherwise, false. Contrary to them, B sees no need for external objects
for explaining the expressions and the world of communication, that is,
the world of expressions and the meanings. The verifying experience as
a complete independent unit of experiential event, as 2 Bhartrharian
would say, has no connection whatsoever with the earlier experiences
which are supposed to verify and, thus, the testability theory of meaning
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based on the comparison of it with referable entities is of no use and of
no significance as far as the accomplishment of communication or
cognition by Sabda is concerned.

Cognitively, verity is the very character of the cognition accomplished
in communication. No communication is possible if the cognition
revealed by $abdain the mind is not veridical. Veridical-cognition revealed
in the mind is prior to, and functions as, a base of verification,
falsification, confirmation, etc. involved in the explanation of it. These
are means required for convincing the persons governed by stereotyped
perception and practice. Persons having stereotyped attitude regarding
cognition consider language as a name of things or of action, etc. The
explanation of the veridical cognition revealed by Sabda is useful for
facilitating a discursive understanding of a man who takes §abda as that
which stands by proxy for the things meant. Such an understanding
inevitably demands verification of a statement on the basis of reason
and experience for believing.

Verification is a logical criterion applied for the examination of a
statement on the basis of referent as meaningful or meaningless or even
as true or otherwise. It has a referential value and is based on the theory
of language as representative for which a sentence is meaningful if it
his a referent to be experienced in the empirical world or if it can be
described in terms of experience. But how can verification or the
referential truth of the statement ‘the sentence is tfue if it expresses the
true state of affairs or thing in the empirical world’ be possible? For the
lack of verification, the statement under example will be accepted
either as presumptuous or as meaningless. Meaninglessness itself is
known as is revealed by the language, but it will be embarrassing for
positivists to accept their fundamental theory as inconsistent or as
presumptuous. Empiricists in general and logical positivists in particular
stand self-contradicted if they submit themselves to verification as the
cause of the verity of cognition which for B is revealed by Sabda itself.

Verity of cognition revealed by falda in communication cannot be
denied without a veridical cognition revealed by the word ‘denial’, and
empiricists and positivists cannot deny the verity of cognition revealed
by their basic proposition ‘the meaning of a proposition is the mode of
its verification’. Taking the verity of cognition revealed by the statement
! for granted, further explanation of it through the instances of statements
2 and subsequent examination of them in terms of meaningfulness or
: meaninglessness and truth or falsity is made on the basis of referents to
! be found in the empirical world. The verity of cognition and the
' examination of its truth on the basis of verification are different from
b cach other. In the case of the former, the §abda occupies a foundational
status (it reveals itself and the meaning also) while in the case of the
latter, the Sabda is taken as representative. The sabda, in the case of the
former, is fundamental while in that of the. latter is instrumental. B’s
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approach seems justified from the point of view of both accomplishment
of communication and its explanation in terms of validity as well. It
considers the cognition revealed by Sabdain communication as veridical
and estimates verification, confirmation, etc. as instruments involved in
the further explanation/ examination of the verity useful for convincing
and believing those who seek referential evidence for the certainty of
the cognition by language.

Those who take perception and other allied sources as the illuminator
of cognition and consider Sabda as representative of the cognition by
perception, take $abda as a tool through which the cognition by
perception is expressed. to the audience. Contrary to their view, B
considers $abda as grahaka-grahya. Sabda is the conly illuminator of

cognition. It illuminates itself and the meaning as well. y

Perceived sense-data is instrumental in cognition or knowledge which
is shot through-and-through by language. If otherwise, it will be just
incommunicable private feeling with the things on the basis of which
communication cannot be accomplished. According to B’s system of
thought, the perception by different senses and the senses themselves
are distinguished by ‘$abda’ which is the illuminating principle of them
also. There is no knowledge which is not intertwined with Sabda, all
knowledge is knowledge shot through-and-through by Sabda and what is
revealed by Sabda in the mind is always a veridical knowledge which,
irrespective of verification, confirmation, etc. accomplishes
communication. The examination of the cognition revealed by §abdain
the mind through experience and reasoning forms asubject matter of a
distinct logic for which the veridical cognition revealed by Sabda (sentence
or word) is valid if there is a possibility of a corresponding referent in
the empirical world .58 What counts in communication is not the validity
based on empirical evidences and epistemic justifications but the verity
and this verity is the naturc of cognition as it is directly revealed by the
language. All cognition is revealed (by language) and is veridical. It is
indivisible flash and not predication.

As far as the differences of the cognitions by fantasy, allegories,
myths, factual, non-factual and other expressions are concerned, they,
for B, are relative to communication. It is the communication on the
basis of which their differencesare known by the expressions themselves.
Those who are not well versed in communication, as in the cases of
children, may take fantasy, myths, etc. to be expvressions,of real-life
situations but when they grow up they see the differences of the cognition
through communication. The cognition by the expression ‘Aldsa myth’
is a veridical cognition and that is why it is known thus. Verity of
cognition is based neither on referents nor on empirical evidences and
epistemological justifi(:znion but on the accomplishmem of
communication itself.”
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Conclusively, it can be said that what figures in the mind by language is
a kind of being, that is, upacarasatta. Mental ideas revealed by language
in the mind are taken by B as self-restrained being. The language itself
and the meaning revealed non-differently by it are only cognized as
such but as all knowledge is knowledge shot through-and-through by
language, the identical cognition of the belngs revealed in the mind is
accomplished in communication. Upacarasattais a self-restrained being®
as it is not something abstracted from external things. By self-restrained
being we mean to say that the objects of cognition are not abstracted
from external things. They are not constructions of minds but are
beings revealed non—dlfferently by language itself. There is a difference
between the cognition and the cognition of the object. Cognition is not
an object or another in a cognition. As a light does not need another
light in order to be 1llum1nated cognition, as such, is self-luminous
and, hence, foundational while the cognition of the objects (being—the
object. of cognition, that is, idea) is relational to cognition. As
communication is the accomplishment of cognition by language, the
objects of cognition are also the objects of communication and, hence,
of philosophical reflection and investigation as well.
So far as things-in-themselves are concerned, B does not deny their

eexistence, in fact; he accepts.them. For him, they are not revealed by

language, rather,they are beyond the grasp of language but are known
by 1mp11cauon as ontological apposition (Samanadhikarana) of the
cognition and of the ObJCCtS of cognition as are revealed by language in
the mind. External existences are taken by habit, practice and perception
as the object of cognition but even in the case of representative theory
of perception, bare sense-data (and not the things-in-themselves) is
grasped. The sense-data like verbal-noises, as a Bhartrharian would say,
is only instrumental in manifesting the inner-language which when
manifested reveals itself first as vacaka and the meaning (vdacya) is revealed
by it non-differently. We are so.accustomed in the manner of perception
by eyes that we do not usually mind their actual role of only
instrumentality in the manifestation of real language. We do not mind
the foundational character of cognition as shot through-and-through
by language.

The things-in-themselves are not beings revealed by language. There
is no room for the admission of them in B’s holism of language. Even
the sense-data in order to be differentiated and distinguished as sense-
data requires language. It cannot be known even as sense-data, if
isolated from language. Things-in-themselves whether eternal or
transient are of no philosophical significance because philosophical
reflections are concerned with and are confined to the objects figured
in the mind by language. The theory of objects of cognition as
upacarasaita (being figured in the mind as presented by language)
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seems justified on the plane of cognition as it does not take the objects
of cognition as abstracted from or as imagined by or as constructed by
mind. It does not take them as ideas hypostatized as external-things.
Nonetheless, the basic premiscs of the sentence-holism hold the objects
of cognition neither as ontological nor as psychological entities but as
cognoscible and communicable beings figured non-differently by
language in the mind. '

To sum up, we can say that language for B’s philosophy is expressive
by nature. It is on the basis of expressive nature of language that he
interprets the most controversial problem of relation between language
and meaning, language and being or between being and being in a very
natural way. He, by taking cognition as intertwined with language,
resolves the problem of relation between language and cognition. What
figures by language in the mind for B is the object, that is, thought
object, which is identified by him as meaning or inner-being. His
concept of meaning as inner-being revealed non-difterently in the
mind by language and its implications drawn by him may be taken as his
real contribution to the history of philosophy. Itis on the basis of inner-
being only that the expressions regarding birth, existence, change,
negation, etc. are made possible. Empty concepts like hare’s horn,
barren’s son (having no external being), future (the being yet to be
born) and past-being (externally non-existents) cannot be explained if
inner-being as revealed by the expressions is not taken into account.
Not only that but words generally taken as of having only syntactical
significance and many others can also not be taken as expressors and
hence cease to be words if what figures by these words is not taken as
their meaning. Over and above all, no expression even the expression
regarding external things (existing only in present), can also not be
possible if inner-being as the meaning is denied. Expression implies a
prior expectancy and expectancy prior to the expression is not possible
if inner-being as its cause is not accepted. This theory of sentence-
holism, in very brief, is a philosophical theory of primacy of language
intertwined with cognition. It is ubiquitously and foundationally given
as illumined-illuminating-being of the world of communication to which
our cognition and reflections are confined. Cognitively, upacarasatia
only figures in the mind by it and that is reason he insists on reflecting
even on metaphysical objects dlso as they figure in the mind by language
or as are presented by language. External-being as a Bhartrharian
would say is known by implication or by inference as ontological
substratum (external basis) of the inner-being revealed in the mind by
language.

As cognition by language is accepted by B as a revealed truth, it is
always a veridical ¢ognition (prakasita). ‘Communication cannot be
accomplished if cognition by language is not taken as veridical and
cognition cannot be taken as veridical if it is not accepted as revealed.
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As language is luminous and the 1llummatmg principle of cognition
and as cognition is revealed and is shot through-and- -through by
language, the cognition revealed by it is taken as self-restrained on one
hand and as veridical on the other hand.

[ am thankful to ICPR for funding the research project of which this paper is'a part. I
express my feeling of gratitude to Professor Daya Krishna for encouraging and asking
me to modify the paper in the light of the comments of the referee. I am indebted to

the referee for corrections and valuable remarks on an earlier draft of the paper.]
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B is not lnterested in analysing veridical cognition revealed by language in
communication in terms of validity or justifiability and hence he has not cared
specially for providing empmcal evidences and epistemic-| Justlﬁcanon used for
analysmg the cognition in terms of objectivity. He aims at interpreting.
communications as are accomphshed by language. He, like a hermeneutist,
tries to clarify the concepts as are used in usual communications by the method
of interpreting different views on them given by different thinkers popular at
bis time. The accomplishment of communication is the basic criterion of
cognition. Cognition by language or the accomplishment of communication is
itself evidential for its verity. The cognition even derived by reasoning and
argumentation which prove or disprove it as valid or invalid may be accounted
for the limit of the subjectivity or the ObJCCthl(y of a cogriition or as distinguisher
ofyonﬁed cognition and other’s imagination, etc., but so far its communicative
value is‘concerned, it is not worth accepting if it goes against communication.

- By the term selfrestrained being®we mean the self-determined flash of

understanding, that is, Pratibhd, revealed non-differently by language in the
mind.







Basanta Kumar Mallik and the Negative

MARY M. WALKER
Aylesbury, Bucks, UK

Mallik had a lifelong preoccupation with the Negative. He pondered
for a long time over its many forms, for example:

(a) Negation in the forms of contradiction and contrariety;

(b) Opposition in the form of warfare, personal and racial conflicts;
violent and non-violent demonstrations, the restriction of order
and disorder; 1

(c) Values associated with opposition: good/evil, truth/illusion,
honesty/dishonesty, conventional/ unconventional, real/unreal.

_All these forms were bound up with the ideas of relationship and
change. The relationships varied from the inequality of contradiction
to the strict equality and frustration of contrariety. Negation is often
associated with ending, yet the Negative is not necessarily regarded as
ultimate, rather as a stepping-stone to another state. Furthermore, the
Negative is usually referred to in terms of the Positive. Even such
Sanskrit words as arogya—health, or ahimsa—non-violence, denote
absence of or freedom from the negative, which suggests that the
Negative is not quite essential in an ontological sense, though it is not
impossible. ‘The Negative somehow appeared to be non-existence; yet
nobody ever thought it impossible.’! Strangely enough, a parallel
statement is made about the ideal Positive, the Absolute or the Perfect.
It is not actual at present, but it is not impossible. These experiences
support the belief that ‘The Negative is just as distinct a type of human
experience as the Positive and both are equally elementary and ultimate.
We do not derive either of them from the other.’? When Mallik turned
to methods used to deal with the Negative he found a wide variety. For
example:

Parmenides denied its existence;

The tyrant crushed it underfoot by brute force;

The Saint or Holy Man smothered it with love and patience;

The Jurist contained it, kept it within bounds by the power of law
or public opinion;

The loser yielded to greater force by submission, conversion or

martyrdom. '
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There were those who endured oppressio

1 for a time in the hope of

achieving freedom through self-discipline. Others sought protection
from a Higher Power through prayer, repentance and forgiveness.
Some others accepted suffering as inevitable for the time being, but
pinned their hopes on a higher state of existence where it would no

Heaven, Parad}ise,vNirvana or Brahman. Mallik bel
approaches t0 the problem contained a valuable grain of truth or
realism. But because each addressed only one aspect
they did not manage between them to solve the conflict or the enigma.
An account was neegied which would give all these observations a place
in which they could support one another. Efforts to deal with the
Negative had produced qualities held in high esteem

courage, honesty, purity, steadfastness, foresig
and spirituality, to name but a few. But, as Ma

heard one of these virtues b

longer be found. There were many different approaches to this state of

jeved all these

of the problem

in all cultures:

ht, tolerance, responsibility
1lik so often said, when he

eing acclaimed, “That alone is not enough.’
They may have helped man to survive, but by themselves they have not
solved the problem of the Negative.

After years spent studying these aspects of the Negative and the

considered the question “What is the essence of the
then going still deeper, ‘Does the Negative actually
already established to his satisfaction the certain existence of Reality,
quoting the classical reply to the sceptic driven by doub

that there was Nothing when reality appeare

. methods devised to deal with it in different contexts, Mallik came to the
conclusion that such 2 universal problem
basic level indeed. It could not be dealt with un

had to be tackled at a very
til it was understood. He

Negative?’, and
exist?’. He had

t who suggested

d to have lost its significance.

The sceptic was told that his doubt, which he could not deny, in itself
constituted evidence of some reality. ‘Under the Laws of Thought
nothing cannot be there if even the minimum form of Reality or Being
or Existence is there’.” This gave assurance and appea
field free for the existence of Being. Parmenidean position took this to
the extreme: ‘Being is absolute.and total; there is no Negative,” But to
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to provide an account of the nature of Reality and the part played in it
by the negative. '

Mallik could not follow the traditional methods used by mystics,
dogmatists or scientists because, as he put it ‘he did not happen to have
any spiritual, rationalistic or scientific intuitions from which to start. As
a philosopher he must depend on the laws of thought.’® He takes the
first law: ‘A is A, as establishing the identity of A, and by implication
recognizing the conceivability of Not-A. The second law: A cannot be A
and Not-A, needs, he suggests, another clause to complete it: A and
Not-A are opposites, and must co-exist in order to oppose one another.
The third law of Excluded Middle: There must be either A or Not-A,
refers to a non-related state of existence and leaves open its positive or
negative character.’ i

He turned to the laws of thought, ‘not as subsisting beings to whom
we could appeal for ‘help as devotees appeal to Gods for help. They
should be taken rather as records of human experience. . . in which
Positive and Negative as categories appear in definite relationships.’®

He takes care to distinguish these categorical experiences from
images or percepts. They dispel doubt and provide evidence about the
structure of reality. There is no question of action or reaction, or
memories or foresight in a categorical experience. They are, nevertheless
dndividual experiences, unique and yet related like any other moment
in the individual’s career.

Accounts of all types of experience if they are to be accepted as true
or valid must support one another. Mallik follows scrupulously the plan
he laid down for enquiry—the combination of metaphysical conclusions
and records of day-to-day events. Experiences and records of conflict
are a$ essential as their metaphysical interpretation to any account of
reality, if it is to be a complete one.

Among reviews of the Real and the Negative one suggested that
Mallik’s effort to clear up the false antithesis between the Real and the
Negative had led him into such ‘nebulosities’ as the suggestion that
‘Clear distinction between the Negative and the possibility of the negative
might hold the solution to the problem of life and thought.” He had
laboured long, the reviewer suggested, but must work harder to clarify
his position. Mallik conceded that the argument was a difficult one to
follow, and included a long and closely reasoned review of the negative
as an appendix to Related Multiplicity.®

The most acute experience of the Negative arises as a possibility
following doubt. It occurred to Mallik that such an argument must also
affect the dogmatist’s claim for the Positive. The absolute sceptic’s case
had been destroyed by the evidence of his own doubt, for which there
was no place in the Absolute Negative. The same argument would affect
the dogmatists’ claim for the Absolute Positive, which was also described
as all-inclusive. This would leave no room for any claim or faith either.
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Evidence that the doubt of Non-Being and the faith in being reduced
the claims for the Negative and the Positive to possibilities, denying the
absolute character of both. As far as he knew, this point had not been
raised in tradition. He called this discovery the primal form of categorical
experience, the possibilities or non-absolute forms of the negative and
the positive, or of non-being and being. The so-called categorical
conceptions prior to this experience were revealed as value judgements,
implying judgements of inequality which have had a profound effect on

man’s attitude to the negative. The possibilities of being and non-being

stand as true and equal categories, pure unbiased evidence of Reality.

A category is not an experience of something material or historical.
It is an idea, a recognition of a possible state of existence. The
philosopher, elated perhaps by having dismissed the threat of the
Absolute Negative or Nothingness, hurried to replace it by the prospect
of the Absolute Positive. But when he introduced the concept of the
Absolute, he also admitted the notion of value, as better Or; WOrTse,
leading inevitably to right and wrong;, good and evil. The dual notion of
Reality was forgotten, and replaced by a system of values, or inequalities.

Reality, being total and all-inclusive must make provision for every
conceivable state of existence. But certain states, for example the Related
and Unrelated, or the Monistic and the Pluralistic are incompatible
and cannot co-exist. This led Mallik to restate in Related Multiplicity’
his account of the Cosmic pattern of existence, which he calls the
Triadic Universe. This consists of the first Continuous Universe of Non-
Being, unrelated and monistic, withouta beginning but ending. This is
followed by the Discontinuous Universe of Being and Non-Being co-
existing in rclationship, which begins and ends. The Discontinuous is
in turn succecded by the second Continuous Universe of Being, monistic
and unrelated, which will hegin, but will not end.

This triadic pattern provided for both beginning and no beginning:
for ending and no ending; the monistic and the pluralistic, and for the
unrelated and the related. There is only Reality, constituted by Being
and Non-Being. The unreal cannot exist, nor can the self-contradictory.
“The Real was never in the predicament in which it was called upon to
embody no beginning and no end at the same time. It was open (9]
Reality only to exist as continuous or discontiguous. It could never be
both simultineously.”®

Everyonec is aware of situations in which two individuals’ recollections
of events are recorded or interpreted in two different, even incompatible
accounts, though both individuals had actually participated in or
witnessed the incidents they are describing. Two contradictory statements
cannot both be accepted as ‘truc statements’, and yet both may be given
in good faith and with conviction of their accuracy. These discrepancies
range from the description of an incident in the street to pmfoun(l
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statements remains a perennial problem. One version may be accepted
as more in tune with the listener’s own point of view. To justify this
choice, recourse is sometimes made to a mysterious unexplained
factor—prejudice, illusion, incompleteness, or even evil, which taints
the opposite version. It may be conceded that we have not yet attained
understanding of the whole truth. It is something to be sought but
remains still beyond our reach.

Itis one thing to accept a metaphysical statement about the nature of
Reality—that it is non-absolute—quite another to apply that
understanding to one’s actual life, one’s actions and reactions. The
world we know is the Discontinuous Universe, the world of related
multiplicity. It is composed of multiple individuals, instances of the two
basic forms of concrete existence—being and non-being. These instances
Mallik identifies as individuals or entities, unique chains of experiences,
with each link in the chain related to links in other chains as identical,
or distinct, as opposite or complementary. For example, a man thinks,
feels or acts as 2 member of a family, professional group, a group of
friends, a nation, etc. These individuals, instances of being and non-
being, are the only concrete entities in existence. Not all substantives
are substantial. To give a simple example, it makes sense to say that a
baby is ‘the picture of health’; but the statement: ‘health is the picture
of a baby’ has little. if any significance. Words like ‘health’ or ‘non-
violence’ are catalogue words, referring to a type of experience an
individual may have from time to time. They are not objects permanently
existing or stored; they are not percept or image experience.

Where, then does the individual stand in this world of related
multiplicity? In common with all other entities he must be an instance
of the positive or the negative, existing and functioning in relationship.
The negative has been regarded as something with which one has to
deal, either by managing it or bearing it. ‘At the same time, all individuals
have viewed the negative as something they would be glad to do without.
Most of us hoped that we should eventually reach that happy state.

The question may be asked what does it feel like to be an instance of
non-being? This is difficult to answer, because we live in an age of belief -
in the Absolute, and therefore inequality where the positive is considered
superior to the negative. No one wishes to identify with the negative.
But it will be generally agreed that the negative appears to indicate at
least inferiority, and at the extreme some threat of destruction. It may
be suggested that feeling of humiliation, shame or guilt indicate a
negative state, or that indignation or anger, some sense of injustice
which leads to a fight against all odds, or a ruthless attempt at
extermination represent negative responses to a situation in which an
individual is caught up.

Mallik suggests that in classical western philosophy the negative is
recognized as an entity which has eternally existed with the positive, but
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in the final phase of reality non-being is to be excluded. Relationship is
shed, and Being, either as un related self-contained units, or as an idea
or essence of unity continues alone. The Indian account, starting with
mystical unity, envisaged the world of related multiplicity as an emanation
from Being, and envisaged the historical world as a temporary
phenomenon.

These accounts presuppose inequality between being and non-being.
Non-being is regarded as the temporary -unreal or illusory elcment,
whereas being has the capacity not only to co-exist with non-being, but
also to become actual or absolute, and continue unrelated.

“To Mallik this position appeared as untenable for two reasons. Being
and non-being, as opposites must be equal. They could not therefore be
real and unreal. Being has no greater right to be equated with Reality
than Non-Being. They are both essential constituents of Reality, existing
alternatively in monistic and related forms. Non-being is not to be
confused with .‘absence of being.’ It is equally real, and might be
described as ‘other than being.’ Itis one of the two ultimate constituents
of Reality. !

Inequality which may characterize experiences in the context of
action or performance, cannot apply to existence as such. There can be
no degrees of existence. Mallik’s possible existent is not to be confused
with Aristotle’s nondescript potential, which cannot claim to be there
or not there. If the positive and negative co-exist, or exist alternately,
they must have equal claim to existence. In conflicts, first one side and
then the other prevails, but one never eliminates the other, or even
establishes permanent dominance. N '

. Great victories have been hailed as the result of brilliant strategy or
outstanding courage. Men celebrate also the resilience of those who
slowly overcome oppression and return to power. Groups are formed,
flourish for a time and then fade away. Even nations and races having
established themselves over a long period are eventually overthrown, or
virtually éxtinguished. They had their moments of victory and defeat
and came to an end. They had their place in history, but not the last
word. The struggle goes on between the authoritarians and the
equalizers, the upholders of spiritual and material values in other times
and places, between members of other groups. The continuing feature
of conflict is the equal ability of both sides to survive.

In considering the role played by the negative in the Discontinuous
Universe, Mallik begins from the same position as he adopted in
considering it in Reality as a whole. If something exists it must exist in
every conceivable state. Provision is made in the related universe for
every possible type of relationship between the positive and negative.

Provision for every conceivable kind of related existence or in
individual terms every imaginable experience, implies stages oF
sequences in time or space-—some co-existing, others alternating. Mallik

1

ORLTY W



A A3ars

g ik

= -

(<]

Basanta Kumar Mallik and the Negative 101

envisaged five such stages in the Discontinuous Universe, under two
main types: The Primal’ or ‘Beginning, and the Creative or ending,
linked with the conception and realization of the Common Purpose.

In the Primal stage there are two basic states of related existence:
identicalness and distinctness. Individuals as instances of being and
non-being are found in both states. In other words, individuals exist as
identical with one another and as distinct, although never merged into
unity or completely detached as absolute differents. In the creative
stages, where the end or purpose of the discontinuous universe is
conceived and realized, these functions of conception and realization
are undertaken by individuals in a state of identicalness and
distinguishability respectively.

The primary stage of pure existence Jogically precedes the creative
stagés. Something must be recognized as existing before any enquiry
can be made as to how it functions. But as a matter of historical fact,
these two stages are features which characterize the discontinuous
universe throughout its course. Being and Non-being cannot create
without existing; nor can they exist without a purpose.

The instances of Being or Non-Being, the individuals, are the only

concrete constituents of this universe. They begin and end with it. Each
individual consists of a unique series of experiences. At the same time,
each individual experience is related to the experiences of other
individuals, forming groups of different kinds.
' The equality of these individuals is perhaps the tost difficult concept
of all to accept. Mallik himself had a lingering tendency to regard the
negative as the instigator of problems and suffering. For example, he
refers to the period of conflict and illusion, which he calls the third
stage, as ‘the period of the negative’. One might almost be tempted to
think of the negative as the villain of the piece. But if challenged on this
point he would certainly have agreed that being and non-being are
equally involved in conflict and illusion, and that'in due course they will
contribute equally in the fourth and fifth stages to harmony and
realization of the Common Purpose.

The distinction between existence and non-existence which has been
universally held, Mallik believed, arose possibly froma confusion between
Being and Existence. He reserves the terms Being and Non-being for
the two constituents of reality, which are non-absolute, equal and
actual. Concrete existence he defines as a state in which being and non-
being are to be found existing in relationship as a matter of historical
fact. In the primary stage the relationship between individuals in a state
of identicalness and a state of distinctness hardly extends beyond
implication.

ivery instance of reality has its own unique identity, and all individual
experiences must be positive. As reality is dual it is possible for two
instances to oppose one another. Non-cexistence would imply no claim
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to reality, the absolute negative, without identity. The personification
of the negative in mythology as the Demon or Devil is regarded as
positively existentand identifiable. Such accounts are believed by many,
who have found evidence for them in their own experience, though
they may be unable to supply a logical basis for their belief. In other
words, what is conceivable must be granted a claim to reality.

To take an everyday example, water may be felt as hot or cold. When
it is hot we say that it is not cold, but as long as water is there it is
connected with some positive temperature. It is never simply ‘not
something’. Non-existence in the sense of ‘no temperature’ is impossible,
inconceivable and simply not there. The situation is summed up in the

child’s nonsense rhyme:

As I was going up the stair

I met the man who wasn’t there.
He wasn'’t there again to-day,
Oh! how I wish he’d go away.

Does this not provide the clue? The contradiction lies in the child’s
illusory experience. The man cannot be defined as simply ‘not being
somewhere’. He must be somewhere else.

It has already been mentioned that relationships develop in different
ways during the course of the DiscontinuousUniverse. Different
functions give scope for different situations. Instances of being and
non-being conceiving or formulating the Common Purpdse are
necessarily in accord, just as theyare in a state of identicalness. But, as
everyone knows from experience, different attempts at realizing an
objective, or bringing a plan to fruition can produce degrees of
difficulties, ranging from a simple misunderstanding to prolonged and
bloody warfare.

Not only are being and non-being equal constituents of reality which
must be recognized as equally active. The activity involved in beginning
the Universe is quite different from that which brings it to an end. Itis
one thing to establish an actual presence, quite another to formulate
the purpose or objective of one's existence and to take steps to bring
that idea of the future into actual concrete action. Activity takes different
forms. These forms of activity imply one another, as do states of existence
and the stages of beginning and ending. In Mallik’s dual world all parts
are equally essential to the whole. There is no need or place for any
external agent or cause.

As Mallik’s account comes to include historical features as well as
metaphysical statements it is necessary to give some clearer definitions
of the terms he uses. In the Real and the Negative he uses the term
‘Being’ as a synonym for the positive, existence and reality. But in
Related Multiplicity he makes a clear distinction between these terms.
Reality he uses as the overall word for everything which is, existence is @
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state of Reality, being and non-being are the ultimate constituents of
reality. Like Humpty Dumpty is Alice through the Looking-Glass when
Mallik used a word, ‘It meant what he chose it to mean—neither more
nor less, butwhen he made a word do a lot of work he paid it overtime.’
As time went on, the words overworked by Mallik underwent subtle
changes. He uses the word ‘stage’ in two different contexts. The first is
the distinction between the first and final stages of the discontinuous
aniverse. But he also uses the word ‘stage’ for the subsequent
developments in the creative stages—the second, third, fourth and fifth
stages all being parts of the creative process.”

One may make a distinction between a_categorical notion or
experience and an image or perceptual experience. We have categorical
experiences of the primary and following stages. They are part of the
metaphysical account of the discontinuous universe. They are concepts
which are possible, but are not supported by historical or concrete
evidence. The accounts of the third and fourth stages rest not only on
categorical evidence, but refer to historical records and personal
experiences. Any knowledge of the fifth stage must be purely categorical.
It may be helpful to refer to the third stage as the stage of conflict, and
the fourth stage as that of certainty or necessity and of abstention.

Mallik’s second stage of tension initiated the creative phase of the
discontinuous universe. Being and Non-being were still actual, non-
absolute and equal, and in the state of distinctness were ready to fulfil
théir function of realizing the Common Purpose of the discontinuous
universe. But before this could proceed, Mallik suggests, ‘There was
bound to be a ”sudden catastrophic interval, which he describes as.
terision.’10 Becatise being and non-being were equal and opposite they
could not produce any positive result. They were capable only of
mutual neutralization, a passive interlude, which if not halted could
have led to the disappearance of both. There is no historical record of
this event, but we know that the universe has not disappeared, and
therefore in some way provision was made for the two absolute values of
unity and individuality with which we are familiar. It would be senseless
to suggest that the non-absolute could become the actual absolute,
which is incapable of existence; but the position becomes clearer if we
think of the change in terms of the individuals having an illusory
experience of the possibility of an absolute state, an ideal which it was
believed might be attained, but which in reality proved unattainable.

As there are two groups, possibilitics of the Absolute, there will be
two opposing attermpts to reach that ideal. But these two notions cannot
he held as equal or actual, for that would reproduce the situation of
tension and inactivity experienced in the second stage. There is action,
the two sides rising and falling alternately, never reaching complete
success or total extinction. In fact, the most that one group can achieve
is the bringing of his opponent’s ideal into total disrepute. All series of
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action in the discontinuous universe begin and end. Therefore success
and failure, or the Real and Unreal are bound to be reversed periodically.
The mainspring of action is not crveation or realization, but value. This
obtains in all forms of existence. inorganic, organic, cultural and spiritual.
Three possible objectives were imagined and the way towards them was
mapped out: identicalriess, reassessed as unity, distinctness, reassessed
as self-sufficiency, and relationship envisaged ds community. These
reflected in a distorted way three features of the primal stage of existence.
Three different social organizations developed, based in human
terms on mystical unity, individuality and the subordination of unity
and individuality to the nceds of the community. They provided
incentives for action, but laboured under two serious disadvantages.
First, they looked back to what had already been experienced and took
a part of it as an ideal to be attained, instead of looking forward to a
common objective, completely new arid original, to be realized. They
hoped for the establishment of better existence, but put all their efforts
into bringing about Heaven, Paradise, Atman or the Kingdom of the
Gods, and so retrieve the Golden Age. These perfect states were
conceived of as already existing somewhere, waiting to be reached.
For thousands of years these ideal states have been described and
interpreted in every imaginablc way, and the attempts to make them
historical realities were inevitably unsuccessful. As absolute conceptions,
unity, individuality and relationship are incompatible, and cannot co-
exist. If one of them were t0 become a historical fact, the others must
disappear. These gnormous efforts could therefore result in nothing
more than the frustration of one’s opponent’s efforts.
 Mallik refers to this as the stage of the negative, conflict or illusion. It
is negative in the sense that it brings about no positive or actual result.
In terms of human beliefs and actions, being and non-being are equally
involved, equally convinced that their endeavours for their chosen
plans hold the best chance of success. In this scenario opportunities
occur for all kinds of efforts, coalitions and compromises. Though
people speak of fighting to the death, this never happens to the
individual. What does take place sooner or Jater is the ending of 2
particular coalition or group. Empires and nations cease to exist but old
conflicts surface in new forms between the surviving individuals.
There comes a time wheil the results of so many unsuccessful efforts
lead individuals to doubt not only the methods employed, but the faith
underlying those methods. For a time such doubts may not be opefily
expressed, because unless one has an alternative faith to offer, itappears
irresponsible to destroy people’s basic ‘anchor’. But these doubts leave
their mark. There is a risc of cymicism, a growing awareness that while
people are continuing to exist and function, they are not achieving.

Mallik describes this development as a period of ‘myt,hology’, and he‘

believes that it marks the beginning of the end of the third stage of
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conflict. Itis easy to say that there is something badly wrong with a world
where there is so muich unhappiness. But it is more difficult to suggest a
new basis on which a new start may be made.

This is a skeletal account of the world Mallik saw around him as his
metaphysical outline of the discontinuous universe developed. For
him, Reality was established beyond doubt on the basis of logical
evidence. But the nature of that reality appeared in a new light. It was
not absolute but dual, and consistetl of the two types of entities, being
and non-being, or the equal positive and negative. They existed in
relationship, working together to realize the Common Purpose, or the

-end of the discontinuous universe. This situation raised new issues. For
" instance, the individual must accept the continuing presence of his
. opponent. How could one contemplate existing beside and actually
working with those who had always been thought of as wrong, in varying
degrees from the terrifying to the contemptible? '

Mallik could answer this only by referring to his own experience.
Starting from the moment of the sceptic’s moment of universal doubt,
he had established the certainty of reality and-outlined its structure in

categorical terms. He had then seen the implications of this account for
‘proximate reality’ and the prospect of the fourth stage which would
replace this long drawnout phase of conflict which we have endured.
‘To talk about a new stage in the universe, whose main objective is to
replace the history in which we were born and grew up, may easily
sound stupid, if not conceited lunacy.’'? He defends himself against any
charge of conceit by saying that it was something which might have
stood to the credit of any man. It was not due to any special preparation
on his part. It had to be recognized however that his experience had
resulted in changing him from an individual possibility in the stage of
conflict to a new kind of individual with a new conception of his
objective, or indeed the common purpose of the universe. Instead of
being an effort to establish the Absolute, he had become a necessity to
¥ negate the illusion of the Absolute and inequality. This gave him a
{ completely different view not only of metaphysical truth, but of his day-
to-day experience of people and events. The individual never stands
alone, he is always part of an historical process. It seemed to Mallik that
his work appeared when it did because the universe had reached a
point where frustration of the Common Purpose envisaged as the
Absolute had taken place, and this gave an opportunity to end that
phase by the negation of the illusion underlying it. Inevitably the third
and fourth stages co-exist for a time. They are both dealing with the
issue of illusion, one in the dying attempt to establish the Absolute, and
the other wholly occupied in removing illusion and replacing it by
‘necessity’—the discovery of a hew conception of reality 1o which there
appears to be no alternative. Only when this process of disposing of
illusions has been completed can we move on to the image and
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realization of the - _.mo. v se, =nd ohiee
discontinuous universc.

Mallik was well aware that the implications of his position were so far-
reaching that they involved a re-examination of all the beliefs and
conventions which men had built up over the centuries. Could we
discard this powerful, even sacred framework and begin again-as if the
past could be dismissed out of hand? In practical terms how did he
suggest that conflict could be brought to an end, how could the opponent
be made to see the need for such a change? He knew that these
questions raised many different issues and required long analysis before
a complete answer could be found. But he laid down certain guidelines
which would help those who felt a need to embark on this new way of
life. '

In the first place, the negative, the opposite or the enemy however
one regarded him, was an equal, as essential to the world as oneself.
Therefore, he must be recognized and respected as one would respect
oneself.

Secondly, there could be no question of converting or.changing by
any method the beliefs of an opponent. Changes must occur in each
individual in his own time and by his own effort. No one could undertake
such a task for another; and everyone needs all his strength and energy
to change himself. . _

Thirdly, in attempting abstention one would never be alone. Those
who-try to adopt this new way of life will form a group of like-minded
people whose relationship will be based on a need to discover and
realize a common purpose which must include the whole of reality.
Such a group is in no danger of disintegration because it will not
oppose or exclude others. It co-exists with other groups in conflict; but
it does not threaten them.

In the period of conflict individuals with similar aims or inclinations
form alliances to challenge and if possible demolish an opposing
position. Mallik calls these combinations ‘similars’. Their agreements
do not outlive the moment of victory or defeat. Soldiers do not:go so far
as to plan for a whole new life with their comrades-in-arms. In fact once
the particular threat is removed, new factions develop related to other
objectives which may have Jain dormant, but which are equally exclusive
in their aims.

The relationship of abstention does not cover anything so ambitious
as planning a whole new life with one’s opponent. The immediate
concern is simply to block or discontinue the conflict. It may be described
as a state of negative harmony.

It would be understandable il'at this point the questioner breaks into
say: ‘It is all very well. We have a description of the individual’s state of
mind, and even the situation in which he finds himself. But what 18 he
expected to doin a situation of conflict?’
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Mallik would agree that was a fair question. He would suggest that
the unmistakable symptom of conflict was pain or irritation of some
kind. This might range from annoyance at a man’s protest that he was
not going to be made to do or not do something against his will, to deep
fear or anger at the power of the other man to prevent ones action. In
other words, conflict begins in the mind. The first effort must also
happen in the mind. One must make every effort to refrain from doing
or trying to do what is causing offence.

Then one should examine the immediate objective one is trying to
achieve, and endeavour to find the point of opposition or clash, and the
exclusive element in the position one is supporting. This is often clear
enough to a detached observer, but hard for either of the combatants
to recognize.

In other words what one is trying to remove is an illusion, and the
first step must be to restrain oneself from pursuing it, in other words to
abstain from it, while seeking to recognize that such an objective
cannot actually be attained. This makes the two notions of restraint and
equality with one’s opposite more acceptable. The immediate reaction
to this suggestion may be: ‘But will this not leave the way clear to the
opponent to achieve his wicked will?’ The answer must be ‘No’, because:
his endeavour to achieve the absolute is as certain to reach a point of
frustration as is one’s own.

In the practical situation the first step towards abstention is followed
by an immediate relaxation of tension: in the relationship. A. is no
longer putting his whole heart into reaching what he realizes is ultimately
unobtainable, and B. whether he understands it or not will feel the
threat to his intention is lessened or even removed. This will not solve
the problem immediately, but it does deflect the attention of both
parties, and can have unexpected results. It is not easy to provide
evidence in the form of records to support this claim, because the
changes which take place occur in the individual’s experience, and he
may not speak or discuss it. There is plenty of evidence in today’s world
of a widespread longing for an alternative to the continuing aggression
and ruthless disregard for others which follow the familiar methods of
‘dealing with the situation.” Two illustrations .on two very different
scales illustrate this disquiet in the common man. The first is the call to
keep the memory of the Holocaust alive, in the hope that such memories
will prevent any repetition of such an horrific event. This is a natural
and understandable reaction. But memory, however intensely it may be
cultivated, will not suffice to prevent a repetition of the same or similar
tactics. News items over the last half century bear witness to this.
Certainly such events cannot be written off or brushed aside. But we
shall never prevent their recurrence until we understand why and how
they happen and.our own involvement in them. We must hope that a
certain distance in time will enable us to develop a clearer perspective.
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The second example is a plea made by an young Irish poet, Damien
Gorman, whose entire life has been spent in an atmosphere of mistrust
and terrorism in Northern Ireland. He speaks in his poem ‘Devices of
Detachment *'? of the dangers of developing a protective insensitivity as
a form of self-defence. We have all experienced such feelings in hearing
of some tragic event far away in time or space. It may shock and distress,
but this first reaction fades and we continue our lives without too much
difficulty, having perhaps sent some donation, or even offered-a
temporary service to bandage not only the victims’ wounds, but also our
own: Gorman describes how such detachment can come to enfold people
directly involved in a conflict, and recognizes that it does nothing to
solve the problem. We are no longer greatly shocked by murder, even if
it happens next door, in our own neighbourhood. Can we doubt that
there is a widespread need to find new methods of dealing with the
negative? Itis time to stop celebrating victories and organizing excursions
to scenes of carnage, and at the other extreme attempting to deny
disasters, or to detach oneself from them.

Perhaps it is worth repeating that the vital first step is to respect one’s
opponent. If this respect is genuine—and itis is clearly useless to put on
a show or abstention—it must replace faith in the Absolute by a concept
of reality, based on related multiplicity, in which the constituents are
equal. A man does not set out to destroy his equal. Aggression or
defence by any means must come from a belief that the opponent is of
less value or greater power, and that he needs to be subdued or
attacked, or if possible eliminated to establish oneself. In other words,
one has been judging the neégative in relation to oneself. But once we
recognize the equal status ol the opposite we must admit his claim to a
point of view insofar as we make such a claim for ourselves. He is not
just ‘not-me’, but ‘other-than-me’, real and positive.

This state of mind will not be reached suddenly or without a good
deal of practice and self-discipline. It entails what Mallik describes as
‘clearing the corpses from the battlefield’, ' that is recognizing mistakes
and illusions and breaking away from established habits and convictions.

His next guideline is to recognize the common agreement which
underlies all conflict, ‘While one is engaged in the fight this background
is not always appareﬁt. Sometimes the differences are perceived against
a backcloth of the Eternal Absolute, or some legendary Golden Age
which is believed to have existed in the past. But the end or purpose of
the Discontinuous Universe cannot be found in the past. It must be
discovered and realized in the future. Mallik believed that the time had
come when we might expect to have communication with the Society of
Beings in a state of identicalness, whose function 1s to conceive the
common purpose. When that happens it will be apparent that

relationship implies not only agrecment but a common goal.

If at this point the reader says: “This is altogether too far-feiched and
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removed from the practical world’, I would reply: Just try it in a
concrete situation, and see whether it works at all.” If I cannot make any
impression on the event, or on my attitude towards it, 1 know that my
convictions are still too firmly held for me to question them effectively.
They still retain an importance which I cannot give up, and the drama
will have to be played out to its end. On the other hand, the process has
been known to give results even when the participants were perhaps not
fully aware of what was happening. Take for example, a man’s account
of his experience in a Japanese prisoner-of-war camp. He was a man
who tried to get some benefit from any situation in which he found
himself, and he had learnt a smattering of Japanese from the guards.
During an inspection of the camp by a high-ranking Japanese officer he
spoke to him about the dirty condition of some area of the camp. To his
astonishment, the officer flew into a rage, ordered that all the prisoners
be assembled in the exercise yard with this man and his Commanding
Officer kneeling in front of them to wait immediate execution. Drawing
his sword, the officer stepped up to the young man, and asked if he had
any last thing he wished to say, probably expecting either a plea for
mercy (which would confirm the prisoner’s inferiority) or some defiant
phrase, (which justify disposing of him). To his surprise he found
neither. The man said: ‘I don’t understand why this is happening.’ The
officer put up his sword, ordered the guards torelease the two men and
dismissed the camp. The prisoner discovered later that he had
unwittingly used a strong Japanese term, which addressed to a superior
would constitute an insult. The officer recognized that in fact there had -
been no intention of insulting or threatening him. He recognized that
a man in imminent danger of losing his life who could speak to him as
an equial, assuming that they both looked for reason and sanity in the
nature of things, was worthy-of respect. '

This incident might be described as being on the verge of abstention.
It was not deliberately thought out, a conscious effort to draw back, but
the récognition of equality with its implication of a common background,
which immediately changed the situation. :

The further stages ¢f the discontinuous universe in which being and
non-being will complement each other and co-operate to attain their
common objective.is something to which we may look forward. We
cannot hope to embark on this before we have succeeded in removing
illusions of absolute values and inequality in which we are all still

steeped.
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Epistemology of Sri Aurobindo

M. VENKATALAKSHMI
Prasanthinilayam, Andhra Pradesh

THE BASIC PRESUPPOSITIONS

The whole epistemology of Sri Aurobindo is based upon three basic
presuppositions. They are: (i) All experiences are real and worthy of
philosophical interpretation; (ii) all possible knowledge is knowledge
within the power of humanity; and (iii) knowledge must be integral. Let
me analyse these basic presuppositions. :

According to Sri Aurobindo, in our search for knowledge, our
experience must be extended to all the realms of experience. Unlike
empiricists and positivists, our experience, he holds, should not be
limited only to objective experience. Empiricists and positivists are
dogmatic and skeptical regarding subjective realm of experience since
it is unverified and hence, there may be possibilities for errors to occur.
Sri Aurobindo vehemently opposes this view. He saysh:

It is reasoned that to depart from the physical standard and the
principle of personal or universal verification will lead to gross
delusions and the admission of unverified truth and subjective
phantasy into the realm of knowledge. . . . The probability of error
is no reason for refusing to attempt discovery and subjective
discovery must be pursued by a subjective method of enquiry. . . .
To refuse to enquire upon any general ground preconceived and
a prioriis an obscurantism . . . (and) prejudicial to the extension of
, knowledge.

For Sri Aurobindo, the subjecfive realm of experience is as important as
objective realm of experience and, in fact, it is more important. In
emphasizing the subjective realm of experience Sri Aurobindo thus
asserts: '
An inner range of spiritual experience is one very great domain of
human consciousness, it has to be entered into up to its depths

and its vastest riches. The supraphysical is as real as the physical; to
know it is part’of a complete knowledge:

Sri Aurobindo holds the view that all ranges of experiences, namely, the
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physical, the mental, and the supramental, are real. But it does not

mean that Sri Aurobindo wants us to accept any and every experience

blindly. He aptly says™ :
Firmness without dogmatism in our system, toleration without
weakness of all other systems should be our intellectual outlook. -

According to Sri Aurobindo, there cannot be any knowledge which is
beyond human reach. ‘All knowledge is knowledge within the power of

" humanity.” This view of Sri Aurobindo makes it ¢lear that there is no

B b

reason for either skepticism or agnosticism in his thought. Sri Aurobindo
comments*:

The unknown is not unknowable, it need not remain the unknown
for us, unless we choose ignorance or persist in our first limitations.
For to all things thatare not unknowable, all things in the universe,
there corresponds in that universe faculties which can take
cognizance of them, and in man, the microcosm, these faculties
are always existent and at a certain stage capable of development.
We may choose notto develop them, where they are partially
developed, we may discourage and impose on them a kind of
atrophy. But fundamentally, all possible knowledge is knowledge
within the power of humanity. '

~ Inaccordance with his conception of reality which is multidimensional
in nature, Sri Aurobindo speaks of experience which 1s multidimensional
in nature. He says that our knowledge which consists of experiences
must be integral taking into account all the terms of Being. He is of the
view that it is only when we have seen both ourself and our nature as a
whole, in depth as well as in surface, that we acquire a true basis of
knowledge. Sri Aurobindo points out that ‘an integral knowledge
demands an exploration jand unveiling of all possible domains of
consciousness and expcricncc."‘

THE OBJECT AND STATUS OF KNOWLEDGE

In accordance with the Upanisadic thought, Sri Aurobindo speaks of
two kihds of knowledge, lawer and higher. The lower knowledge tries
to understand the apparent phenomenon of existence externally by
making use of the sense and the intellect. The higher knowledge aims
at the knowledge of the truths of the existence in its source and reality.
Hence the approach is from within unlike the former. Though such a
sharp distinction is made between these two forms of knowledge, they
are, says Sri Aurobindo, two sides of one seeking. He further says that it
is wrong to think that, when we attain the knowledge of God, then the
knowledge of the world is of no concern to us. Mankind first has to
obtain the lower knowledge because, until our knowledge of the world
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is sufficiently developed, spiritual knowledge is not really possible. Our
spiritual knowledge becomes richer and fuller depending upon the
development of our knowledge of the world. Science, art, philosophy,
ethics, psychology, and knowledge of man, act as means by which we
arrive at the knowledge of the working of God through nature. Sri
Aurobindo says®:
The lower knowledge has been the step from which he has risen to
the higher; the higher illumines for him the lower and makes it
part of itself, even if only its lower fringe and most external
radiation.
The Isa Upanisad says’:

Those who worship avidya enter into blinding darkness; but into
greater darkness than that enter they who are engaged to vidya.

Further, it says that both vidya and avidya are essential for attaining life’s
goal. In the words of the Upanisad®:

He who knows these two, vidya and avidya together, attains
immortality through vidya, by crossing over death through avidya.

Similarly, says Sri Aurobindo, both lower knowledge and higher
knowledge are essential to have 2 total knowledge.

But at the same time Sri Aurobindo is not unaware of the Upanisadic
¢

statement, ‘What is that by knowing which everything else is known
Ultimately, the highest object of knowledge, for Sri Aurobindo, is that
which is eternal, infinite and absolute. For Sri Aurobindo, reality is
integral in nature of which the one and the many, the finite and the
infinite, the silence and the dynamism, and the being and the becoming
are different poises. To know integral reality, we require integral
knowledge. But what does Sri Aurobindo mean by integral knowledge?

By integral knowledge he means'%:

An integral knowledge then must be a knowledge of the truth of
all sides of existence both separately and in relation each to all to
the truth of the spirit.

It also demands ‘an exploration and unveiling of all possible domains
of consciousness and experience’. He also says that the fundamental
real must include all truths of existence, namely, the truth of the
individual, the truth of the universe, and the truth of all that is beyond
the universe. It connects the highest to the lowest through all the
mediating terms;and achieves the indivisible whole. At the highest
summit of things it opens to the reality and realizes the absolute by self-
awareness. It recognizes both superconscient and inconscient by
perceiving self-involvement of the absolute. This is the higher knowledge.
In criticizing the absolutistic view of reality, Sri Aurobindo says that
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this view of reality, consciousness, and knowledge is based upon
understanding only one side of the earliest Vedantic thought. It has not
taken the whole view of the carliest Vedintic thought. In the Upanisads
we do find the affirmation of the absolute, the experience of the utter
and ineffable transcendence. Again, not in contradiction but as its
corollary, we do come across the affirmation of the cosmic Divinity, an
experience-concept of the cosmic self and becoming of Brahman in the
universe. At the same time, we too find affirmation of the divine reality
in the individual which is again an experience-copcept. He further says
that ignorance too is a halfveiled form of knowledge and world-
knowledge, a part of self-knowledge. He substantiates his standpoint by
referring to the Jia Upanisad which does not confine truth to any one

aspect. Sri Aurobindo observes'!:

To live in a cosmic Ignorance isa blindness, but to confine oneself
in an exclusive absolutism of Knowledge is also a blindness: to
know Brahman as at once and together the Knowledge and
Ignorance, to attain to the suprem'e- status at once by the Becoing
and Non-Becoming, to relate together realization of the
transcendent and the cosmic self, to achieve foundation in the
supramundane and self-aware manifestation in the mundane, is
the integral knowledge.

But can we acquire integral knowledge? For Sri Aurobindo, integral
knowledge cannot be acquired or invented, but it has to be discovered
or uncovered since itisina concealed form in our deeper self. It has to
be realized. It can be revealed to a spiritual aspirant. To quote Sri

Aurobindo'%: )

The integral Knowledge is something that is already there in the
integral Reality: itis notanew or still non-existent thing that has to
be created, acquired, learned, invented or built-up by the mind; it
must rather be discovered or ancovered, it is a Truth that is self-
revealed to a spiritual endeavour: for it is there veiled in our
deeper and greater self: it is the very stuff of our own spiritu‘al
consciousness. . . . There is an integral self-knowledge that we have
to recover and, because the world-self also is our self, an integral

world knowledge. &=

For Sri Aurobindo, knowledge does not mean a kind of sense experience -
or an intellectual conception. Knowledge gained through the above
sources is knowledge only by courtesy, but not knowledge in its essential
nature, though they form only a part of our integral knowledge. Sri
Aurobindo holds that an information attains the status of knowledge
only when it is realized. Knowledge is essentially and truly a kind of
realization. It can be said that the knowledge of the supremc, reality,

4
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which is the object of higher knowledge, is truly justified only when it is
realized. Itis only the yogic knowledge that is justified to have the status
of knowledge. Ordinarily, what we mean by knowledge is only an
intellectual appreciation of the facts of life, mind and matter and the
laws that govern them. It is only founded upon our sense-perception
and upon our reasoning. Yogic knowledge has its source in a greater
consciousness which is different from mental consciousness in kind and
tn essence. It is this higher consciousness alone which knows truly all
the metaphysical truths and also the world in its real nature. Knowledge
through senses and reasoning is only the knowledge of the appearance.
When the knowledge of the self is seized, then all other things can be
known in their true nature. The intellect cannot be the source of the
knowledge of the supersensuous truths. The ‘intellect, by following
certain rigorous analysis, can arrive only at the intellectual conception:
and conviction of the self, but still it is not knowledge. At the most, this
intellectual analysis helps in arriving at clear conceptions. It is not itself
an- ‘effective knowledge’.: Intellectual information is only an
understanding, which attains the status of knowledge when itis followed
by realization. According to Sri Aurobindo, this realization consists of
three successive movements, namely, (a) internal vision, (b) complete
internal experience, and (c) identity. .

Internal vision

It is the internal vision which makes a man a rsi or kavi and not thinker.
The ancient sages named this internal vision as drsti. This is a form of
light in the soul by which supersensuous things which remain unseen
become evident and real to the soul. To make it more clear, Sri
Aurobindo draws an analogy. He says that in the physical world we have
two forms of knowledge, the direct (pratyaksa) which is present to the
eyes and the indirect (paroksa) which is remote and beyond our vision.
The idea of the indirect is arrived at by inference, imagination, analogy"
or some verbal testimony. Knowledge gained through all these processes
more or less gives only an adequate idea of the thing, but we do not
realize it. It is only a conceptual representation of the reality. But once
we have seen it with the eyes, we realize it or possess it. It is the same
with the psychical things and the self. We have information about these
things through inference, analogy or testimony, but still it does not
form knowledge in its essential nature as we have not seen it and hence,
not realized it. It is only by inward vision (drsti) that we realize the self.

Complete internal experience

The inner vision is only an opening to the self which gives forth to one
form of psychological experience, but does not give us complete internal
experience. Our internal vision of the self must lead us to have complete
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internal experience of it; and this is possible only when we have all-
embracing knowledge pervading the whole being of ours, that is, the
mind, the heart, and the body.

a

Identity i
Our vision and experience remain incomplete unless they culminate in
identity. Sri Aurobindo says: “‘We must not only see God and embrace
Him, but become that Reality.”'® We must live in all our being the
supreme Vedantic knowledge: ‘He am 1.” Sri Aurobindo further says
that it may appear to the modern mind that it is impossible to have
more than intellectual conception of the self or God but a shadow of
realization of the self is suggested by Wordsworth’s poetic expression ‘A
slumber did my spirit seal’ regarding realization of, Nature.

FOURFOLD COGNITIVE METHODS

According to Sri Aurobindo, man becomes aware of himself and also of
subjective and objective orders of existence because of mind’s fourfold
cognition. They are: (i) knowledge by identity, (ii) knowledge by intimate
direct contact, (iii) knowledge by separative direct contact, and
(iv) wholly separative knowledge by indirect contact.

B Ll i BLULEL

Knowledge by identity

A human being is able to be aware of himself by knowledge by identity.
He has an indubitable knowledge of his existence. This form of
knowledge is the purest form of knowledge by identity. While our
knowledge of the world is subject to doubt, our knowledge regarding
our existence enjoys the status of apodictic certainty. Sometimes some
element of knowledge by identity is given to us in our mental states. For
example, when we are in deep love, our whole being is permeated by
Jove: and it seems to us that for a momentwe have become one with that
mental state. Similar is the case with other emotional states like:anger,
grief, joy, where total consciousness of ours is occupied by these passions.
In the case of thought also, sometimes the thinker becomes one with
the thought; and the thinker-thought dualism disappeafs. So, many a
time the subject loses control over his emotions and passions.

Sri Aurobindo’s cognitive method can be made clear by analysing
the process of our mental experience. There are, according to Sri
Aurobindo, four elements in all our mental functionings. They are:
(i) the object of mental consciousness, (il) the act of mental
consciousness, (iii) the occasion, and (iv) the subject. In the case of
subjective experience, the object may be of any cognitive, affective or
conative state of our psycl‘ui—physi(zal organism. The act is, according to
Sri Aurobindo, where the subject may either simply become a movement,
not at all standing back from that -activity, not reflecting or observing ;
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himself, not controlling the feeling or accompanying action or he may
observe what he becomes and reflect on it. In the former case we have
the illustration of knowledge by identity in which the subject or mentai
person, the act of conscious self-experience, and the object of mental
state are identified into one wave of conscious force in movement.
According to Sri Aurobindo, the total subjective existence is not
exhausted in the ever-changing mental stages. There is something
called the pure self or the pure subject which is over and above the
changing conscious experience. But we remain unaware of our self or
ure subject as long as we identify ourselves with these mental stages.
Knowledge by identity in its purest form is experienced only when one
identifies oneself with the self which is the pure subject, a witness to all
our mental states. But this total identification with the self is possible
only when one goes-beyond the. ordinary regions of consciousness,
namely, the subconscient, the submental, the subliminal, and reaches
the : superconscient, the highest region of consciousness. The
supérconscient regions are based upon the spiritual consciousness
~ which is free and luminous. Here we can trace the original power of
' knowledge. In the supreme timeless existence, existence and
consciousness are one. It is simply and purely the self-awareness which
is inherent in existence. Here there is no need of knowledge nor any
operation of knowledge. Being is self-evident to itself. It does not need
to look at itself in order to know itself. Itis also intrinsically all-conscious
since all is itself. This is the essential awareness by identity.'* Even the
three great declarations of the Upanisads, ‘I am He’, ‘Thou art That, O
Svetaketu’, and ‘All this is Brahman’, are illustrations of knowledge by
identity in its purest form.

Knowledge by intimate direct contact

While, in the case of knowledge by identity, the subject or the mental
person, the act of conscious self-experience and the objective mental
state are identified into one wave of conscious-force in movement, in
the case of knowlédge by intiinate direct contact; the act or the process
of self-experience partly detaches itself from the object.!? :

Very often, says Sri Aurobindo, the whole of our personality does not
getinvolved in our passing mental states. Many a time there is double
movement where a portion of ourselves becomes the thought or the
passion, and another part of us remains as an observer of our passions
or thoughts. Here there is no entire self-oblivion in the movement. This
kind of cognition is termed by Sri Aurobindo as knowledge by intimate
direct contact. In the former case, that is, in the case of knowledge by
identity, the total personality of the individual is eclipsed for the moment
by a state of passion or emotion, but in the latter case (knowledge by
intimate direct contact) the individual has the capacity to control his
-passions or emotions or to some extent his becoming.
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There is a kind of partial detachment of the act from the object
found in the act of self-observation. But of course, says Sri Aurobindo,
the mental person or the subject is not separated or partially detached
from the mental act or the process. The mental person or the subject
and the mental act or the process are rolled up in each other. In a
similar way, the mental person is not sufficiently detached or separated
from the emotional becoming. So, in the case of the knowledge by
intimate direct contact, there is neither the total detachment of the
subject from the object, nor of the subject from the mental act.'®

We are able to have this kind of identification and also simultaneous
separation and partial identification, according to Sri Aurobindo,
because these things are becomings of our being, determinations of
our mind stuff and mind energy, of our life stuff and life energy. But
because these becomings are only a small part of us, we are not hound
to remain identified and occupied. We can detach purselves and separate
the being from its temporary becomings. If we want, we can observe it,
control it, sanction or prevent its manifestation.

Knowledge by separative direct contact

Here, the mental person detaches himself completely from the mental
states. He remains as a mere spectator or witness to inner states.
According to Sri Aurobindo, when we detach our mental person from
the act of self-experience, we are fully aware at the first instance of the
sheer ego and at the end, the witness self, which remains as a constant
factor, aware of an unlimited succession of conscious movements. The
knowledge of our inner movements, says Sti Aurobindo, is of a double
nature, separation and dircct contact because, even when we detach
ourselves, the contact is maintained where there is a kind of intimacy,
immediacy and directness. The more separative the attitude seen in our
method of reasoning, in observing and knowing the inner movements,
the more intimate is the method of the dynamic part of mind associating
itself with our sensations, feelings, and desires. But in this association

also, the thinking mind can intervene and exercise a separative,’

disassociated observation and control over both the dynamic self-
associating part of mind and the vital or physical movements.

Wholly separative knowledge by indirect contact

With regard to our knowledge of the external world, we do not identify
ourselves with the objects. The subject and object remain apart. Here
our knowledge has an entirely separative basis; its whole machinery and
process are of the nature of an indirect perception. One cannot know
the external objects and also their movements with direciness,
immediateness, and intimacy since we cannot enter into their existence
as we can enter with regard 1o our subjective states in the case of
knowledge by identity. Our knowledge of the external objects not only
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lacks identification, but also lacks direct contact; hence, this knowledge
°is aptly termed wholly separative knowledge by indirect contact by Sri
Aurobindo. The only apparent direct contact with the objects, or direct
evidence which we have of them, is through the senses which give us
some kind of direct intimacy with the objects of knowledge. But this is
not a real directness or real intimacy in the strict sense of the term, but
direct knowledge by courtesy; for, what we get by our senses is not the
inner or intimate touch of the thing itself, but an image of it, or a
vibration or nerve message in ourselves, through which we learn to
know it. Our knowledge could have been so little and even nothing if
our sense-object contact is the whole machinery in our knowledge
enterprise. Our knowledge remains meaningful because!”: '

There intervenes a sense-mind intuition which seizes the suggestions
of the image or vibration and it equates with the object, a vital
intuition which seizes the energy or figure of power of the object
through another kind of vibration created by the sense contact,
and an intuition of the perceptive mind which at once forms a
right idea of the object from all this evidence whatever is deficient
in the interpretation of the image thus constructed is filled up by
the intervention of the reason or the total understanding

intelligence.

But, says Sri Aurobindo, if the first composite intuition were the outcome
of a direct contact, then there would be no need for the intervention of
the reason except as a discoverer or organiser of knowledge not conveyed
by the senses and its suggestion. On the other hand, intuition is working
upon an indirect evidence; and hence, our intuitional interpretative
construction of the object is open to question or at least likely to be
incomplete.

SOURCES OF KNOWLEDGE

It has been pointed out earlier that Sri Aurobindo aims at integral
! knowledge which ‘demands an exploration: and unveiling of all the
~ possible domains of consciousness and experience. Sri Aurobindo ‘tries
to explore and interpret and integrate all such data’. He takes experience
in the widest possible sense and hence takes into account all the levels

experience reveals the knowledge of one specific aspect of the reality
which is multidimensional and integral in nature.

According to Sri Aurobindo, most empiricists limit their philosophical
investigations to ordinary waking expericnce and hold that all knowledge
can be traced back to sense-object contact. For him, this normal waking
experience is really the middle part of our existence which has a
‘subconscient’ sphere below and ‘superconscient’ one above.

of experience, which help in obtaining knowledge. Each level of -

-
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Along the lines of the Upanisads and the Bhagavad-gild, Sri Aurcbindo
accepts five external senses (indriyas), lower mind (manas), and intellect
(buddhi) as prelimina‘ry organs of human knowledge in 2 rising scale:
He also discovers ‘supermind’ as the highest organ of knowledge which
is beyond the ordinary instruments of knowledge. Also, between the
mind and supermind, he discovers intermediary instruments of
knowledge like the higher mind, the illumined mind, the intuitive
mind and the overmind, which are in an ascending hierarchy.
Corresponding to these different instruments of knowledge, Sri
Aurobindo recognizes different means of knowledge depending upon
the object of knowledge which it aims at. No means of knowledge is
devalued in comprehending the nature of the integral reality. The
various means of knowledge, according to Sri Aurobindo, are: (a) sense
experience, (b) reason, (c) intuition, and (d) gnostic or supramental
consciousness.

Sense experience

Sri Aurobindo recognizes sense experience as a valid source of
knowledge in acquiring knowledge of the world and its phenomena. Like
Kant, Sri Aurobindo believes that our sense-organs furnish us only with
raw materials of knowledge. He says that the sense experience has no
meaning unless ‘itis wranslated into terms of the sense-mind’. Thatis why
“manas’, says Sti Aurobindo, has been regarded by Indian philosophers
asthe sixth sense. Itcan even be said thatitis the only sense and thatother
sense-organs of vision, hearing, touch, smell, and taste ar¢ merely
specialization of the sense-mind. Al though the sense-mind normally uses
the sense-organs for the basis of its experience, yetit goes beyond them
and is capable of adirect experience ‘proper to its own inherent action’.
In a sense, all our experiences are psychological in nature. Thus, it is
evident that the sense experience in itself is inadequate to give us
knowledge' unless reason corrects and modifies our perceptions. Sri
Aurobindo greatly appreciates this function of reason and says that the
power of correcting the errors of the sense-mind by the use of reason is
uniquely possessed by man alone, and thus marks his superiority over the
terrestrial beings. If human knowledge were to depend on sense experi-
ence alone, then it could know little or nothing about the object. The

senses alone do not give any definite idea of the object of experlence.’“
Thus, the raw materials which ar¢ provided by the senses are arranged
and syn thesized by the se nse-mind, the vital-mind, perceptive—mingl, and

reason in order 10 have a definite and vivid knowledge of the object. As
Sri Aurobindo puts it'™:
Our world-knowledge 15 therefore a difficult structure made up of

the imperfect documentation of the sense-image, an intuitional
interpretation of it by the [)crceptive—mind, life-mind, sense-mind,

2
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and a supplementary filling up, correction, addition of
supplementary knowledge, co-ordination by the reason.

According to Sri Aurobindo, the sensc-mind possesses double action:
(i) mixed or dependent and (ii) pure orsovereign.

Mixed or dependent action

To depend on the sense-organs for becoming aware of the external
object is the mixed action of the mind. But in reality, all our experiences
in their secret nature are knowledge by identity. Our true character is
hidden because wé¢ have separated ourselves from the rest of the world
by means of a dichotomy between ourselves and the rest of the world, by
regarding ourselves as the subject and the rest.of the world as object.
And this kind of distinction compels us to develop processes and organs
by which we may again enter into communion with all that we have
excluded. We have to replace direct knowledge through conscious
identity by an indirect knowledge which seems to be caused by physical
contact and mental sympathy: The limitation which is brought forth by
the subject-object distinction is basically a creation of the ego which, in
turn, covers the true truth of things. )

But these existing limitations are not necessarily inevitable. They are
the result of an evolution in which mind has accustomed itself to
depend upon certain psychological functionings and their reactions as
its normal means of entering into relation with the material universe.
Hence, although it is a rule that, in order to have the knowledge of the
world and men, we have to approach indirectly, that is, through the
senses and the mind, yet we can have direct cognition of the world
without the aid of the senses since this rule is merely the regularity of
dominant habit.2"

Sovereign or independent action

Sense-mind in its pure action becomes aware of itself, the subject. Here,
the sense-mind acts in itself and is aware of things directly by a sort of
identity with them. Sometimes our expericnces of deep love, anger, €tc.
are the result of knowledge by identity where we become one with our
subjective states. Truly speaking, all our knowledge is fundamentally
knowledge by identity, but its true character is hidden. While in sovereign
action of the sense-mind, the knowledge by identity is apparent, in its
mixed action knowledge by identity is hidden. In the experiments of
hypnosis and cognate psvchological phenomena, direct cognition of”
the object is given without the mediation of the sense-organs. Since our
waking consciousness is determined and limited by the balance between
mind and matter, worked out by life in its evolution, the direct cognisance
between the subject and objectis impossible. Butin the case of hypnosis,
direct cognisance is brought about by throwing the waking mind into a
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state of sleep which liberates the true or cubliminal mind. Here, the
mind becomes single and all-sufficient sense and gets to know the
object directly. But this kind of extension of faculty is not really
impossible. r

Sri Aurobindo is of the view that the sovereign action of the sense-
mind can be used to develop other senses besides the five which we
already have. With the developed senses one can accurately weigh an
object which we hold in our hands without any physical means. Here
the sense-object contactis used only as a starting point justas the data of
sense experience are used by the reason as the raw materials. The mind
has its independent perceptioﬁ of the object. Even the direct knowledge
of the subjective states of other human beings may be possible without
taking the help from the utterances, gestures, action of facial expressions,
which many a time mislead us.

But, says Sri Aurobindo, how much we may perfect our senses.and
sense-mind, they fail when we begin to tread the regions of knowledge
which can be studied only by the help of reason. The Bhagavad-gitd also
talks of such subject matter of knowledge. It states that there are some
truths which are ‘beyond the perception of the senses but seizable by
the perception of reason’, (buddhi-grakyam atindriyam) . This brings us
to the discussion of the second way of acquiring knowledge, namely,

reason or buddhi.

Knowledge through reason
Sri Aurobindo has analysed the function of reason into two parts:

(i) mixed or dependent and (i1) pure or sovereign.

*

Mixed or dependent action A
Reason can be said to be in its mixed action when it confines itself to the
sense experiences by admitting its law as the final truth. Hence, it deals
with only the phenomenal world or appearances of things. The mixed
action of reason is incapable of knowing the essential nature of things
or thing-in-itself._On the other hand, it can survey only the field of
becoming, but not the depth of being. Scientific laws are derived by
mixed reason.

-
3

Pure or sovereign action

Reason in its mixed or dependent action cannot know the reality
behind the appearances of becoming. The reality behind the
appearances can be known conceptually when reason is in its pure of
sovereign action. Here the reason makes use of sense experience only
as a starting point. The complete use of pure reason takes us finally
from the physical to the metaphysical level. Sri Aurobindo feels that this
kind of movement is legitimate and indispensable because:*
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‘Our normal experience not only covers only a small part of universal
fact, but even in the limits of its own field uses instruments that are
defective and gives us false weights and measures. It must be
exceeded, put away to a distance and its insistepce often denied if
we are to arrive at a more adequate conception of the truth of
things. To correct the errors of the sense-mind by the use of
reason is one of the most valuable powers developed by man and
the chief cause of his superiority among terrestrial beings.

Sri Aurobindo holds that the concepts of metaphysical knowledge do
not in themselves satisfy the demand of our integral being, though they
are entirely satisfactory to the pure reason itself, since they are the stuff
of its own existence. Sri Aurobindo holds the view that ideas are mere
promises if they are not fulfilled or experienced.?? Ideas about sensuous
objects formed by reason through inference are not fully accepted until
they are verified by perception. Similarly, the non-sensuous ideas about
the ultimate reality formed by pure reason are not fully accepted
without some non-sensuous experience. But is such experience possible?
Srt Aurobindo maintains that direct and non-sensuous ideas about the
ultimate reality formed by pure reason are not fully accepted without
Some non-sensuous experlence about reality which is not only possible,
‘but is actually present in us in an obscure way. It can be developed by
yogic culture.

A CRITIQUE OF SENSE EXPERIENCE AND REASON

According to Sri Aurobindo, materialists affirm the existence of the
world of matter on the ground that it is given to the experience of
physical senses, but they deny the supersensible as they are not given to
our sense experience. But, says Sri Aurobindo, the physical senses are
mcapable of judging validly in.the realm of philosophical reasoning. w8
Even in the world of matter, there are certain things which go beyond
the capacity of the physical senses and yet some deny the supersensible
as illusion, which is really ridiculous. Sri Aurobindo further remarks®%:

The denial of the supersensible as necessarily an illusion or a
hallucination depends on this constant sensuous association of
the real with the matermlly p(‘lceptlble which is itself a
hallucination. Assummg throuqhout what it seeks to establish, it
has a vice of argument in a circle dnd can have no validity for an
impartial reasoning. . -

Sri Aurobindo also holds that there arjc not only suprasensible entities,
but also senses which are supraphysicali(sitksma indriya), existing in the
subtle body (sitksma deha), which are means for subtle vision and
experience (sitksma. drsti), which can bring us into contact with
supraphysical realities. At the emergence of new scientific progress, the
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truths relating to supraphysical realities and also subtle instruments do
not remain in the level of belief any more. For example, the telepathic
knowledge which is discovered is able to give us 2 glimpse with reference
to the existence of suprasensible realities and suprasensible organs of
knowledge. But, of course, says Sri Aurobindo, the glimpse of
supraphysical realities acquired by methodical research has been, to
some extent, imperfect and is ill-affirmed; for, the methods used are
still crude and défective. But these rediscovered subtle senses have at
Jeast been found to be true witness to physical facts beyond the range of
the corporeal organs. Hence,  there cannot be. any justification for
scouting them as false witness when they testify to supraphysical facts
beyond the domain of the material organization of consciousness.

Sri Aurobindo further remarks that, though the materialists’ denial
seems to be more successful and more facile in its appeal to the
generality of the mankind, it is ultimately less enduring than the refusale
of the ascetic for it carries within itself its own cure. Its most powerful
element is agnosticism. It admits the unknowable behind all
manifestation and then extends the limits of the unknowable until it
comprehends all that is merely unknown. Its basic premise is that our
physical senses are the sole means of knowledge; and it also holds that
reason must confine itself within the boundaries of the sense experience. -
This premise, holds Sri Aurobindo, is an arbitrary pronouncement.
The materialistic view can be held only at the expense of ignoring all
the vast field of evidence and experience, which, contradicts it and
denying noble useful faculties which are latent in all human beings.
When we begin to investigate the operations of the supermind, we
realize that we have the capacity to come into contact with a mass of
phenomena, which remains unapproachable by the limited faculties
recognized by the materialists. And the moment we realize this, we
conclude that there are in the universe knowable realities which are
beyond our sense experience; and here the premise of the materialistic
agnosticism disappeafs. Though Sri Aurobindo is well aware of the
limitations of materialism, he does recognize the important role played
by it when men with unchastened minds and unpurified sensibilities
attempt to rise into the higher domains of spiritual experience, but still
he recognizes the reason to-be rash and premature. It is, therefore,
necessary that advancing knowledge should base itself on a clear, pure it
and disciplined intellect. It is also necessary that it should correct its
errors sometimes by a return {0 the restraint of sensible fact, the
concrete realities of the physical world. The supraphysical can really be
maintained and mastered in its {ullness when we keep our feet firmly on -
the physical. To support his view Sri Aurobindo refers to the Mundaka
Upanisad which states that ‘carth is his footing’. It is certainly the fact
that the wider and surer becomes our knowledge of the world, the
wider and surer becomes our (oundation for the higher knowledge and
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even for the-highest, that is, the Brahma-vz(lyu He acknowledges the great
service rendered by agnosticism in preparing the illimitable increase of
knowledge Our error acts as a hand-maid and path- -finder of truth
since ‘error is really half-truth that stumbles because of its limitations.
Often it is truth that wears a disguise.

Sri:Aurobindo further says that in order to arrive at valid knowledge
of supraphysical realities, the evidence of the testimony of the subtle
organs has to be controlled, scrutinised, and arranged by the reason. At
the same time he emphatically affirms the validity of the supraphysical
and supramental experiences. Sri Aurobindo says that the truth of great
ranges of experience whose objects exist in a more subtle substance are
perceived by more subtle instruments than those of gross physical
matter. The knowledge claims of the supraphysmal in the end’ achleves
the same validity as the truth of the material universe.?

Though Sri Aurobindo recognizes the important role played by
reason, he has not failed to understand the limitations of reason in
obtaining complete knowledge of the world, ourself and also of the
reality which is both immanent and transcendent in its nature. The
human mind makes use of various intellectual faculties like i lmagmatlon,

“speculation, reflection, impartial weighing, and inference in order to

obtain more complete and satisfactory knowledge of the world, but
even then it fails in-its endeavour. Sri Aurobindo says that even after so
much efforts, our knowledge still remains ‘half certain’, ‘half dubious’,

indirect, ‘a mass of significant images’, ideative representations. Our
knowledge still remains as hypotheses, theories and generalizations.
Not only our knowledge of the external world acquired by reason
remains imperfect but also about the self and our subjective existence.

- We are not aware of our true self and true meamng of our existence,.

but only aware .of our surface existence. Here again our knowledge is
meagre and pitiful 26 But why is it that mind is not able to have complete
knowledge either of the individual, or of the world, or of the reality?
First and foremost, basically and essentially, mind is neither a faculty of
knowledge nor an instrument of omniscience. It is an instrument for
the seeking of knowledge, for expressing as much as it can gain of it in
certain forms of a relative thought and towards certain capacities of
action. Even when it finds, it does not possess; it only keeps certain fund
of current coin of truth and not the truth itself. Sri Aurobindo holds the
view that mind basically is that which does not know; though it tries to
know, it never knows ‘except as in a glass darkly’. He further observes
that mind is only a reflective mirror which receives presentation or
images of a pre-existent truth or fact which is external to it or vaster
than itself. It also possesses the faculty of constructing in itself possible
images rather than those of the actual facts presented to it.

Hence, so long we work only through the mind, which is governed by
the appearances, it can never know directly the reality which is behind
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the appearances and which is again both immanent and transcendent,
but we can only infer it. Reason is only a messengex, a representative or
a shadow of a greater consciousness.

In reality, thought is only a pioneer; it can guide, but it cannot
command or effectuate. Since thought is not the highest and strongest
part of nature and not even the sole or deepest: index to truth, the
conclusive satisfaction of thought cannot be considered as the criterion
for attainment of the supreme knowledge. It can only actas a guide up
to a certain point.‘z7 An abstract logic of the narrow and incompetent.
human mind is not likely to be the key to divine super-human knowledge.

Sri Aurobindo, beautifully pl;ltS it in his Savitr?8:

... not by Reason was creation made and not by Reason can truth
be seen. ? :
29

Reason cannot comprehend the Truth because

In her high works of pure in telligence,

In her withdrawal from the senses’ trap,

There comes not breaking of the walls of the mind,
There leaps no rending {lash of absolute power,
There dawns no light of heavenly certitude.

Sri Aurobindo also feels that reason can never arrive at any certain truth

because:

It reasons from the half-known to the unknown,
Ever constructing its frail house of thought,
Ever undoing.the web that it has spun.

Sri Aurobindo is emphatic about the inca?ability of the mind to
comprehend the higher truths. He aptly says®":

If Mind is all, renounce the hope of Truth.
For Mind can never touch the body of Truth
And Mind can never sce the soul of God.

In expressing incagability of the mind in grasping the higher uuths Sri
Aurobindo writes®

q . . . 4
On the ocean surface of vast CONSCIOUSNESS
Small thoughts in shoals are fished up into net

But the great truths escape her narrow cast.

Sri Aurobindo further says that mind by its very nature is a dividing
principle; it cuts whole into parts and recognizes these parts as
independent. Again, even when it knows that they are not things in
themselves, it sees them as il they were things-in-themselves.”® So, it is
clear that our so-called mental knowledge, although considered to be
knowledge by courtesy, is w kind of ignorance since itis limited, imperfect,
and inadequate..’
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But, why is it that our mental knowledge with regard to ourselves, the
world and the reality is so narrow? It is because ordinarily our mental
consciousness remains on the surface level. .This kind of self-
concentration of divine consciousness force, on the surface level, makes
the individual enjoy its ego-centric individuality which in turn enables
the individual to have subject-object differentiatibn, and myself-otherself
dualism. But the unique property of self-consciousness is possessed by
man alone. Itis the ego which is the underlying principle at the root of
all human experience. It synthesises all human experiences into a
coherent whole. To put it in his own words*%:

Mind-sense is the basis, memory the thread on which experiences
are strung by the self-experiencing mind; but it is the coordinating
» faculty of mind which, relating together all the material that
memory provides and all its linkings of past, present, and future,
relates them also to an ‘I’ who is the same in all the moments of
Time and in spite of all the changes of experience and personality.

The ego-sense which enables the man to have self-consciousness makes

him proceed towards the realization of his real self and existence.

But in mental level because of sevenfold ignorance, man suffers from
ego-sense and which, in turn, makes man suffer from the limitation of
knowledge. Man, in érder to get rid of his separative ego-sense which is
a stumbling block in his way to complete knowledge, must get rid of
these sevenfold ignorance and must in turn lead to sevenfold knowledge.

According to Sri Aurobindo, man is not bound to be within the iron
chain of ignorance for ever. Our true individuality is not represented by
the ego. Deep within ourselves lies the true individual, the psychic
entity. Man can realize his true and essential being which is within
himself by transcending the limitations of his ego. Hence, our ego is
not something inescapable. It is apt to quote Radhakrishnan3:;

Avidya is not inevitable though quite natural. If it were inevitable,
there is no point in asking us to g(}t rid of it. We cannot strive
against the inevitable. We cannot know what cannot be known. It
is possible for us to check the course of avidya, and it shows that we
are really greater than our habits.

Sri Aurobindo’s approach withiregard to avidya is quite novel. According
to him, avidya is not an essential and integral part of human
consciousness. It is merely a passing phase of human life. For him,
avidya is not non-knowledge, but only partial knowledge. A

" Aslong as man remains in the level of ignorance, mind has to rely on
various mental and intellectual faculties and specially on memory for
gaining knowledge of the individual and the external world. It is because
of memory that mind is able to be aware of the past and link with the
present in this life. But, says Sri Aurobindo®:
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Memory is @ poverty stricken substitute for an integral direct
abiding consciqusness of self and directly integral or global
perception of things.

But the human being requires memory in order to cbtain a coherent
knowledge as long as he con fines himself within the limits of ego-sense.
‘When he goes beyond the boundaries of mental and ego-sense, the
limitations of €go-s€nse, its various mental faculties are shaken off and
it is replaced by supramental consciousness which, in turn, enables him
to have the knowledge by identity of his own essential existence. and
realize his identity with the whole of the cosmos. This supramental
consciousness which gives rise to integral knowledge is possessed only
by the supermind which is the highest faculty of knowledge according
to Sri Aurobindo. Mind has the innate capacity to raise itself to the level
of ‘supermind which, according to Sri Aurobindo, is nothing but the
self-concentration and self-manifestation of the supermind.. It can
become one with it by the process of self-expansion during the course
of evolution. Between the mind and supermind Sri Aurobindo recognizes
different grades of mind representing different levels of consciousness
in a hierarchy. In fact, they function as different instruments of
knowledge leading to integral knowledge. They are: (i) the higher
mind, (ii) the illumined mind, {iii) the intuitive mind, and (iv) the
overmind. s

The higher mind .

The first ascent of our ordinary mentality takes us into the higher mind
which is the first plane of spiritual mind-consciousness. For the first
time automatic and spontancous knowledge takes place in the higher
mind. According to Sri Aurobindo, the higher mind is ‘a luminous
thought-mind, a mind of spirit-born conceptual knowledge’. Here the
activities of consciousness are dominated by thought. But the thought
process of the higher mind is qualitatively different from the ordinary
mind. A

Ordinarily, our normal mind depends on sense experience, inference
and other sources of knowledge for acquiring knowledge, but the
higher mind does not rely on such sources for acquiring knowledge. In
the higher mind there 1§ no ‘self-critical ratiocination’, no logical
motion in order to derive a conclusion. There is no deductive procedure,
implicit or explicit. On the other hand, it can express itself in a single
idea. It sees the totality of truth at a single view. The relations of idea
with idea, and truth with truth, are not established by logic, ‘but pre-
exist and emerge already self-seen i the integral whole”.> The higher
mind does not give us knowledge which is a system of conclusion from
premises. Here, thought is a seifrevelation of eternal wisdom. It is not
an acquired knowledge, but knowledge which.is inherent.”® But the

e e
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higher mind cannot give knowledge which is totally free from ignorance.
Its knowledge is distorted and diminished by the mind. But it has all the
potennahty to raise itself to higher states of knowledge.?

The illumined mind

In the level of illumined mind there is a possibility of greater knowledge
since here mind ascends to a higher level of consciousness. It is a mind
‘truth-sight’. It basically works by spiritual vision and not by thought.
Here, thought plays a secondary role in the spiritual order; thought is
not an indispensable proceess. Thought in itself in its origin on a
hlgher level of consciousness is a form of perception and a cognitive
seizing of the object or some truth of things, but it is a secondary result
of spiritual vision. It crcates a representative image of truth, but the true
truth of things exactly caught ‘and held in the ‘sunlight of a deeper
spiritual light’. Sri Aurobindo further says that though thought is
powerful for communication of knowledge, it is not indispensable for
reception of possession of knowledge. In illumined mind we find the
consciousness of the seer. The consciousness that proceeds by sight is a
greater power for knowledge than the consciousness of the thinker.
_ The perceptual power of the inner sight is greater and more direct than
the perceptual power of thought.*? Sri Aurobmdo brmgs out the nature
of illumined mind, beautifully in hle Savitri.*!

The intuitive mind

According to Sri Aurobindo, intuition is a power of consciousness,
*which is nearer and more intimate to the original knowledge by identity
since it is a direct outcome of a concealed identity. Intuition takes place
when the consciousness of the subject meets with the consciousness of
the ObJCCtS by penetrating, seeing and feeling the truth of what it
contacts.? ‘

Sri, Aurobindo speaks of two other ways by which intuition has its
origin. When the consciousness, even without having any meeting
between the subject and object, looks into itself, it can feel directly and
intimately the truth that is hidden behind the appearances. Very often,
.observes Sri Aurobindo, the human mind fails to experience intuition
in their pure and unadulterated state. For him, ‘a pure intuition is a
rare occurrence in our mental activity’. Very often, our intuitive
knowledge gets modified by our mental categories and hence loses its
purity. Sri Aurobindo holds the view that, in our’mental level, reason
must make a thorough scrutiny of intuitions since intuition may come
from both higher and lower levels of consciousness. But when the mind
passes through both higher and illumined mind, it becomes fit enough
to receive chrectly the pure spiritual truths descending from spiritual
plane.
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Sri Aurobindo speaks of fourfold power of intuition, namely, a power
of revelatory of truth-seeing, 4 power of inspiration of truth-hearing, a

power of truth-touch or immediate seizing of significance, and a power
of true and automatic discrimination of the orderly and exact relation

of truth of truth.
Sri Aurobindo sees intuition as a communication to the mind from
above. According to him, ‘Intuition brings to man those brilliant
messages from the unknown which are the beginning of his higher
knowledge'. He further calls it ‘a projection of the characteristic action
of these higher grades into the mind of ignorance’. In Sri Aurobindo’s
thought, intuition, as it is ordinarily understood, cannot be the highest
form of consciousness since, in human mind, its action is largely hidden
by the intervention of our normal intelligence; a pure intuition is a rare
occurrence in our mental activity. According to Sri Aurobindo®®:

intuition is quickly replaced or intercepted,
of manifesting itself by an imitative mental
ption or some swift-leaping

Very often the flash of
before it has a chance
movement, insight or quick perce
process-of thought.

Intuition, thus, being overlaid with mental stuff and its flow being
frequently disturbed by imitative ment: | movement, is not in a position
to give us that integral experience which alone reveals the ultimate
truth. Sri Aurobindo makes a difference between gnosis and intuitive
mentality. For him, intuitive mentality i8 still mind and not gnosis. It is
indeed a light from the supermind, but modified and diminished by
the stuff of mind in which it works. Sri Aurobindo, therefore, makes a
distinction between intuitive reason and pure intuition and this pure

intuition is technically termed by Sti Aurobindo as gnosis or vijhana.

The overmind
According to Sri Aurobindo, overmind in its nature and law is a delegate

of the supermind to the ignorance. It is the first parent of ignorance.
Overmind does ot pOSsess the integral unity of the supermind, butitis
the opening into the cosmic CoNsciousncess by having direct contact
with the suprzunental truth consciousness. Intuition draws its light from
this overmind. But al the same time it has the tendency towards
separation and this enables the one to express itself as many maintaining
the fundamental principle of unity in the background. The inherent

defect of the overmind is that it cannot serve t
the supreme truth consciousness, namely, the full integrality. In

describing the nature of the overmind, Sri Aurobindo writes*t:

It covers as with the wide wings of som
whole lower hemisphere of knowledge-—ignoranc
that greater Truth-consciousness, W
its brilliant golden lid it ve

he essential condition of

e creative over-soul this
e, links 1t with
hile yet at the sam€ time with
ils the face of the greater Truth from’
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our sight, intervening with its flood of infinite possibilities at once
an obstacle and passage in our seeking of the spiritual law of our
existence, its highest aim, its secret Reality.

The supermind (Gnostic consciousness as a source of knowledge)

Itis aptly pointed out by S.K. Maitra that the conception of the supermind
is the pivot round which the whole philosophy of Sri Aurobindo moves.
One cannot really discuss either the metaphysics or the epistemology of
Sri Aurobindo without discussing in detail his concept of supermind.
The absolute, according to Sri Aurobindo, manifests the world through
the supermind. We have discussed earlicr that the absolute manifests
the world through its conscious force. The supermind is nothing else
but the conscious force working according to some fixed truth, some
definite principle or law. In this context, it is apt to quote Sri Aurobindo®:

Infinite consciousness in its infinite action can produce only infinite
results; to settle upon a fixed Truth or order of truths and build a
world in conformity with that which is fixed, demands a selective
faculty of knowledge commissioned to shape finite appearance
out of the infinite Reality.

This selective faculty of knowledge is called, by Sri Aurobindo,
supermind. The supermind, for Sri Aurobindo, is the link between the
absolute and the finite world. Unlike mind, it is fully aware of the
indivisible, unitary and self-concentrated consciousness of sat-cit-ananda
in which there is no separate distinction; It also contains the essential
truth of the world and creates the world of multiplicity out of the
indivisible unitary and self-concentrated being of sat-cit-Gnanda. So, above
the supermind we have the pure being of sat-cit-Gnanda and below it, the
analytic consciousness of mind which knows only by division and
separation and has only an indirect and secondary apprehension of
unity and infinity. The supermind succeeds where mind fails.
Supermind is neither the mind raised to the highest degree of
consciousness nor does it include the absolute in itself. It is radically
different from mind. Though it manifests mind, yet it is quite different
from it in nature. The supermind belongs to the higher hemisphere

~and shines in perféct knowledge and supreme light. In order to give a

precise meaning to the term ‘supermind’, Sri Aurobindo calls it the
“Truth-consciousness’. Sri Aurobindo has borrowed this significarit term
from the Rg-veda. The Truth-consciousness is present everywhere in the
universe as an ordering self-knowledge and manifests the cosmos in the
light of its own law. It has the full awareness of each thing in its
potentiality and actuality. It has full perfect knowledge of the ‘what’ and
‘how’ of things. :

The principle of supermind is not completely foreign to the human
mind though it.is far above the -plane of human consciousness and is

’
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radically different from it. The supramental consciousness is accessible
to the human consciousness provided it has broken through all the
barriers of ignorance, limitation, and division. This conceptien of
supermind is not totally a novel contribution of Sri Aurobindo. He
himself says that the gospel of the divine and immortal supermind is
contained in the cryptic verscs of the Veda.*®

THE TRIPLE STATUS OF SUPERMIND

Sri Aurobindo_ speaks of three poises of supermind, namely,
(i) comprehending consciousness, (ii) apprehending consciousness,
and (iii) projecting consciousness.

Comprehending CONSCIOUSNESS
In this primary and fundamental status of the super’mirid, there is no
indjvidualisation. In this poise there is an equal self-extension of
consciousness. The multiplicity is there, but all the multiple forms are
the forms of the divine Being and are: not in any degree separate
existence. The supermind in this status will know the whole world of
multiplicity as itself since the one has become all without losing its
oneness. When the reflection of this supreme status of all comprehensive
and self-extended unity falls on our stilled and purified self, we lose all
sense of individuality. The consciousness of individuality and separate
existence is merged altogether in an all-embracing and all-unifying
vision of unity. There is no difference between subject and object. The
divine soul will have no sense of otherness. The consciousness in ghis
poise is called, by Sri Aurobindo, the comprehending consciousness.
The supermind, in this poise, is not distributed or divided. It is
everywhere the single and equgl Brahman, ‘Samam brahman’. There is
an equal concentration of this consciousness in the smallest things as
well as greatest things. This all-comprehensive poise of the supermind is
best expressed by the characteristic’ formula, ‘All this, indeed, is

Brahman.’

Apprehending COMSCIOUSNESS

S 12
The second poise of the supermind is called the apprehending
consciousness or prajad. Here, for the first time, a division between the

divine consciousness and its force or between purusa and prakrtiappears. -

Though indivisible, it seems to distribute itself in the forms of nature.
And, hence, we for the first time come across the fundamental distinction
between subject and object, but they do not appear as contradictory
entities. The subject and objectare fundamentally one as we find in the

first status. The difference is only practical difference, but no essential

difference. The object is nothing buta manifestation of the subject.
In this poise of supermind, the divine consciousness would view all
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the objects as essentially the forms of itself. In this poise the concentration
of the divine consciousness is within the framework of space and time.
Here, a distinction between the individual divine or jivatman and the
.universal divine appears. While, by the comprehending consciousness,
the individual divine would be able to realize its unity with the one and
with all the other soul forms, by the apprehending consciousness it
would realise itself different from the one and from the other soul
forms. Thus, it is capable of enjoying its individual movement as well as
its oneness with the One and with all other soul-form. In this poise, we
find the relation of identity-in-difference between the one and the
many. The same ‘One’ manifests as the many and the many are essentially
conscious of their fundamental oneness. Here, the difference is only
practical, but not essential: the relationship is that of unity in multiplicity.
A practical difference among the known, knower and knowledge is
created.

Projecting consciousness

Here, the consciousness soul projects itself into the movements and
identifies itself with each form of itself. The purusaidentifies himself with
each soul-form and views other soul-forms as different from itself.
Though it is true that there is no essential difference, yet there is still
the consciousness of the duality predominant in this status. But here
also the individual divine soul does not lapse into ignorance. It only
aftirms the truth of the differentiating movement along with the truth
of the stable unity regarding them as the upper and lower poles of the
same truth.

In supramental plane, the soul is aware of the unity maintaining the
diversity and constituting essence. But in the empirical world the soul is
unaware of the unity. In supramental level it is the gnosis or vijiiana
which acts as a source of knowledge.

Vijfiana or gnosis for Sri Aurobindo is not only truth, but truth
power. It is the divine knowledge which man possesses in supramental
Jevel. In order to describe it more accurately Sri Aurobindo distinguishes
vijiana from two kinds of buddhi, namely, lower buddhi (intellectual
knowledge) and higher buddhi (intuitive reason). He further
distinguishes it from caitanyaghana (consciousness of the infinite which
is free from all ideations).

The nature of the gnosis can be explained to the intellectualists to
some extent by contrasting it with the nature of the intellect. However,
one can grasp the total meaning of gnosis or vijiiana only by experience
since it is always the knowledge of the suprarational. The fundamental
difference between these two is that, while the mental reason proceeds
with labour from ignorance to truth, the gnosis has in itself the direct
rcontact, the immediate vision of the truth, and in fact has the constant
possession of the truth; hence, it need not have to go from ignorance to
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truth. Reason starts with appearances in order to arriveat the truth
behind them. It shows the truth in the light of the appearances. In
contrast to reason, the gnosis starts from the truth and shows the
appearances in the light of the truth. Reason proceeds by inference,
while gnosis proceeds by identity or vision. ‘It is, sees and knows.’ It sees
and grasps truth of the objects as directly or even more than the
physical vision. Reason considers sense-experience alone as direct
knowledge (pratyaksa) and the rest is taken as indirect; but to vijfiana, all
its truth is only direct knowledge. While knowledge acquired by the
intellect has a shadow of doubt, it is incomplete half-knowledge and
hence, subject to alteration; but the knowledge of the gnosis is free
from doubt, self-evident, self-existent, irrefragable, and absolute.

‘Reasoning proceeds from experience to indirect knowledge by the
logical process of deduction, induction, analysis, synthesis; comparison
and analogy by resting itself upon memory. Butgnosis does not use any
other method. It does not seck knowledge, but possesses knowledge. It
reveals and it illumines. When our consciousness is transmitted from
intelligence to gnosis, there will be a radical change in our knowledge
process.48 Again, while reasoning under the domination of time, gains
and loses knowledge repeatedly, gnosis, on the other hand dominates
time in one view and it alsoglinks the past, present, and future. The
gnosis starts from the totality, of which it has immediate possession. It
sees parts only in relation to: the totality while reason is incapable of
seeing things in totality. The reason cannot see things in itself, but
gnosis sees things in itself. [t starts from unity and sees diversity through
unity. While reason treats cach as a separate existence, gnosis does not
treat things separately. It docs not recognize any real division; while
reason deals only with the finite and is incapable of penetrating into
the infinite; gnosis is the infinite, sees the infinite and lives in the
infinite. It knows finite things only in relation to the infinite.

So, even the purest rcason, the rational intellectuality which is
luminous, is not the gnosis. 1t is clear that gnosis cannot be compared
to lower buddhi (lower reason). Itis an error to do that. It is dependent

o.  forits action on the precepts of the sense mind and on the concepts of
the mental intelligence. It is not like the gnosis, self-luminous, authentic,
making the subject one with the object.

Gnosis is distinguished from higher buddhi (intuitive reason) also. Sri
Aurobindo does say that, as long as itis a pure intaition and not subject
to any mixture of sense-crror or intellectual ideation, it is never
contradicted by experience. Of course, the intuition may be verified by
the reason or sense-perception afterwards, but at the same time its truth
does not depend on that verification. Itis guaranteed by automatic self-
evidence. Even then, intuitive reason is not the gnosis since itis only an

edge of the light of the supermind. Sri Aurobindo says“:

i .
*———'—
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At the best . . . the intuition gives us only a limited, though an
intensive light; at the weorst, through our misuse of it or false
limitation of it, it may lead us into perplexities and confusions
which the less ambitious intellectual reason avoids by remaining
satisfied with its own safe and plodding method,—safe for the
inferior purposes of the reason, though never a satisfying guide to
the inner truth of things.

Sometimes the mystic identifies gnosis with the consciousness of the
infinite free from all 1deat10ns This is the caitanyaghana of the Upanisads.
But, says Sri Aurobmdo it is only onc thread of the mdny-aspected
movement of the gnosis. Vz]nana is not only concentrated consciousness
of the infinite essence; it is an infinite knowledge of the myriad play of
the infinite as well. It contaips all ideations (supramental). It exceeds
all ideative movements.

The Vedic seers always sought this faculty of constant awakening and
growing perceptive vision, which they termed ketu. The true knowledge
or essential knowledge is not merely intellectual conception of the.
truth, but also is a realization. In the complete sense of the term, it is
knowledge by absolute identity, tadatmyajnana. It is knowledge of the
self, by the self and in the self, atmani atmanam atmand. The highest state
of cognition is attained only in the level of supramenml consciousness.
This alone gives us integral knowledge which, in turn, reveals to us this
integral reality. Truly speaking, supramental consciousness, 1ntegral
reality and integral knowledge arc not three different things in Sri
Aurobindo’s philosophy. In supramental level there is no distinction
among jianam (knowledge), jfieya (object of knowledge), and jrdta
(knower). In accordance with the Vedantic thought, Sri Aurobindo
holds that it is the self alone which reveals true truth of the things being
the source of hlghest cognition. Thxs view of Sri Aurobindo is beautifully

expressed in his epic work, Savitri®

All this she saw and inly felt and knew

Not by some thought of mind but by the self.

A light not born of sun or moon nor fire.

A light that dwelt within and saw within

Shedding an intimate visibility,

Made secrecy more revealing than the word:

Our sight and senses are a falliable gaze and touch
And only the spirit’s vision is wholly true.
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DISCUSSION AND COMMENTS

Daya Krishna’s Retrospective Delusion

I
. Once again Daya Krishna has succeeded in producing a provocative
paper which is unfortunately a blend of the true and the false. I'The title
of the paper is intriguing; and he provides the justification for the title
in the concluding partof the paper. I will, therefore, begin my comments.
on this paper with his conclusion. Daya Krishna observes:

o There is thus practically no Vedinta in the first millennium ap and
the idea of its dominant presence there is a super-imposition by
the hiStoriography of Indian philosophy due to its being dazzled by
the picture in the second millennium Ap. The propounders of the
theory of adhydsa have perhaps imposed one on the history of
philosophy in India.? '

It is not correct to say that there was practically no Vedanta in the first
millennium AD or that ‘there is very little evidence of its presence before
Sankara and even for quite some time after him’. No Advaitin believesit
for the evidence is to the contrary. I will revert to this point a little later.
Let us, for the sake of argument, concede Daya Krlshna s claim that
there was practically no Vedanta in the first millennium Ap. If the Advaitin
who writes the history of Advaita knows the truth as averred by Daya
Krishna, but still maintains that Advaita was not only dominant, but also
triumphant in the first millennium Ap, he does not suffer from any
delusion. In such a situation others like Daya Krishna who have been
successful in uncovering the past may present the real state of affairs of
Advaita in the first millennium Ap and say that the Advaitin has
deliberately distorted the truth. If, on the contrary, he does not know
the truth of the absence of Advaita in that period, we can only say that,
being ignorant of that fact, he deluded himself into thinking that
Advaita was dominant at that time. So a critic like Daya Krishna can
accuse the Advaitin of either distortion or delusion in respect of what he
claims. While distortion is mispresentation of facts, delusion is false or
mistaken belief. My mispresentation of facts that prevailed in the first
millennium AD or my mistaken belief about it cannot be considered to
be a case of adhydasa as understood in Advaita. The theory of adhydsa
(superimposition) as formulated in Advaita is well known. Adhyasa is
perceptual error, which is different from errors in reasoning as well as

<
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errors in interpretation. In the Advaita tradition adhydsa is spoken of'in

several ways as jaanddhyasa and arthadhyasa, as svaripadhydasa and’

samsargadhydsa, as sopadhikadhyasa and nirupadhikadhyasa; and all these
are cases of perceptual error known as bhrama. Since there is no scope
for adhyasa in the context of historiography of Indian philosophy, it is
wrong to say that the Advaitin has imposed his theory of adhyasa on the
history of philosophy. The expression ‘retrospective illusion’ makes no
sense because illusion in the sense of bhrama is neither of the past nor of
the future, but of the present. It seems to me that Daya Krishna wants to
beat the Advaitin with his own stick, but he does not succeed since he
has chosen an instrument which has no use in the present case.

Of the various idols which Daya Krishna seems to worship, that of the
number is very conspicuous. We know that in politics the strength of a
view is dependent on the number of persons who support it. A particular
view becomes dominant and prevails over others if its supporters are
numerically in a2 majority. However, the politics of number has no place
in philosophy. Itwill be of interest to listen to Sankara who has something
to say about the fallacy of number, of numerical strength, in philosophy.
In the course of the discussion of a particular view which Sankara
defends, the opponent maintains that Sankara cannot establish his
point of view on the ground that those who hold the opposite view are
numerically more. The dialogue proceeds as follows:® '

Sankara: What! Is there a Vedic commandment that the point shail
not be established?

Opponent: No.

Sankara: Why then (do you say that I cannot establish the point)?

Opponent: Because there arc many opponents. You are a monist,
because you follow the Vedic teaching. But many, indeed, are the
pluralists who are outside the Vedic pale and who are opposed to
you. So I doubt that you can establish your point.

Sankare: You brand me a monist surrounded by many who are
pluralists—this iselfis a benediction to me. Therefore T shall
conquer all; and T shall now commence the discussion.

An important point which Sankara wants to drive home here is thata
philosophical position cannot be considered to be sound just because
the number of its votaries is legion. A philosophical view is strong only if
it is sound or tenable; and the soundness of a view is not decided by the
number of its votaries. In the saune way the strength or dominance of a
philosophical system is not decided by the number of philosophers and
their writings at a particular time. o

It appears that Daya Krishna relies on number and seems to think
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that we can decide whether a philosophical system is dominant or not by
the number of its champions: the more the champions for a system, the
more dominant it is; the less the champions, the less dominant it
is—this seems to be his line of reasoning. Let us consider his argument
based on number. For the purpose of assessing the importance and
influence of Advaita both in the pre-Sankara and post-Sankara period,
he starts with Badarayana’s Brahma-siitras, which is undoubtedly a
landmark in the history of Advaita. He says that between Badarayana -
and Sankara there -were only five Vedantins according to Potter’s
Bibliography. He does not take into consideration Gaudapada on the
ground that the latter’s Mandukya-karika, which is an independentwork,
has nothing to do with the Brahma-siitras. So we do not have more than
five Vedintins connected with the Brahma-sitras in the pre-Saﬁkara
period. Apart from Sanikara’s four direct disciples and Mandana, the
author of the Brahma-siddhi, there were, says Daya Krishna, only eight
Advaitins in the post-Sankara period in the {irst millennium ap. Then, how
about the non-Advaitins during this period? Daya Krishna is ready with
the number. “Within almost the same period’, says Daya, ‘we have 117
Buddhist thinkers and 27 Jain thinkers. As for the so-called orthodox
schools of Indian philosophy, the Nyaya-VaiSesika number about 13

(9+44).’* As for Sankhya, there were about ten thinkers during thi¢

period.? Since we find a large number of non-Vedantic thinkers during
thisperiod, Daya draws the conclusion that the Brahma-satras had little
impact on the philosophical scene in India after its composition and
that the Vedanta was not the dominant system in the first millennium
ap. Though his argument based on number seems to be impressive, it
has to be rejected as the dominance or otherwise of a philosophical
system cannot be decided by the number of its champions. The prejudice
for number is deep-rooted in human nature, and Daya Krishna’s
argument in this case shows how he is a victim of the Idola tribus.

I

Daya Krishna is fond of projecting his own myths in Indian philosophy.
There is, according to him, a myth about the Upanisads being the end
portion of the Vedas. There is, again, he says, the myth of the prasthana-
traya. 1 will confine myself to a certain issue that he raises in respect of
the latter. He maintains that Sankara's commentary on the Upanisads,
the Brahma-sutras, and the Bhagavad-gita: '

resulted in the famous myth of the Prasthana-trayi, that is, the view
that the source cf Indian philosophy lies in these three texts when
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even the so-called different schools of Vedanta do not treat them
in this way as, except (or Sankara and Madhva, no one else has
o commented on all the three so as to establish his position as to

what Vedania really means.t
\

First of all, it is not correct to say that these three texts are the source
of Indian philosophy. We know that Indian philosophy includes not
only systems of Vedanta, but also other systems such as Nyaya-Vaisesika
and so on, which are characterized as Vedic systems, and also non-Vedic
systems such as Buddhism. Only the systems of Vedanta are grounded in
the prasthana-traya, but not the non-Vedantic systems. .

Secondly, it is not required of the Vedantins that they have to write
separate commentaries on the prasthana-traya which they accept as their
sourcebooks. Let us confine ourselves to the’ three model or typal ;'-.
systems of Vedanta, namely, Advaita, Viéistadvaita, and Dvaita. Itis true,
as Daya Krishna says, that Sankara and Madhva wrote separate
commentaries on the prasthana-traya. Though Raménuja wrote bhasyas
on the Brahma-sitrasand the Bhagavad-gita, he did not write one on the
Upanisads. What does it matter if he has not written a separate
commentary on the Upanisads? Does it in any way damage the collective
authority of the pmsthdna—tmya? Does it in any way affect the status and
authority of Ramanuja? The followers of Ramanuja do not think that : ‘Q”
the great bhasya-kara has either slighted or side-tracked the Upanisads.
Ifit is admitted thatthe Brahma-sitras strings together in a coherent and
condensed manner the scattered teachings of the Upanisads and that it
is, therefore, integrally connected with them, then to write a commentary
on the Brahma-stitrasamounts to writing a commentary on the Upanisads.
In his Sribhasya, the celebrated commentary on the Brahma-sutras, and
Veddrtha-samgraha, an authoritative exposition of the basic doctrines of
Visistadvaita vis-a-vis Other systeims, Ramanuja interprets the important
Upanisadié texts, reconciles the apparently conflicting passages through
gha_taka—s’rutis, emphasizes the needfor, and the importance of, p’mmdna—
SAMUCCAYE reconciling $ruti and other pramanas, and shows that the
Upanisads purport to teach that the supreme Brahman which is one is
vidista inasmuch as it is qualified by cit on the one hand and acit on the P
other. There is nothing wanting in his position even though he has not
written a separate bhasya on the Upanisads. E ';'j

Thirdly, Daya Krishna is of the view that one has to comment-on all iy
the three texts in order (o establish one’s position as to what Vedanta g{
really means. This view too is untenable. One may commenton all the
three texts or on any one of them and establish Vedanta, though itisnot
necessary o write a commentary on ‘one, Or more than one, or all of

ﬂ_
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these texts for the purpose of bringing out the meaning of Vedanta and
vindicating it. Let me cite a few well-known texts of Advaita. Neither
Mandana’s Brahma-siddhi nor Sure$vara’s Naiskarmya-siddhi is a
commentary on the prasthana-traya. But still they bring out the purport
of Advaita, controvert the views of others, and estaf)lish the final position
of Advaita. What Sankara, Ramanuja, and Madhva did need not be a
model for others in every respect. Nor has any of them given an
injunction that no one should write on Advaita without writing a
- ° commentary on the prasthana-traya.

I

He has his own cave from which he operates and looks at the Vedantic
scenario in the first millennium Ap. His hypothesis is that the Brahma-sutras
had little impact on the philosophical scene in India after its composition;
and he resorts to the ingenious strategy of bifurcating the Upanisads
and the Brahma-siitras for establishing his hypothesis. The separation of
the Brahma-siitras from the Upanisads is the thin end of the wedge. This
is what he decrees:

{r Daya Krishna has a hypothesis which he wants to establish at any cost.

A ...in anydiscussion of Vedanta in the first millennium AD the status
! of the Upanisads and of the thought propounded by them in the
philosophical scene of those times is a secondary matter as what is
of relevance in the assessment of the position of Vedinta in the
first millennium A is the attempt at a coherent, unified presentation
of their thought by Badarayana in his Brahma-siitras (ap 50).”

Daya Krishna fails to achieve his objective by adopting a stratégy
i which is defective. The relation between the Upanisads and the Brakma-
. siitras is such that it is neither possible nor desirable to separate them.
1 The story goes that a young girl who was fond of glittering golden
bangles wanted to have only bangles without the gold and in &
complaining mood told her mother to take away the gold from the
bangles. Daya Krishna's problem is in no way different from that of the
young girl in the story for both of them would like to separate the
inseparables. Let me now explain the two reasons I have mentioned for
their inseparability. First, the illustration. The bangle is related to the
gold in two ways. It is, first of all, the modification or manifestation of
the gold which is its cause or source. Secondly, it is a meaning or an
explanation of the gold; it speaks for, provides us an insight into, and
declares its dependence on, the gold. What is true of the illustration is
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equally true of the Justrated. The Upanisads serve as the source of the
Brahma-sutras. The latter would not have come into existence in the
absence of the former. The name and the form which it has are
provided by the Upanisads. 1t is called *Vedanta-sutras in order to
emphasize its intimate relation with the “Vedantas’, by which the
Upanisads are also known. Just as the expression ‘myd-ghataly (clay-pot)
conveys the intimate relation between clay and pot, even so the term
“Vedanta-sitras’ brings out the close relation between the Vedantas and
their sttras. More important than the name is its form. The shape it has
is determined by the material drawn from its soufce. To say that it has
four chapters, each of which is divided into four parts, is to take a
superficial, outward view of its structure or form. One must pay attention
to its content (visaya) in order to appreciate its structure. Badarayana
who composed the sitras and planned the form or structure of the work
must have done so on the basis of the content of the work. Where did he

get the content from? From the Upanisads. This will be obvious if we pay 3

attention to visaya-vakyas. When we explain the structure of the Brahma-
sutras, we cannot just stop with adhyayas (chapters) and padas (parts); we
must also go further down to the level of adhikaranas (topics). An
adhikarana may consist of one sutra or more than one sutra as the case
‘may be. Every adhikarana takes up a certain Upanisadic text and discusses
its purport and purpose; and the text taken up for discussion in a topic
is called visaya-vakya. If it is admitted that there is 2 scheme in the
structure of the Brahma-sutras and if it is further admitted that the
content determines the scheme, then the relation between the source,
namely, the Upanisads, and the manifested structure, namely, the
Brahma-sitras, that is to say between matter and form, 1s such: that the
two cannot be separated. Daya Krishna himself admits that the Brahma-
sutras presents the thought of the Upanisads in a coherent, unified way:
but at the same time he says that the thought of the Upanisads is a
‘secondary matter’. If the thought propounded by the Upanisads is not
primary and can, therefore, be ignored when assessing the position of
Vedanta in the first millennium AD, then the Brahma-sutras will be
contentless. If so, it makes no sense to say that Badarayana systematizcs
the thought of the Upanisads. Consequently he will not have any work

to do as he has no material. This is the reductio ad absurdum of the attempt

to separate the Upanisads and the Brahma-sitras. It s, therefore, not
desirable to separate them. Daya Krishna’s argument 1s vitiated by the
fallacy of scparating the inseparables.

P Y

j
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v

Following Daya Krishna, let us focus our attention on the period between
Badardyana and Sankara with the view to find out the status of Vedanta
at that time. Daya Krishna makes two observations in this connection.
He says: ‘Surprisingly, the Brakma-siitras remained entirely unnoticed
until the appearance of Sanikara who wrote his commentary on it . . .’8
After listing five Vedantins of this period, who were ‘supposed’ to have
written commentaries on the Brahma-siitras, he goes on to say:

Thus in the pre-Sankara period the total presence of thinkers who
could even be remotely designated as Vedantins is not only
negligible, but many of them have to be included just because they
have been mentioned by someone else or because their work has a
marginal reference in the tradition.’

Whil;e_ the first statement is not true according to his own account, the
second one defaces the image of Vedanta. He mentions five
'Vedantins—Bodhayana, Dramidacirya, Bhartrpraparica, Visvariipadeva,

ji and Brahmadatta—who wrote commentaries on the Brahma-sutras. If so,
] he contradicts himself when he says that ‘the Brakma-sitras remained
e entirely unnoticed until the appearance of Sankara’. In justification, of
¥ his statement he may say that he doubts that all these five Vedantins, or
& some of them, wrote commentaries on it. In other words, he doubts the
§ tradition. For example, he doubts that Bodhdyana wrote anything on
/o the Brahma-sitras. However, we get a different picture of Bodhayana in
‘ the writings of Sankara hnd RamanuJa ‘Though Sarikara does not refer
o to Bodhiyana, he refers to a wvrtti by Upavarsa. In the
L ‘Anandamayadhikarana’ (1.1.12-19) he refers to the view of the Vrttikara,
g from which he differs in his explanation of anandamaya. The vrtti-karais

3 identified as Upavarsa. Bodhayana and Upavarsa are identical. In the
i beginning of his' $ribhésya, Ramanuja says that he follows Bodhayana’s
vntti in his explanation of the Brahma-siitras. To quote Ramanuja:

The lengthy explananon (untti) of the Brahma-sutras which was
= composed by the reverend Bodhiyana has been abridged by former
b teachers; accordmg to their views the words of the sitras will be
explained in this work.!

In his Vedértha-samgraha he mentions Bodhayana, Tanka, Dramida, and
others as the authorities who followed the ancient commentaries on the
‘Veda and Vedanta.!! The non-availability to us of Bodhayana’s vrtti on
the Brahma-siitras is no reason to say that he did not write it.

Again, he makes a cursory remark that ‘Dramidacarya has not been
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referred to by subsequent thinkers in the tradition’,!? totally ignoring
the evidence available in the tradition. Surprisingly, both Advaita and
Visistadvaita traditions claim that Dramidacarya was one of their teachers.
Anandagiri in his glosson Sunkara's commentary on the Mandukya-karika
identifies a passage quoted by Sankara as that of Dramidacirya.'?
Sarvajiidatman in his Sarmksepa-Sariraka refers to the views of the Vakya-
kira and the Bhasya-kara.'! Commentatocs on this work identify the
former as Tanka and the latter as Dramiddcarya. Mahadevan’s
observation is worth quoting here: ‘If Anandagiri and the commentators
on the Samksepa-sariraka are right in what they say, Dramidacarya must
have been a leading Advaitin of the pre-éaﬁkara era, upholding the
nisprapaiica or nirguﬁavastu-vdda.’“‘ References are. to be found to
Dramidécirya in the writings of Yamuna, Ramanuja, and Vedantadesika.
For example, Rimanuja in his Sribhasya, 2.2.3, quotes the authlority of
Dramidécirya (mentioning the name) in support of his position. Suffice
it to say that Dramiddcarya was a greatly respected Vedantin who
flourished in the period we are considering.

Daya Krishna’s comment on Bhartrprapaiica is baffling. He seems to
doubt that Bhartrpraparica is a Vedantin though he does nQt openly say
so. Look at his carefully worded comment: f

As for Bhartrprapafica, he is supposed to be an ‘exception to the
general position held by most (emphasis mine) Vedantins that
Brahman cannot be known by reasoning, and that it can only be
known through the §rufi or perhaps even through intuition.'®

Every Vedantin holds the view that Brahman can be known only through
éruti and not through reasoning. If Brahman can be known through
reasoning, then there is no need for §ruti. The work of §ruti cannot be
performéd by any other pramana; and so all Vedantins without any
exception hold the view that $ruti alone is the pramana for knowing
Brahman, as conveyed by the s&ira, 1.1.8, ‘sastra yonitvat.’ Daya Krishna
is, therefore, wrong when he says that ‘most’ Vedantins hold this view.
Daya Krishna’s aim is to separate Bhartrprapafica from the school of
Vedanta on the ground that he holds a view different from that held by
the Vedantins. So the question to be considered is whether
Bhartrprapaiica is an exception to the Vedantic view that Brahman can
be known only through §ruti. The answer is no. There are evidences to
show that Bhartrprapafica wrote an extensive commentary on the
Brhaddranyakd Upanisad. Also, he wrote commentaries on two other
Upanisads, j¢a and Chandogya. In addition to these, he wrote 2
commentary on the Brahma-sutras. Unfortunately, none of these works
are available to us. Hiriyanna has reconstructed his philosophy on ‘the
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basis of the discussion of his views in Sankara’s commentary on the
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad and Sureévara’s Vartika thereon; and his
reconstruction is both delightfully insightful and fairly informative.!’
What is relevant for the present discussion is Bhartrpraparica’s theory of
pramana-samuccaya according to which perception is as valid as Sruti. While
perception reveals diversity and also validates it, Sruti gives us knowledge

Qf unity as well as diversity. The difference between Bhartrprapafica and
Sankara comes to this: '

Sankara explains the reference to variety in the Upanisads as a
mere anuvdda of what is empirically known and so, as carrying no
new authority with it. Thus he restricts the scope of the scripture,
as an independent and primary pramana, to the teaching of unity
.alone.®
Bhartrprapafica does not differ from Sarkara and others in upholding
the view that Brahman which is one and which is 'the sole cause of the
‘entire manifested universe can be known qnly though §ruti. In addition
to pramana-samuccaya, he also advocates jiiana-karma-samuccaya which is
an entirely different matter. There isno need to discuss about ‘intuition’
mentioned by Daya in this context as it does not find a place in the
pramana-vicara of the Vedintin. For knowing anything through $ruti or
through any other pramana what is required is the vrtti of the mind, and _
nothing more.

It appears that Brahmadatta wrote a commentary on the Brahma-
sifvas. ¥ Yamuna in his siddhi-traya refers to him as one of the
.commentators on the Brahma-siitras.*’ But Brahmadatta’s work is not
available to us. It is difficult to say whether Brahmadatta was'a
Bhedabheda-vidin like Bhartrprapanca. Probably he was. It is equally
difficult to say whether he was an Advaitin or not. In so far as he
identifies the jiva and Brahman, we can say that he is an Advaitin.
However, he holds the view that the jiva is non-eternal (anitya) because
it originates from Brahman and merges into it at the time of liberation.
No Vedantin of any school would accept this view of Brahmadatta. Like
Bhartrprapaiica, he too stresses the imﬁortance of meditation, variously
called updsana, bhavana, prasankhyana, for attaining immediate

knowledge of Brahman from the Upanisadic texts. Suresvara in his .

‘Naiskarmya-siddhi refutes Brahmadatta’s view regarding bhavana.?! The
theory of jhana-karma-samuccaya advocated by Bhartrprapanca and
Brahmadatta is rejected by Sankara and other Advaitins. The point to be
noted here is that Brahmadatta was a Vedantin like Bhartrpraparica, but
not an ‘Advaitin. Dvaitins and Advaitins, Bhedibheda-vadins and
Vigistadvaitins—all of them hold that their position is supported by the
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Upanisads and also by the Brahma-suiras. If Brahmadatta is an advocate
of bhedabheda, as mentioned by Daya Krishna, his standpoint, too, one
may argue, is supported by the Brahma-sutras.

. Daya Krishna excludes Gaudapada from his purview as the latter did
notwrite a commentary on the Brahma-sutras, aknowledging at the same
time Gaudapada’s contribution to Advaita. But he makes a damaging
statement about the five Vedantins listed by him. I have two comments
here. First, the thinkers listed by him must have been foremost Vedantins
in the period between Badarayana and §ankara. Otherwise Sankara,
Yamuna, Rimanuja, and others would not have discussed their views
and acknowledged their indebtedness to them. That we :do not have
access to their writings is, indeed, a severe handicap to us, and so we
have to rely upon these authorities to whom their writings were available
and who were highly competent to evaluate their contribution, This
should not be dismissed as a case of argumentum ad verecundiam as Daya
seems to do when he says that ‘they have been included just because
they have been mentioned by someone else’. Second, it is wrong tQ say
that their standing in the tradition is marginal. With some imagination
and open-mindedness it will not be difficult for us to visualize the kind
of personalities that Bodhiyana and Bhartrprapafica (to consider only
two of the five Vediantins mentioned earlier) must have been to have
caught the attention of Ramanuja, Sankara, and others. As stated earlier,
Raminuja says that he follows, like others before him, the explanation
of the Brahma-sutras given by Bodhayana. Sankara will not pick up
Bhartrprapaiica’s point of view as his pirva-paksa quite often if it is poor,
unsubstantial, and inconsequential. It may be mentioned here that we
have inherited four models for explaining the relation among Brahman,
jiva, and the world. They are: the bheda model, the abheda model, the
bhedabheda model, and the wviSistadvaita model. We owe the bhedabheda
model to Bhartrprapafica. Bhaskara modified and developed it in his
own way later on. This model has influenced philosophical thinking
throughout the ages down to the present day. In thie words of Hiriyanna:

Itis strange that the name of this old Vedantin should now be all
but forgotten, though references to him are fairly plentiful in
Indian philosophical literature; and the strangeness of it willappear
all the greater when we remember that Brahman or the Absolute,
as conceived by him is of a type that has commended itself to some
of the most profound philosophers. Like so rany other old thinkers,
Bhartrprapaica appears not as the author of an independent
system, but as an interpreter of the Upzmisads.22
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It must be emphasized here that the influence of these traditional
Vedantins is not marginal, but central.

\I

Daya Krishna argues that the V‘ed{mticé thought as embodied in the
Brahma-sitras was not seriously taken by other systems. He mentions in
this connection the Vaiesika-sitras and the Nyaya-sutras. Depending on
Nakamura, he says that, while the former refutes the Vedantic position
in a couple of places, the latter does not. According to Radhakrishnan,
the Vaisesika-siitras is probably ‘contemporaneous’ with the Brahma-sutras.
There are reasons to think that the VaiSesika-siitras must be earlier than
the ‘Brahma-sutras-because the latter, after answering the VaiSesika
objection that Brahman cannot be the first cause in 2.2.11, criticizes the
atomic theory of the Vaisesika in 2.2.12-16. Dasgupta is of the view that
the Vaisesikasistras is probably pre-Buddhistic.?® In any case the fact
. remains that, even though Kanada was familiar with the Vedanta concepts
such as avidya and pratyagitman and also with the Vedanta standpoint
generally, he did not criticize Vedanta in his sitras. If the Nyaya-sutras
doesnot refer to the Brahma-sitras, the reason must be, as many scholars
have suggested, that it was also earlier than the Brahma-siitras. If both
Jayanta Bl}a;;a and' Udayana, who refute Advaita, do not mention the
name of Sankara, it. does not follow that Saﬁkara’s pre-eminence was
not established by that time. When the views of others are refuted,
sometimes the names of those who hold them are mentioned, and very
often they are not mentioned. Since both the conventions have been
followed in the tradition, the absence of specific reference to Sankarain
the writings of Jayanta and Udayana does not prove Daya’s hypothesis.
,
\%
Daya Krishna tries to support his thesis by citing a passage which forms
the conclusion of Udayana’s Atmatdttva-viveka.2* A few observations will
be helpful before we consider his comment on this passage. The context
is about the attainment of release and the. means thereto; and Udayana
sets forth some preliminaries in this connection. He says that first of all
one should know the nature of the Self from scripture. Following this
one should know that the Self is different from the objects to be
discarded such as the mind, the senses, and the body through the help
of reasoning. Thirdly, one should practisc moral and spiritual discipline
for the purpose of controlling the mind and reflect on the Self. It looks
as though Udayana describes the preliminary discipline as an Advaitin




148 Discussion and Comments

would do. The process of reflection may be such that the practitioner
may think of the external world alone oblivious of the Self, or of the Self
manifesting itself as the external world, or of the absence of the external
world, or of the Self as different from the manifested world along with
its cause, or of the Self as the sole reality, or of the Self as the
indeterminate reality devoid of all distinctions. Thus, there are six
stages of reflection of which the succeeding one is intended to replace
the preceding one. Fach stage is supposed to be a means, a gateway
(dvara) to release. According to Udayana, the last one alone, which
represents the standpoint of Nyaya, is the right means to the goal
whereas the remaining ones are the wrong ones (apadvdm) to be
discarded, even though one can find a $ruti text in support of each.
standpoint. Interestingly, each stage of reflection is presented againsta
metaphysical standpoint. The Mimirnsaka who is brought in first of all
believes in the reality of the things of the external world. Bhaskara, the
tridandin,.who is presented next, holds the view that the external world
is the manifestation of the supreme Self. Then comes the view which
denies the reality of the external world (arthdkdm—éanjam paramdnhatai_z).
Udayana characterizes this view as the gateway to Vedanta-Sastra. The point
that is sought to be conveyed here is that the spiritual aspirant should
meditate on the Self which is devoid of the world (nisprapanca atma \
dhyeyah mumuksubhih). After this is the turn of the Sarnkhya who holds
that the Self or purusa is different from prakyti. Thereafter the view of
the Advaitin, according to whom the Self alone (kevala atma) is real and
nothing else, is presented. And lastly there is the Nyaya view which
holds that the Self free from all distinctions is not apprehended in a
determinate way. On the contrary, it shines or shows itself in its
indeterminate form (nirvikalpakenaiva pratibhasate). Since the Nyaya J
standpoint is the final one (caramavastha), Udayana speaks of it as the '
carama-vedanta-upasanhara. Since the Selfisindeterminate, the Upanisad
says that it is beyond the grasp of both the mind and speech. This
indeterminate cognition of the Self will cease of its own accord in
course of time; and Udayanaclucidates this Nyaya position by citing the
Upanisadic text which says: ‘Of him who s without desires, who is free
from desires, the objects of whose desires have been attained and to
whom all objects of desire are but the Self——the organs do not depart.
Being but Brahman, he is merged in Brahman.'?? ¥
It may be noted that Mimarnsa, Bhiaskara-mata, e€tc. are not the only

systems mentioned by Udayana in the meditative scheme. In addition to
them, he also mentions Carvaka, Yogacara, Sﬁnya—vida, and Sikta-mata ]
in the scheme associating them with the first, second, third, and fourth | r;

stages respectively. Though Udayana is clear n presenting the scheme
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as well as in his understanding of the systems, the addition of four more
systems has created some problems to the readers. To think that Udayana
has placed Mimarnsa and Carvaka, or the Bhiaskara-mata and Yogacara,
or the gateway position of Vedanta and éﬁnya-véda, or Sarhkhya and
$aktism on a footing of equality is wrong. Udayana carefully distinguishes
the systems mentioned first from those mentioned thereafter in each
pair by using two different words when he introduces them in the
scheme. He uses ‘upasanhara’ when he speaks of Mimamsa, Bhaskara-
mata, and so on, which are the systems first in each pair, and ‘utthana’ in
respect of Carvika, etc. which are second in each pair. While the former
conveys the sense of validity (pramanya) for the system based asitisona
scriptural text, the latter suggests the pseudo-validity ( pramanyabhdsa) of
the system which has arisen.?8 The mentioning of two systems. at a
: particular meditative stage does not mean or imply that the two systems
! are equated by Udayana. It must be borne in mind that the two systems
mentioned at each stage are not at all allied systems (samana-tantras): they
are neither metaphysical cousins nor spiritual partners. It ‘requires
extraordinary courage even to imagine the possibility of an alliance, as
in the case of Nyaya and Vaiesika, or Sarnkhya and Yoga, between two
systems mentioned in each pair. Nor is it possible to equate one system
with another listed in the pair. It is, therefore, surprising when Daya
Krishna says that ‘the Mimarhsa position is equated almost with that of
the Carvika’ in the scheme.?’ The idea of equation or near equation
between Mimarasa and Carvika is untenable since they have different
metaphysical bases, different epistemological theories, and different
soteriological perspectives. One has to extend this line of reasoning
with suitable modifications with regard to the remaining systems which
are paired. Udayana has not committed this egregious blunder ‘of
equating the Mimarmsa position with that of the Carvaka, or of the
Bhaskara philosophy with that of the Yogacira, and so on in the scheme.

get into trouble if one enumerates these perspectives one after another
in ‘a series. Consider the following passage’ which gives a summary
statement of the text we are discussing:

Vedanta of Bhaskara, idealistic Buddhism, the Vedanta system in
general, nihilistic Buddhism, Sarmkhya, the Sakta cult, the Advaita
system, and the final stage, which Udayana calls ‘final Vedanta’,
equating it with the Nyaya school, are shown to be the stages, each
succeeding stage being superior to the previous one. . . A8

Udayana has listed a total of ten philosophical perspectives. One will .

While meditating upon the Self there are stages of realization )
through which one has to pass. Karma Mimarhsa, materialism, the
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To take only the first two systems, would it be right to say that the
materialism of Carvaka is superior to Karma Mimdmsa as stated above?
Does Udayana say that? Anyone with a little acquaintance with Indian
philosophy will shudder to think that Udayanacarya, 2 great lumminary
capable of shedding light on abstruse metaphysical issues and subtle
logical problems, will provide us with a hierarchy of disciplinary scheme
which will show the Carvéka position to be superior to that of Mimamsa.

The standpoint of Advaita is mentioned only once in the fifth stage
and not in the third and the fifth, as stated by Daya Krishna. Since
Udayana uses the expression ’ Vedanta-dvara’ and notjust ‘Vedanta’, there
is the need for extra care in explaining the third stage. Also, one should
take into consideration the fact that Advaita is specifically mentioned in
the fifth stage and that there is no reason why.a system should be
accorded a special status-by listing it in two places in the scheme.
Narayanacarya Atreya in his commentary on the text explains the

expression as follows:  dvaraiabdena nandrthabhave tatparyam, Sastrasya

dvaramatram tat.”* An important attitude of the mind, a certain conviction

arising from nityanitya-vastu-viveka, which is an indispensable preliminary
‘to Advaita,is mentioned in the third stage. The description of the stages
as.well as the identification of ‘each one with a certain system is clear.
This does not mean: that this is the only way in ‘which the stages of
meditative discipline can be presented. One can present a different
scheme. However, our aim here is to understand - Udayana who
undoubtedly has a plan underlying the sequential arrangement of the
stages of meditative discipline. I K ]

I shall close my review of Udayana’s meditative stages with two
comments from the standpoint of Advaita. First of all, the distinction
‘that Udayana seeks tagnake between Advaitaand ‘ carama-vedanta can be
questioned. According to Advaita, the fifth stage itself where the Self is
left alone transcending the distinction between the seer and the seen,
the witness and the witnessed, and so on, is the final one. There are
many Upanisadic texts which, making a distinction between the stage of

avidyaand that of vidyd, poing out that all kinds of distinctions which are

made in the former are absentin the latter. Consider, for example, the
following text from the Brhwdaranyaka:

When there is duality, as it were, then one smells something, one
sees something, . . . one Knows something. But when to the knower
of Brahman everything has become the Self, then what should one

smell, and through what, . .. what should one think and through
what?30 : '
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§ankara argues that an entity which is saguna can be known through the
mind and also can be described through words, but not an entity which
is nirguna. Since the Self which is one and non-dual is nirguna, it falls
outside the scope of both the mind and speech; it s, that is to say, both
traﬁls-concgeptual and transjlinguistic. That is why the Taittiriya Upanisad
describes the Self as that ‘from which words, along with the mind, turn
back as they fail to reach it’.! What Udayana characterizes as ‘carama-
vedanta’, insupport of which he cites the Taittiriya text mentioned above,
is no other than Advaita. A person who has realized the distinctionless
Self which is trans-conceptual and trans-linguistic, remains as the Self,
free from all desires (niskamah), having. attained the Self (aptakamah)
which is everything, and so on as described by the Upanisad which
Udayana finally quotes.?? So, the carama-vedanta about which Udayana
is legitimately €loquent is not different from Advaita. The fifth isnot the
penultimate, but the final. By appropriating the Adyaita position and
making it his own, Udayana has paid the highest tribute to Advaita; for,
to borrow the felicitous expression used by Suryanarayana Sastri in
some other context, what is good enough to be apprecia'ted'vi,s good
enough to be appropriated. A

Secondly, the reason given_' for discarding the Advaita standpoint is
not satisfactory. The Advaitin, Udayana seems to argue, speaks of the
Self as.real, knowledge, and bliss, as one and non-dual, and so on; and
the spiritual aspi}‘ant'attains the ‘determinate knowledge’ of the Self.
But the Self per se, maintains Udayana, is indeterminate because 1t is
devoid of all distinctions and determin'ations: the Self, that is to say, is
nirvikalpa; and so what is required is the indeterminate cognition of the
Self (atmavisaya-nirvikalpa-jiana). For attaining this cognition one has
to move, according to him, beyond the stage of Advaita. There is no
substance in this argument. Just as the Naiyayika speaks of nirvikalpaka-
jiana, the Advaitin speaks of akhanddkara-vrtti-jiana which is final. The
Self or Brahman is akhanda, thatis, a homogeneous whole; and the final
cognition which arises through the unfragmented, impartite vrtti is
akhanda. Cognition reflects the nmature of the object: that is to say, as the
object, so the cognition. That is why Sankara says that knowledge 1s
vastu-tantra with a view to showing how knowledge is totally different
from updsand, which is purusa-tantra® So, the akhanda-jiiana of the
Adyaitin is the same as the nirvikalpajiana of the Naiyayika; and the
explanation of the cessation of akhanda-jhdana/nirvikalpa-jidna given by
the Advaitin/Naiyayika is surprisingly the same. The transition from the
fifth to the sixth stage which Udayana suggests is uncalled for.
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VII

Daya Krishna tries to get support for his thesis from Haribhadrasari (A
750), the Jaina thinker who wrote the famous Saddariana-samuccaya
which gives an account of six philosophical systems.> Scholars are of
the view that Haribhadra’s work is a valuable one. In the beginning he
states that Buddhism, Nyaya, Sarnkhya, Jainism, Vaisesika, and Mimamsa
are the six systems which- he proposes to expound in his work.% He
explains the systems in the same order in which he mentions them.
Concluding the exposition of Mimamsa, he observes that he has given a
brief account of dstika-darsanas.*® His connotation of astika-darsana is
different from the one that is usually given in the classification of
systems into dstika and nastika. A system which accepts the authority of
the Veda is said to be astika, and that which does not accept the authority
of the Veda is nastika. Following this principle, Nyaya-Vaisesika, Samkhya-
Yoga, Piirva-mimarsa, and Uttara-mimamsa are called astika-darsanas,
while jainism, Buddhism, and Carvaka are labelled nastika-darianas. It may
be noted that the term ‘dstika’is also explained without reference to the
Veda. According to this explanation, a person who believes in the other
world which is attained in accordance with one’s stock of adrsta, etc. for
-which Tévara is the saksin is an dstika. One can even drop reference to
fsvara and explain the term with the remaining ideas, as done by
Manibhadra in his commentary called Lagh,wuztti.:"7 The six systems
mentioned by Haribhadra in the beginning of his work are undoubtedly
astika because they believe in paraloka to which merit and demerit are
the means. Haribhadra further says that we will have only five astika
systems if we accept the view of those who hold that Nyaya and Vaisesika
which are allied systems may be treated as one. However, since there is
the general view that there are six darianas and not five, we may,
Haribhadra suggests, make up the number by adding Lokayata to the
list.%® In that case we will have six daranas, but not six dstika-darjanas
since Lokiyata is not an dstika system. In whatever way we identify the
systems, either as dstikq-dars’anas or as just darianas, there is no place for
Advaita in the list. This proves, according to Daya, the non-existence of
Vedanta as a significant philosophical force in the first millennium AD:
" otherwise, how should one account for the omission of Vedanta in the
list given by Haribhadra?

The problem here is notabout the connotation of the term ‘astika’, but
about the non-inclusion of Advaita as a system in the survey. It is
surprising that the Yoga system also does not find a place in Haribhadra’s
survey. Even if oné accepts AD 300 and not the second century BC as the
date of the compilation of the Yoga-sutras by Patanjali, there was a gap of

—
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more than three hundred years for anyone to take notice of it. It must
be borne.in mind that the yoga practices were well known even before
Patafijali compiled them in the form of sitras. The Upanisads, the
Mahabharata including the Bhagavad-gita, Jaihism, and Buddhism
accepted yogic practices. Therefore, the Yoga system should not have
been unknown to Haribhadra. In fact, because of its antiquity on the
one hand and its influence on both Jainism ‘and Buddhism on the
other, Yoga should have been dominant during the period before
Haribhadra. But still he does not discuss it in his work. The non-
inclusion of the Yoga system does not mean its non-existence in the first
millennium ap. Keeping the Upanisads in the backgfound, the Brahma-
sutras, which gave an impressive shape and structure to the Vedantic
thought, received the attention of Bodhayana, Bhartrprapaiica, and
others. It must have been a formidable force to be reckoned with not
only because of its coherent and comprehensive exposition of Vedanta,
but also because of its critique of other systems—Sarnkhya and Mimarhsa,

Vai$esika, Buddhism, Jainism, and so on. If so, what could be the reason”

for the non-inclusion of Advaita and Yoga by Haribhadra in his survey?
Though Samkhya and Mimarisa are dstika-darianas, they have not
provided a place for the Creator-God in their systems: both of them are
anti-theistic. The historical development of the Vaiesika shows that it
was anti-Vedic in its pre-Buddhistic stage. Though the pre-Buddhistic
Nyaya was in close association with Vedic exegesis, it gradually developed
a secularized logic and slowly freed itself from its Vedic association.
Thus, Nydya was moving away from its Vedic moorings. Kuppuswami
Sastri gives an account of the background of Nyiya, VaiSesika, and
Sarhkhya, which is worth quoting in extenso:

Before the end of the Upanisadic period and prior to the advent of
the Buddha, the Vedic scriptures embodying the results of the
intuitive insight of the Vedic and the Upanisadic seers had asserted
their authority so far as to persuade a large section of rationalistic
thinkers to agree to play second fiddle to scriptural authorities.

‘This should have resulted in the development of the pre-Buddhistic
nyayamethod in close association with Vedic exegesis and accounts
for the earlier use of the term ‘nydya’ in the sense of ‘the principles
and the logical method of Mimarhsi exegetics’. This also accounts
for the fact that, even after the disentanglement of the Nyaya logic
from Vedic exegetics, the legislators of ancient India like Manu
and Yajiiavalkya emphatlcally recognized the importance and value
of logical reasoning (tarka) in a correct comprehens:on of dharma
as taught by the Vedas (Manu, XIL. 105 and 106; Ydjfiavalkya, 1. 3).

4 : .
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Another section of rationalistic thinkers who did not agree to play
second. fiddle to scriptural authorities, perhaps developed and
expounded rationalistic doctrines on independent lines, without
subjecting themselves to the thraldom of Vedic religion and
philosophy. Some of these doctrines perhaps shaped themselves
into the Sarnkhya thought of the pre-Buddhistic stage, with a
marked degree of hostility to Vedic ritualism. Some other doctrines
of this kind gave rise to the pre-Buddhistic logic and metaphysics
of the Vaisesika, with a special leaning in favour of the inductive
method of reasoning based on observation and analysis and with a
simple rationalistic scheme of two sources of valid
knowledge-——p_erception and inference ( pratyaksa and anumana). It
is very likely that the anti-Vedic speculations of the pre-Buddhistic
Vaisesika paved the way for the development and systematization
of Buddhism. . . . Thus, the nyaya of the Vedic exegesis and logic
and metaphysics of the early anti-Vedic Vaisesika came to fraternize
with each other and gave rise to two sister-schools of philosophical
reasoning—the Vaidesika school mainly concerned with inductive
observation and analysis, and the Nyaya school chiefly concerned
with the formulation and elucidation of the principles of
ratiocination o the basis of inductive reasoning.® - '

Buddhism was openly ant-Vedic. Haribhadra was willing to ‘admit
Lokayata, which is anti-Vedic, as one of the six darSanas. 1t follows that
the six systems which receive Haribhadra’s attention in his work are
non-Vedic, overtly or covertly as the case may be; and so he elucidates
them in his work. Yoga and Advaita stand apart from these systems.
Though Yoga has borrowed its metaphysics from Sarkhya, it is not
atheistic as it has provided a place for God as an object of meditation in
its scheme of spiritual discipline. That is why it 18 characterized as
 sefvara-samkhya . So-far as Vedanta is concerned, it holds that Brahman
isboth the material and efficient cause (abhinna-nimittopdddna—kdmr_za) of
the world. According to the Upanisads, Brahman is not only cosmic
(sapmpaﬁca), but also as acosmic (ni_spmpaﬁca). Advaita "which has
developed both these aspects of the Upanisadic teaching is, therefore,
“unique. It means that both Yoga and Advaita, each of which has a
speciality of its own, cannot be grouped with the other systems which
are non-Vedic; and so Haribhadra could have omitted them in his
survey. From this one should not draw the conclusion that both Yoga
and Vedinta did not count very much in the first millennium AD.
Buddhism has borrowed a great deal from the Upanisads. Just as it has
influenced Advaitins such as Gaudapida, even so it has been influenced

_ 4
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by t_he Upanisadic ideas.. One can trace the idealistic thinking of
Mahiyana Buddhism in the Upanisads. So, if Nagarjuna, Maitreyanatha,
and others ‘do not show any awareness of the Brahma-sutras’,*® it does
notmean that Vedanta was not dominant during that period. Buddhism
did not come intd existence in a vacuumnt. It came in the wake of the
Upanisads. If so, why should it not be said that Nagarjuna and others
who were aware of the idealistic trend in the Upanisads and who were
benefited by it did not feel the necessity to discuss it in their writings?

VI

The Vedintic thought of the Upanisads constitutes the philosophia perennis
which has endured through the ages. Bidardyana's attempt to shape
and synthesize the Upamsadlc ideas in his Brakma-sutras, perhaps the last,
is easily the best. that is available to us. He has provided a strong
philosophical base for theism and absolutism, which have influenced
the development of Indian philosophy in general and the systems of
Vedanta in particular To deny the influence of the Brahma-sutras at any
period of time is to deny the influence of the Upanisads on the divergent
schools of thought. The Vedanta philosophy of the Upanisads s, indeed,
the Rock of Ages, which one has to encounter and reckon with in doing
philosophy.
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Euthanasia

INTRODUCING THE PROBLEM OF EUTHANASIA

There are some actions which bring death. Some’ 'such action-expressing
terms are ‘killing’, ‘murder’, ‘suicide’, ‘euthanasia’ and ‘abortion’. In
this article we shall be concerned with ‘euthanasia’ in particular.

In case of killing, the killer is the agent, and the act is done on
someone other than the agent. Killing is an act which is normally
repulsive to human beings. Still, we are bound to kill many lives daily
for self-preservation. It is this utility-oriented compulsion that suggests
why ‘killing’ is not an entirely—negatively—coloured term.

‘Killing and murder have two things in common:

(1) The killer and the murderer are the agents of the acts and
(2) The act is done on someone other than the agent. But ‘murder’
means killing which is wrongful, because usually there is no drive of self-
preservation behind it. However, in both the cases agent A (be he the
killer or the murderer) does something to B (the killed or the murdered
one).

But ‘suicide’, as the very name suggests, denotes a self-reflexive
action. In committing suicide, A does something to A himself, or, in
other words, A kills A. Here, as in killing or in murder, agency belongs
to the person who<ommits the act, but the difference between suicide
and killing/murder lies in the fact that the former act is done to the
agent himself.

In case of euthanasia, some curious questions are raised, the foremost
of which being the question of agency: Who is the agent here? Can -
euthanasia be categonsed asa killing, or as murder> Let us try to pursue
these questions in a systematic manner

EUTHANASIA AND THE MODERN DEFINITION OF DEATH

‘Thanatos’, a Greek word, means ‘death’. ‘Euthanasia’, another Greek
word, etymologlcally means ‘good or easy death’. Now, when should we
pronounce a man dead? Previously, according to doctors, death meant
cessation of vital functions. But for several reasons, this meaning seemed
to be inadequate. In the 1960s The Ad Hoc Committee of the Harvard
Medical School to Examine the Definition of Brain Death was
constructed. This committee comprised of physicians, lawyers and
theologians. A new definition of death, namely, ‘irreversible coma’,
came in vogue in 1968.! The aforesaid committee suggested that
irreversible coma should have four characterizing marks, namely,
(1) unreceptivity and unresponsivity, (2) no movements or breathing,
(3) no reflexes and (4) flat electro-encephalogram. :

Let us agree to the proposal that ‘irreversible coma’ and ‘death’ are
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synonymous. Now, what is ‘good death’? It is to be observed that if one
is lying in a coma, with no chance of gaining consciousness, and, as per
the older definition of death, is not dead, we may say that this sort of
waiting for death is not good. But this situation is out of consideration
now for, as per the definition of 1968, the patient in irreversible coma
may be declared dead. Armed with this recent definition of death, if we
now turn off the switch of a respirator In case of a person lying in
irretrievable coma, we are not killing him, because he is already ‘dead’,
and we are not applying euthanasia cither. ‘

Now, if one is groaning in severe pain and if doctors surmise that he
has to suffer such pain till death, we may say that the death which he is
going to face isnota good one, because it is not tranquil. But if that be
the case, are we justified in pushing a mortal dose of poison to such a
terminally-ill patient? Or letus imagine a different situation. If an aged
person is afflicted by various diseascs, and wants to die and refuses to
take pills and potions, should we allow him to do so? Is letting someone
die something equivalent to killing?

WHY EUTIHTANASIA?

It has often been stated that we can avoid the ugliness of the death of an
incurable patient jumping over the rails of a verandah or hanging from
the ceiling with a distorted face, if only euthanasia is legalized. And
Holland is the pioneer in doing that.

Talk about cuthanasia comes when (1) a patient has inexorable,
unbearable pain, (2) medical science declares that he has no chance of
recovery and (8) the patient gives consent to kill himself.

1 ACUNAE IN THE CONDITIONS

There are some lacunae in these conditions. First of all, while spcaking
of applying euthanasia to a patient, when we speak of this pain, we
assume that he is in physical pain. But, whar if a patient begs for death,
being in inexorable mental pain and also not knowing how to court an
easy death? It is often said that Time is the best healer of wounds: But

we do not allow the responsibility of cure to Time in case of physical .

wounds. So it appears that we are less attentive to mental pain. To a
person suffering acute mental pain, we seetm to say: ‘Suffer your pain all
by yourself, please, and do not disturb us. If you fail to bear the pain, do
what you like. If you want (o die, be thou the agent’, Perhaps the 1dea
behind this sort of discriminating attitude towards patients suffering
physically and persons sulfering mentally'is that for the former group
someone, be he a relative or the taxpayer in general, has to bear a
pecuniary loss.

What I suggest is that il cuthanasia is taken to be permissible in the
case of physical pain, then it must be extended 1o cases of mental pain

-
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as well. But as for the present situation, euthanasia is permissible only in’
the case of persons having severe physical pain.

Another point to note is that in applying euthanasia, we have to get
the patient’s consent. Then, in one sense, euthanasia may be equated
with suicide, because it is the person in question who decides to die.
Though he does not carry out his death, still the decision is his own.
And from that standpoint, the agency of the act belong to him.

Pushpa Misra in her paper ‘A Case for Euthanasia’® has referred to
James Rachels’ paper ‘Active and Passive Euthanasia’ (where Rachels -
distinguished between active and passive euthanasia and suggested that
both are equally permissible) and has argued that active euthanasia is
not permissible and passive euthanasia is morally permissible only
under certain conditions, one of which being the consent of the person
concerned. '

~ But it may be stated that his consent to kill himself is forced by pain.

When we seek consent from a person, it is assumed that the person is in
a stable mental condition; or, in other words, he is mentally alert. But
the assumption may not be tenable in the case of euthanasia. It is quite
conceivable that insufferable pain is a stimulus, and the patient’s begging
for death or giving consent to kill himself is just a response to that
stimulus. If his pain has periodicity, it is highly probable that in the
calm moments the patient will call his consent back. All these suggest
that the agency of the patient asking for euthanasia is agency in the
false sense. And to tally with a decision or consent which is forced on
the agent cannot be moral.

What is more, if someone is highly productive in normal moments,
his utility-value, in the good sense of the term, may prohibit us from
accepting his consent to die, the consent that has been given in his
stormy moments of pain. Again, even if his pain is unbearable, while his
disease is curable after a long process of treatment, it is obvious that we
would reject his prayer for euthanasia.

From the discussion stated above, it is becoming evident that the
consent of a patient is nothing but a formal rubber-stamp to clear the-
conscience of the persons who will carry out euthanasia on the patient.
It is we, the non-suffering persons around the suffering patient, who
will effectively decide whether euthanasia is to be applied. The situation
is obviously queer and repulsive, for the decision to kill someone of the
same species cannot be taken by others.

Even if the request of the patient concerned is in earnest, we cannot
accept the general statement that we should try to fulfii all earnest
requests. If A's daughter has been raped by a ruffian B, if A is powerless
against Band if A requests C to kill B, it is quite probable that Cwill turn
the request down. The recurring problem of euthanasia is that it
cannot be derived from a generalized: maxim.

1
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CONSIDERING ARGU MENTS IN SUPPORT OF EUTHANASIA

The strongest argument in support of euthanasia is the argument from
mercy. Euthanasia, by definition, is the act or practice of killing
individuals (as persons' or domestic animals) that are helplessly sick or
injured for reasons of mercy.” The argument from mercy is in tune with
utilitarian standard of morality. According to this standard, an action is
morally justified if it helps cither in increasing the amountof happiness
or in decreasing the amount of misery in the world. In pushing a mortal
dose of poison to a patient suffering from incurable pain, we decrease
the amount of misery in the world. Hence, euthanasia is justified.

A general criticism against such a standard is that increasing happiness
or decreasing misery may not be the only important thing in considering
the moral value of an action. In the course of decreasing the amount of
global misery, we cannot be justified in forcibly killing a patient who is
suffering from an incurable disease but is unwilling to die.

Secondly, a moral judgement that is passed after considering the
consequences of actions alone is inadequate. Thirdly, the happiness of
each individual may not be equally important.

In reply, it may be said that even if increasing/decreasing happiness/
misery may not be the only criterion for the moral evaluation of actions,
it is nonetheless an important thing.’james Rachels, in his book The End
of Lifé* gives a better defence. He replaces the phrase ‘maximizing
happiness’ by ‘maximizing interests’and writes:

.. ifitisin a person’s best interests to have freedom of choice in
religion, or in choosing to remain alive, then the principle will not
countenance taking away that freedom or that life. Armed with
this better version of the principle of utility, we may then offer this

improved argument concerning euthanasia.
(1) If an action promotes the best interests of everyone concerned,
then that action is morally acceptable.
(2) In at least some Ccases, euthanasia promotes the best interests of
everyone concerned. :
(8) Therefore, in at least some cases euthanasia 1s morally acceptable.5

Argument from the intended promotion of the best interests of
everyone concerned is one variant of the argument from mercy and all

Jossible formulations of the argument from mercy adduced in support
of euthanasia seem to be jerry-built. Mercy is an honoured human
sentiment, but it should not overstep its limits. In the name of mercy,
we cannot kill.

If we are not ready to share the view of the utilitarians that
consequential situations alone are important in estimating the moral
value of an action, and if we think that morally acceptable deeds must
be derived from a broadly generalized maxim, we may look at the
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Kantian standard. Life should be retained for life itself. Hence,
euthanasia cannot be generalized.

- Bu, if that be the case, we may say that we should respond to the call
of ‘life for life’s sake’. If a person, who is incurably ill and is also
suffering immense pain, begs for death, should we not be eager to grant
his prayer? Should we not.be willing-for everyone to follow that rule in
similar situations? Should we not claim euthanasia to be justified if our
positions were unfortunately reversed with the ill-fated patient? Can it
not then be said that even if Kant is opposed to euthanasia, his Categorical
Imperative justifies it? :

CONSIDERING ARGUMENTS AGAINST EUTHANASIA

" Euthanasia is usually rejected from two religious standpoints: (1) from

the standpoint of absolute determinism and (2) from the standpoint of
cosmic pattern. If we think that everything is determined or settled by
some determinant, then we should not try to ‘unsettle the settled fact’,
the ‘settled fact’ being the suffering of the patient and attempt to
‘unsettle’ that being the introduction of euthanasia.

But the assumed determiner or the cosmic determinism is an
axiomatic assumption which does not add anything to the worth of an
argument employed either for or against euthanasia. What is more,
persons with strong religious belief have come forward to support it.
The Euthanasia Society of America is headed by Joseph Fletcher who is
areligious leader. In his book Morals and Medicine, euthanasia has been
strongly defended. Another renowned Catholic academician, Daniel
Maguire, has written a book entitled Death by Choice, where euthanasia
has been claimed to be perfectly moral.

The second standpoint stated above deserves more careful attention.
It is said that a person, together with all his sorrows and sufferings, has a
particular place and function in a pattern. Not knowing the exact

® significance of his position in the cosmos, we should not disturb the

pattern by releasing him from that pattern.

Taken literally, this argument, being based on our ignorance about
the cosmic plan, will entail complete inaction. We should neither allow
enthanasia nor even try to cure a patieni, else we disturb the cosmic
architecture, But this argument may be stated in more agreeable terms
if we replace ‘cosmic plan’ by ‘social relationship’. If we view the patient
just as an isolated individual, we may accept euthanasia. If we place him
in the web of his social relationships, euthanasia loses its rational justifi-
cation, for some of his kins may consider his existence valuable. ‘A man
is not an island’, and .if he is somehow intertwined in a social pattern,
his opinion about his own destruction may not be considered as final.

. From the standpoint of the paticnt, his existence may be useless.
From the standpoint of his family, too, the existence of the patient may
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be useless, but may not be without value. From a very individualistic
standpoint, we may say that as the emotional bond is one-sided, we need
not bother about it. But this stand may not be accepted by those who
view a person as a social being.

It may be said that we would do wrong to the patient in giving value
to the said emotional attachment. For the sake of a visitor’s emotion
(who is allowed to visit the patient for an hour) we are allowing:the

patient to suffer pain (for the remaining twenty-three hours). Quantity
of life enjoyed isata minimum here. Butin reply it may be said that the
quality of an hour may be more important than the quantity of twenty-
three hours.

~In rejecting euthanasia from a non-religious standpoint, Kant has
often been referred to. It has been pointed out that in applying
euthanasia, the operator or the executor is taken as an object, as means
to the patient’s end. From a Kantian standpoint, to use a person asa
means is immoral. Hence, euthanasia cannot be justified.

But the argument is a bit carelessly formulated. In the second
formulation of the Categorical Impe rative in Groundwork, Kant holds the
view that an agent should not be used ‘only’ as a means. And in the
argument concerned it has not been demonstrated that the operator or
the executor is taken ‘only’ as a means.

In rejecting cuthanasia from another non-religious standpoint, it has
been stated that doctors may be mistaken in declaring the disease of a
patient as ‘ncurable. A judgement about the incurability of a disease is
never final, it can at best be perilously probable. But though it is true
that doctors sometimes make mistakes, it does not follow therefrom
that they are never correct in their diagnosis. Of course, before adminis-
tering euthanasia, special care is essential to eliminate or reduce human
fallibility. Persons entrusted to consider whether euthanasia is to be
allowed to a particular paticnt must be quite conversant with the resear-
ches in progress to ensurc that a cure for a particular disease is not in
the offing. When a patient is sulfering unbearable pain and when his
cure is not visible in the near future, it may be said that medical ethics
demands cuthanasia. When the very existence is useless to the patient,
we should bring him death, call it killing or merc killing. If it is cruel, it
would be more cruel for thepatient if'we do not help him to die.

The argument is quite {orceful. But the question is: Will ariyone
think of being engaged In a long-drawn painstaking investigation in
search of a cure for a dreadful disease, if euthanasia is legalized? What is
more, when it'is seen everyday that people kill, become exuberant at
the aggressive role of their country, participate €n masse in riots and
genocides, how can it be believed that some representatives of this
murderous species will be very considerate in deciding when euthanasia
is to be administered? The suspicion becomes stronger when we find
that even in such a debated ficld, money—making_is on its way. One
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serson has already accumulated a lot of wealth'by selling methods of
easy death. On the other hand, along with the new definition of death,
the prospect of stockpiling ‘dead’ bodies with live organs ready for an
organ-market invariably accompanies the prospect of euthanasia. These
apprehensions fit into a package-term, namely, slippery-slope-argument,
which indicates that if we declare cuthanasia as morally and/or legally
justified, it is highly probable that our moral standards will fall with
spectacular rapidity.

CONCLUSION

Not to speak of wrongful killing, in every case where necessity compels
us to take life, we feel a prick of conscience. That we feel the prick is
evident from our eagerness to invent arguments in favour of it, and no
killing can be given a generalized rational justification. We cannot give
life, hence we are not entitled to take one—that may be taken as a
general rule. Euthanasia should be treated as an exception which
proves the aforesaid general rule. Some very special situational context
demands euthanasia. But ethics has a much broader dimension. Practical
ethics is no ethics if it is confined to highly specifi¢ situational moments.
Consequently, we should give up the hope of showing euthanasia to be
ethical. _

With industrialization, our perspectives have changed and are

changing. Society is no longer given the first priority; priority is now -

given to the individual. It is quite conceivable that the present perspective
may again change. If the perspective changes with renewed importance
on society, with more medical advancements in hand, the demand for
euthanasia may disappear.

(I hcreb)‘/. wish to convey my thanks to Dr Tirthanath Bandyopadhyay of the Department

of Philosophy, Jadavpur University, Caleutta, for his comments which have vastly
improved the content of this paper.]
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Nyaya: Realist or Idealist?

I have read your query entitled ‘Nyiya: Realist or Idealist’ with profit.
Here are my COMments. .

(1) Nyaya, specially Navya-Nydya, admits many eternal, uncreated
objects of different categories.

(a) Substances such as akasa, space, time, manas, atmd, atoms of
earth, water, air, fire.

(b) Jatis are all eternal.

(c) Samavayais eternal.

(d) Visesas are all eternal.

(e) Atyantabhava is eternal.

As they are all eternal, uncreated, they are not dependent on anything,
least of all on their knowledge. _

(2) Knowability, nameability, existence are cominon properties of all
reals—sdadharna dharmas Bhasaparichedah. (verse 13) '

As dharma they are dependent upon the reals, not the other way
round.

As no human being is omniscient; all reals are objects of God’s
knowledge. : _

The point that Nyaya is making is thatall reals are objects of knowledge, ,
and have names. b _

This theory is in opposition to $arhkara’s advaitas according to which
the real; Brahman, is never an object of knowledge, and can have no
name. )

(3) In liberation, according to Nydya, there is no consciousness in

the liberated self. This self is, even now, an object of inferential know- -

ledge. For, at the stage of liberation, a self being devoid of consciousness
does not know itself. In any case 1o knowledge can know itsell according
to Nyaya. It can only be an object, if one so desires, of another knowledge.
In the case of one’s own self, it is anuvyavasaya. In the case of perception,
according to Nydya, the object is a cause of perceptual knowledge, and hence
must exist prior to the production of the knowledge.

Calcutta - SIBAJIBAN BHATTACHARYA

Nyaya is Realist par Excellence
(A supplementary note)

On reading the short note under the above caption written by me, 1n
reply to a query of Prof. Daya Krishna, an inquisitive reader asked me a
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pertinent question which seemed to be one whose proper answer would
throw a great deal of light on the realistic character of Nyaya. Hence
this attempt to write this supplement to the earlier note. The question
asked is posed thus: As per my elucidation of the nature of knownness
of everything, some or other cognition—of any kind—of each and
everything is possible. This description covers even those things which
remain totally unknown to any human being all through their existence.
Such things remain unknown in their individual capacity but by a
general cognition, like say of the form. Each and every object in the
world is either non-eternal or eternal; even the totally unknown
(individually) thing will be included as one of its objects. This being the:
case there is not and cannot be anything that is not known by some
cognition (in some capacity or other). However, Nyaya would not go as
far as the Advaitin does when he says that even an unknown thing is
known as ‘unknown’. This ‘knownness’ as unknown is obviously a
peculiar kind of knownness—a kind of direct revelation—unmediated
by any wtti to the Saksin or the witness-self. Nydya does not admit the
reality of the so-called witness-self or a property like ‘unknownness’
characterizing anything. The latter is just the hypostatization of sheer
absence of a positive property. Now the question posed is that if
everything is always known by some cognition or other (and under
somé aspect or other) according to Nydya can’t.this school be dubbed
as idealistic although this may appear to be a diluted and slightly
peculiar version of idealistic? The answer to this question calls for some
oclassification of the distinction between different kinds of properties of
things that Nyaya admits. Broadly speaking, there are five kinds of
properties excluding qualities which are not usually treated as properties.
The five kinds may be known as generic properties, specific properties,
unique (specific) properties, accidental or ad hoc properties, and
relational properties. To illustrate: substanceness is the generic property

_called jati in Sanskrit—of all substances like earth, water, light, etc.

Earthness, waterness, etc. are the specific (and also generic) properties
of earth, water, etc. respectively. Likewise, potness, clothness, treeness,
etc. are the respective specific properties of pot, cloth, tree, etc. More
specific and individuating propertics which differentiate a particular
thing, say a certain specimen of pot from another such specimen are
given the names ‘This potness’ (in Sanskrit etadghatatva) and ‘That
potness’ (in Sanskrit tadghatatva) respectively. Spaceness, timeness, etc.
are instances of unique properties because they characterize singular
entities like space, time, etc. Generic and specific properties characterize
more than one entity. Accidental or ad hoc properties accrue to things
when they enter into some’ temporary or non-essential relation with
each other. For example, a book placed on a table acquires the
conjunctive property of ‘being located on the table’ because of its
conjunctive relation with the table. No sooner the book is displaced its
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conjunction with the table and the ad hoc property it has given rise to
vanish. Such properties may be described even as relational. But the
more interesting and important relational properties are the properties
of knownness, or knowability, spatiality, temporality, €tC. The relations
which are at the basis of these properties exist and do not cease to exist
so long as both their relatia exist. Only if one of the relatia goes out of
existence, the relations disappear. All the things which are spatial and
temporal are related by special relations (called ‘Densakd’ and ‘Kalika'
respectively in Sanskrit to space and time. If the spatio-temporally
located things cease to exist, space and time would not cease to exist but
the relation between the things and space and time would disappear.
The relation of cognition to things is not ad hoc and it is bilateral unlike
the spatio-temporal relation which, as described, i$ unilateral. There is
no cognition without an object and no object without there being some
or other cognition of it. Cognizedness or knownness is the property
that accrues to an object because of its cognitive relation to a cognition.
But despite the bilateralness and permanence of the cognitive relation
the relational property of cognizedness cannot constitute the nature or
being of any object. A pot, for example, is identified as a pot not
because it is the object of this or that cognition but because it has a
certain structure, certain qualities and serves certain purposes. The
cognitive relation is irrelevant to what a thing is in itself. The being of
the potis constituted only by potness which therefore is regarded as the
determinant of the structure, causality, etc. pertaining to the pot. It
needs to be particularly noted in this connection that Nyaya has given a
wide berth to what is called in western philosophy ‘the internal relatia’.
No relation, cven including inherence, is an internal relation for Nyaya.
Such a relation swaltows up the appropriate identity of at least one ofits
relations. To some inherence called Samavayain Sanskrit may appear to
be the prototype of the internal relation. But this is not true.
Inherence—to use the words of Bradley in this context—ijoins the
inherents by keeping them apart.

If the cognitive object were treated as the internal content of its
cognition by Nyaya then it could not avoid the tdealistic challenge. But
Nyaya does not hold such a view of the cognitive object which according
to it is neither the content nor the form of its cognition but is an entity
wholly external and yet related cognition by a relation which even out-
lasts it, for, an object is cognizable both when it exists and also when it
has ceased to exist. The idealist Buddhists (namely, the Yogicaras)
however attach -great importance to this (invariable) togetherness ‘of
cognition and its objects. As Dharmakirti says:

the blue (an object) and its cognition are known to go always
together and so they are non-different. It is only due {o illusory
cognition that they awre viewed as different from each other as on¢

|
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moon is seen as two by pressing the eyeball. It is almost a tautology
that no object is cognized apart from its cognition (where ‘capart’
means ‘unassociated’). But mere invariable association cannot be
regarded as the sign of identity. Morcover, it is not the case that an

» objectis associated with the same cognifion at all times. Cognitions
may come and go but the object remains the same. So, much more
intimacy than this is the cognitive relation that is needed to make
the object internal to cognition.

Nagpur N. S. Dravip

Kant’s Doctrine of Categories:
An Attempt at Some Clarification

' In this note, I wish to respond to Daya Krishna’s note, ‘Kant’s Doctrine
of the Categories: Some Problems’ (J//ICPR, Volume XI, Number 3,
May-August 1994, pp. 143-44), in which he raises some questions
concerning Kant’s doctrine of categories as found in his Critique of Pure
Reason. In doing this, I will not deal with these questions directly, one by
one. What I will do is to say a few things, according to my understanding
of things, strictly keeping in view these questions. I hope that what I am
going to say will help in answering these questions.

(1) Kant mentions twelve categories, which he classifies under four
different heads, three under each head: unity, plurality and totality
under quantity; reality, negation and limitation under quality; inherence
and subsistence (substantia et accidens), causality and dependence (cause
and effect) and community (reciprocity: between agent and patient)
under relation; and possibility-impossibility, existence-non-existence
and necessity-contingency under modality. Now, I find that all these
categories are exactly on a par with one another, in the sense that each
one ‘of them is oge and not more than one, including those under
relation and moddlity. But they are not on a par with one another, in
the sense that they are different from one another under the same head
or under different heads. They are different from one another under
the same head, as; for example, there are the different categories of
unity, plurality and totality under quantity. They are different from one
another under different heads, as, for example, the categories under
relation, as far as I can see, are relational categories, whereas those
under any of the other three heads are not relational categories. Like a
relational term in logic, as the terms husband and wife, a relational
category may be defined as one which is composed of two terms which
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are correlative to onée another, and that means to say, which are definable
only in terms of one. another,

I have said above thateven the categories under relation are, in each
case, one and not more than one. This is now easily seen. 1 have said
above that the categories under relation are relational categories,and 1
have also defined a relational category. Now, if the categories under
relation are relational categories, and 2 relational category is as I have
defined it to be, then it follows that the categories under relation; like
relational terms, are, in each case, one and not more than one. These
categories may be composcd of two terms, as indeed they are, but since
these two terms are correlative to, or definable only in terms of, one
another, these categories, like relational terms, are, in each case, one
and not more than one. Now, it only remains for me to show that the
categories under relation, as far as I can see, are relational categories.
And again, this is‘easily done as follows: (1) to say that something is a
substance (in one sense) is the same thing as to say that it is the support
of accidents; and to say that something is an accident is the same thing
as to say that it is supported by a substance. (2) To say that something is
a cause is the same thing as to say that it is the cause of an effect; and to
say that something is an effect is the same thing as to say that it is the
effect of a cause. (3) To say that something, say A, is an agent in
reciprocity is the same thing as to say that something else, say B, is an
agent in reciprocity with A; and to say that B is an agent in reciprocity is
the same thing as to say that A is an agent in reciprocity with B. Here
following Kant, we can also say that if A and B are agents in reciprocity
with one another, then B is a patient in relation to, or is determined by,
A, and A is a patient in relation to, or is determined by, B.

I have also said above that the categories under modality are just as
well, in each case, one and not more than one. The first categofy is
either the category of possibility or the category of impossibility; and

ot both. The second category is either the category of existence or the

category of non-existence; and not both. The third category’ is either
the category of necessity or the category of non-necessity/contingency;
and not both. And all the three categories are either the categories of
possibility, existence and necessity, or the categories of ilr\})ossibility,
non-existence and non-necessity/contingency. It is unthinkable that
Kant would have put under one and the same category both possibility
and impossibility; under one and the same category both existence and
non-existence; and under one and the same category both necessity
and non-necessity/contingency. : gt

(2) Kant mentions twelve categories, which he classifies under. four
different heads. But, as far as Ican see, he does not mention whether
all the twelve of them, or some number less than that, have 10 be
present in cach and every synthesis of the manifold of pure intuitions.
The question has been asked whether, according to Kant, all the twelve

1
|
i
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categories have to be present in each and every synthesis of the manifold
of pure intuitions, or only four of them, one category from each head.
Now, as Kant himself does not seem to mention anything about it, we
have to make up our own mind in this connection. Now, as regards the
first alternative in the question asked: if it is the case, as it may be said to
be, that all the three categories under any of the four heads (say, the
categories of unity, plurality and totality under the head of quantity)
are distinct from one another in such a way that all of them, or even two
of them, cannot be present at the same time in the synthesls mentioned;
that is to say, not more than one of them can be present at the same
time in the synthesis mentioned; then, it follows that all the twelve cate-
gories cannot be present in each and every case of the synthesis men-
tioned, that not more than four of them can be present in each and
-every case of the synthesis mentioned, one category from each head.
Further, as regards the second alternative in the question asked
above: if, as it appears, according to Kant, every synthesis of the manifold
of pure intuitions would be subject to all the four heads of categories
(thus, to take a concrete instance, the synthesis of all earthly things as
being perishable is subject to the category of unity under the head of
§uantity, to the category of reality under the head of quality, to the
category of substance and accident under the head of relation, and to
the category of existence under the category of modality); and if, as we
have already seen in the preceding paragraph, not more than four
categories can be present in each and every case of the synthesis

mentioned, one category from each head; then, it follows that exacily

four categories, neither mote nor less, would have to be present in each

and every case of the synthesis mentioned, one category from each

head. .
(3) The question has been asked: what is the difference between the

categories of reality and negation, which fall under the head of quality,
_and the categories of existence and non-existence, which fall under the
head of modality? I think that the clue to answering this question could
be looked for in Kant’s table of judgments, upon which his table of
categories is claimed to be based. On that basis, we could say the
following: the categories of reality and ncgation, as falling under the
head of quality, would in some way relate to the affirmation or denial of
something of something, respectively. And the category of existence or
the category of non-existence, as falling under the head of modality,
would in some way relate to the relation of actuality (as distinguished
from that -of possibility or that of necessity) or non-actuality (as
distinguished from -that of impossibility or that of non-necessity/
contingency) of something with another, respectively.
[4

Patparganj, Delhi R.K. Gurrta
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“ypam krtva ghrtam pibet —Who $aid This?

At the end of the first chapter of Sarva-darsana-samgraha, Sayana-madhava
(fourteenth century) quotes a number of verses and ascribes them to
Brhaspati. One of them runs as follows:

yavaj jivel sukham jived rnam krtva ghrtam pibet/
bhasmibhiitasya dehasya punaragamanamn kutah//!

‘While life remains, et a man live happily, let him feed on ghee
even though he runs in debt;
When once the body becomes ashes, how can it ever return again?’

(E.B. Cowell’s translation)

‘To many this has become the epitome of the Carvaka philosophy
which is thus reduced to hedonism par excellence—2 doctrine that
urges man to seek happiness at any cost and, at the same time, makes
happiness a matter of sensuous gratification alone.

Where did Sayana-madhava (abbreviated hereafter as SM) get this
verse? No authority is cited in his work though some other verses or

arts thereof can be traced back to earlier Puranas, plays and poems.?

The authenticity of such passages s therefore doubtful. Itis also probable
that SM as well as his predecessors borrowed them from a common
source—perhaps purely oral. That is why T.W. Rhys Davids suggested
that SM’s description of the Lokayata ‘is chiefly based on certain infidel
doggerel verses which cannot possibly have formed a part of the Lokayata
studied by the Brahmins of old.™

There are, however, reasons to believe that at least in case of the
verse cited above, SM rcproduced a distorted version of the original.
Let us follow the successive alterations of this verse.

In the carlier part of the same chapter SM himself quotes what he
calls a loka-gatha:

yavaj jivam sukham jtven ndste mrtyor agocarah/
bhasmibhiitasye dehasya punaragamanan kutah //*

“While life is yours, live joyously;

None can escape Death’s searching-eye:
When once this {rame of ours they burn,
How shall it ever again return?’

(E.B. Cowell's translation)
The main difference between the two VErses lies in the second

hemistich (no reference is made to Brhaspati as author either). Now,
this verse occurs firstin the Vi._s'l_zud,ha'mwttam—mahdpwrdna (VDMP) almost

=
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®

L4

exactly in the same form as the last and first lines of two
consecutive——verses with one variant—s$antasya in place of dehasya:

mugdha evam prataryante dhurtair dhana-jihirsaya /
yavaj jrvam sukham jiven nasti mytyor agocarah //
bhasmibhutasya Santasya punaragamanam kutah /
nasti dattam hutam cestam na deva rsayo na ca //°

‘The cunning ongs thus cheat the deluded men, prompted by the
desire to take away (their) riches. As long as life remains, live
happily; nothing is beyond death. From where can be any return
| i for that which has been reduced to ashes and ceased to exist?

There are no such things as given (in sacrifices), oblations, rites,
" nor gods nor sages.’

-

'This (Upa-) Purana, composed some time between ap 400 and Ap
500, seems to be the primary source from which all later authors have
quoted or adapted the verse under discussion.

Kamalaila (elghth century) quoted one line—bhasmibhiitasya santasya
etc.—in his Pasijika’ but it was Jayanta Bhatta (ninth century) who first
quoted the two consecutive lines from VDMP as a verse- -unit® and thus,
we presume, became the immediate source of all subsequent authors.
Abhayadeva Siiri (eleventh century) most probably refers to this very

reading of the verse.® (We say ‘most probably’ because he quotes the
first hemistich only. The editor of his work we think rightly, refers to
Nyaya—man]cm“) -
" Onlyin the twelfth century we find the fn st line rewritten by another
Jaina scholar, Hemacandra, as:

-

yavaj  jivet sukham jivet tavad vaisayikaih sukhaih

and the second line altogether altered:

na tamyed dharma-karyaya dharmadharma-phalam kva tat.'°

[

‘So long as one lives, let him live happily with the pleasures of the
senses. He should not trouble himself by religious actions. Where
is the fruit of dharma and non-dharma?’

(Helen M. Johnson'’s translation)

This is the first alteration made in the first iine of the original verse.
In the fifteenth centmy, Gunaratna, a co-religionist of Hemacandra
cites the first line with a minor variation:

yavaj jivet sukham jivet tavad vaisayikam sukham

‘As long as a man lives, let him live happily; so long are the
pleasures of the senses.’
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but in the second line he reverts to the original reading with one
variation: dehasya for santasya.!

Sriharsa (twelfth century), on the other hand, preferred to rewrite
the verse in the following way:

kalj Samah kriyatam praj rah priyapritan pan’ﬁmmah /
bhasmibhittasya bhidtasya [mnardgamanam kutah / /12

“Ye arrant fools, of what use is quietude? Try to gratify your
mistresses. Will a creature, once he is reduced to ashes, ever

return?’
(K.K. Handiqui’s translation)

It is interesting to note that Midlr}ava-‘Sarasvati (sixteenth century),
in spite of SM and Gunaratna and Sriharsa, goes back to ihe Purinic
reading as quoted by Jayanta Bhatta but replaces dantasya with dehasya.'®

On the basis of available evidence we may safely conclude that the
verse in question was first distorted by the Jainas (who were very much
anti-Lokayata) and then by the Brahminical opponents of the Carvaka,
What was meant to be a simple denial of the concept of after-life was
transformed into a preaching of heedless hedonism as well. SM got this
verse from sqme unknown source or rewrote the second hemistich
hirnself, apparently forgetting that he had quoted another version of
the same only a few pages earlier.

Second, if VDMPis the source of this verse, it is also to be noted that

this is notan authentic version coming from the Barhaspatyas themselves.

The story of Vena in VDMPis hostile to materialism and, even in its ori-
ginal form, the verse is imputed to the irreligious king by the author/s
of the Purana. '

_ ABBREVIATIONS

NC Naisadhiyacaritam SMS Sarva-mata-samgraha

PC  Prabodhacandrodaya SSS Sarva-siddhanta-samgraha
PP Padmapurana VDMP Vignudharmottam—mahdpu'r(ina
SDS Sarva-darsana-samgraha VP Visnupurana o2

SM Sayapa-madhava

NoTES AND REFERENCES

1. $DS, ch. L, p. 14 v. 7, 11. 125-26.
9. A few are cited below:
(a) bapyem sukham, cte.—3SDS, p. 411.39-42, PC2.23, p. 42.
() agnihotram ete.—SDS. p- 13, 11.112-13, PC2.26, p. 44. Also found with varian’
in SMS, p. 15 and SSS. 1L 14cd-15ab, p. 6 NC,17.39; Nilakantha on Mbh. 218.4
(Vulgate text): Granthibhanga, 1, p. 998; Sadananda, A(lwlila-l)mhma—si{l(lhtﬂ
p- 100.
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(c) pasuscen nihata, etc—SDS, p.13, 11. 114-15, VP, 3.18.26; PP, Srstikhanda,
13.367.

(d) mrtandm api, etc.—3SDS, p. 13, 11. 116-17, PC2.21, p. 40 (cf. NC17.53).

() gacchatam iha etc—SDS p. 13 11. 118-19, VP, 8.18.27; PP, Srsti, 13.368.

() trayo vedasya etc—SDS, p. 14, 11. 128-29; also quoted in SMS, p. 15; Sridhara
and Viévanatha ad Gitg, 16.8 (first line only, with variants).

3. Dialogues, p. 172. By ‘doggere] verses’ Rhys Davids apparently refers to the
abhanakas and lokagatha-s quoted Profusely by SM. The first word has been taken
to mean ‘a saying, proverb’ (Monier-Williams, p. 145, col. 2) and the second ‘a
verse or song (handed down orally) among men’ (ibid., p. 906, col. 2) which is
how Bohtlingk-Roth rendered it’. (‘Ein im munds des volkes lebender Vers’, vol. 6,

. p- 582). Interestingly enough, none of these words seems to have been found
elsewhere other than in SDS. There is no entry of @bhanakain Béhtlingk-Roth, nor
in Schmidt. None of these two words is recorded in Sabdakalpadruma either.
3DS, p. 2,11. 17-18.

VDMP, 1.108, 18-19, p. 70a (Translation mine).

Studies, Vol. 1, p. 143.

Baroda ed., p. 14; Varanasi ed., p. 17. Trans., p. 21. Neither of the editors could

locate this quotation. : : .

Ahnika 7. ed. G. Sastri, part 2, p.-257; the Mysore edition has dehasya for Santasya

(which along with jivet for fivam is noted as a variant reading in the footnote. See

Part 2, p. 348). Jayanta did not refer to any source. He simply stated, ‘As they say’

-/ ‘As the saying goes’ (yathdha), The learned editors of this work have not been
able to trace this quotation.

9. Tattva-vodha-vidhayini, p. 505 n6. Jayanta too, in his work, once refers to the verse
by quoting the first hemistich only (Ahnika 4. edited by G. Sastri, Part 1, p. 388:
nanw ¢a yavaj jrvam sukham jived iti tatropadisyate ...)

10.  Trisasti-salaka-purusa-carita, I, 345, p. 12.

1. Tarka-rahasya-dipika, p. 202.

12. Naisadhiya-caritam, 17.69, p. 646.

13. Sarva-darfana-kaumudi, p. 108,
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Somadeva Suri (tenth century) in his Yasastilaka Campic quoted this verse as itoccurs in
VDMP with a variant only in the first hemistich:
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RAMKRISHNA BHATTACHARYA

Historiography of Civilizations: A Review

The June 1996 issue of JICPR was devoted to the Historiography of
Civilizations. Of the 11 articles published five can be classified as
contributions to various aspects of historiography from the purely
philosophical point of view, the other six are contributions to a debate
which has been going on for more than a century, namely, the absencc

of any Indian records as source material for the writing of ancient
’ o
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Indian history. To the first category belong V. Shekhawat, Michael
Krauz, G.P. Ramachandra, R. Sundara Rajan and Daya Krishna. The
rest are related to polemical questions. These latter affect the overall
character of the volume for which it will probably be remembered.

The Indian intellectual unfortunately has not been able to forgive
the West for inventing everything from paper and printing {perhaps
one should not forget the reading glasses either) to aeroplanes and
computers. It is no comfort to be reminded that the Chinese invented
gun-powder, paper and printing centuries before Europe.

The argument about historiography is a part of this wider debate.
Admittedly the art of history writing was not confined to the ancient
Greeks and Romans. The Hebrews, the Chinese and in the later period
the Arabs also practised it. The European claim to uniqueness is thereby
refuted. But how does that help to restore the hurt ego of our patriotic
scholars?

The redoubtable D.P. Chattopadhy'lya opens his defence by rejecting
the definition of history as ‘the reconstruction of human ideas and
activities based on reliable records’ (Encyclopaedia Britannica). Instead he
makes out a case for including Itihds (legends of gods), and Puranas
(legends of origins) in history.

G.C. Pande exposes the ethno-centrism of numerous western
historians in an impassioned manner and then launches into an ant-
rationalist, anti-scientific attack on the West. Quibbling about ‘science’
and ‘progress’ is a theme familiar to readers of the apologists of
religion and Indian culture.

Michael Krauz rejects singularism or ‘a single right mterpretatmn of
hlstory Instead he favours multiplism. This argument is part of a wider
question of the relativism of culture. Among the views of history that he
rejects is that of the English philosopher R.G. Collingwood.

While Krauz addresses himself to deeper metaphysical issues related
to culture, G.P. Ramachandra focuses on Collingwood’s Idea of History
(1945). He questions the definition of history as a re-enactment of the
past in the historian’s own mind. All history, according to Collingwood,
is the history of thought. It is the thought of his forebears that the
historian has. to reconstruct. Ramachandra’s scholastic (or shall we say
pedantic?) doubts about whether ‘realizations, imagined words and
pictures’ are ‘thoughts’ would please the professional philosophers.
Sophistry after all is not a new weakness in logicians. He invokes the
authority of Wlttgenstem and others to make his point. For a reader
interested in history it is relevant to remember that Collingwood was
one of the rare philosophers who succeeded in writing two authoritative
works of history on Roman Britain (David Hume in the eighteenth
century was a worthy predecessor). Philosophers of the school of
Wittgenstein school have yet to demonstrate their ability to practise
history writing.
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Suresh Chandra’s article opens with the assertion that ‘the data for
reconstructing our past (has been) plundered by the West’. He then
claims to have recovered the plunder. After such an unpromising start

o. the author proceeds to make a number of unwarranted assertions.
When he does not denounce he offers conjectures like the one that the
‘Harappans travelled to Sumer, were pushed westwards by the Dravidians
and finally established the kingdom of Elam. The only evidence for the.
penetration of ancient Indians into the Middle East is that the names of

a few Zoroastrian deities are cognate with the names of some Hindu
deities. The standard explanation of the common origin of Indo-Ger-

S

manic languages is apparently not good enough for him. The rest of his
assertions, like the horse being a native of India, are equally unverifiable. !
We may excuse his lapses of syntax but not his unscholarly temper. . .

Nisha Rathore seeks to refute Ranajit Guha (and like-minded
historians such as Sumnit Sarkar and Gyan Pande), both on the theoretical
plane and the evidential. Guha’s thesis is that the subalterns and the
elites moved in two parallel lines without ever converging. Rathore’s
theoretical objection is that Guha’s approach to historiography is
axiomatic, not empirical. The evidential refutation lies in uprisings like
the one at Champaran when the peasants and the elites united to
remove the European planters. Thus the subaltern struggle against the
landlords and the elite struggle against foreign domination converged.
In fact, however, there are only a handful of such examples. In theory it
is true the Congress party was pledged to abolish zamindari. To that extent
there was no incompatibility between the two struggles. Historically also
the princes and landlords supported the British against the nationalist
movement. d

The most challenging article is this volume is by Vinay Lal. He raises
most of the questions raised by the apologists (more appropriately the
inventors) of Indian historiography. To the present reviewer it was a
disappointment that many famous names from R.C. Majumdar to Romila
Thapar are among them. Lal refuses-to accept the view that all ancient
records except the Rajatarangini have perished, or that the Puranas and
the genealogies of gods and kings should be counted as history. He is
the only contributor who has the courage to state that the past of India
cannot be read from historical records.

When it comes to defining history his position is not unassailable. He
holds. that history consists in the understanding of causation or the
causal explanation of human behaviour as opposed to moral or
supernatural explanation. While many reputable historians assume the
causal or deterministic view of history (reinforced by the Marxists), this
faith is by no means universal. Many historians seem to hold the view
that H.A.L. Fisher stated in the Preface to his History of Europe (1936):

There can be no generalizations, only one safe rule for the historian:

’—
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that he should recognize in the development of human destinies
the play of the contingent and the unforeseen.!

Incidentally Tolstoy, not a historian by profession, expounded his
philosophy.of history in the Epilogue to War and Peace, which is relevant
to this argument. He was convinced among other things of ‘the complete
uhattainability of causes.’

V. Shekhawat is far more eloquent on the topic of causation. ‘General
history ought to explain why, when and how social consciousness of
men emerged’. This is too extravagant a demand to require any-serious
consideration. Even a team of experts drawn from a variety of disciplines.
would not be able answer to these questions.?

But to return to Lal’s article. After a foray into the dubious quest of
causality, Lal asks a more funuamental question: why should the absence
of historical works have struck James Mill and other Enghshmen as a

_singularly important fact? The Indian explanation of this mission was

varied. The. most valuable part of Lal’s article (which accounts for the
title ‘History and the Possibilities of Emancipation’) is an examination
of Bankim Chandra’s works. The argument is too complicated to
reproduce in detail.

Lal’s own response is summed up in a paradox; ‘the non-writing of

_history (is) a way of writing history’. This is followed by a number of

statements which lean on postmodernism. For example he asserts that
history is another mythography. This is close to R. Sundara Rajan’s ob-
servation in another-article that there is a kind of fictive quality in his-
torical expérience.® Another quotable paradox is: ‘History itself had to
be unlearned’. This is Lal’s version of Gandhi’s wisdom. He also ascribes
to Gandhi the view that history is no guide to action in the present. It is
doubtful if Gandhi ever made such statements. After all he was not
competing with Shaw or Chesterton in spinning out quotable epigrams.
What is obJectlonable in Lal and other post-modermsts in India (the
best known is Ashis Nandy) is that for want of a native authority whom
they can invoke they have invented the dogma of Gandhi’s infallibility.
Dryden, the English poet and critic of. the seventeenth century
observed: ‘It is not enough that Aristotle has said so’. We are in danger
of jumping from the dogmatism of Manu to that of Gandhi. Another
contributor to this volume Nisha Rathore seems to assume that having
invoked the authority of Gandhi, she has settled the argument. An even
greater danger is that opinions alien to Gandhi are foisted on him by
writers who wish to silence all objections to their views. For example, Lal
asserts that Gandhi ‘set up the-untouchable and lower castes against
[sic] the higher’. In other words, he was possessed by the same spirit as
Ambedkar.* !
Daya Krishna’s article, unlike most other articles, does not seek to
refute any recent publication. Nor docs it refer to any contemporary
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issue. He seeks to establish that there is no evidence of a widespread
influence of Vedanta in the firs. millennium ap. Badarayana in his
Brahmasiutras (ap 50) composed a coherent, unified exposition of
Vedsnta. This great work remained unnoticed until the appearance of
Sarnkara [sic], that is in the eighth century AD. Even after Sarikara the
quantity and quality of Buddhist and Jain thinkers far exceeded that of
the Vedantins. Only after the disappearance of Buddhism in east India
with the destruction of Nalinda did Vedanta revive. Daya Krishna’s

original findings are based on Potter’s new bibliography. His findings

cannot be ascribed to any preconception or bias.

Sri Krishna, like many of the contributors discussed above attacks
the Enlightenment philosophy of the eighteenth century and the
nineteenth century idea of progress. These are the favourite targets of
post—modernism. The author rejects the version of._history as unilinear
progress. Typicaily, progress is conceived as technocratic in its character
and presumed to gO hand in hand with the hegemony of European
culture and civilization. The reviewer may be permitted to ask such
baiters of the West if technocratic progress is possible without a
theoretical breakthrough which alters fundamental assumptions about
nature and life:

When Galileo invented the notion of temperature and designed
the first thermometer, he knew very well what he was doing. He
saw that to produce a thermometer would not just be to find a way
of measuring something which we had been.able to estimate only
roughly: rather, it would be to alter the whole status of our thermal

notions.?

Sri Krishna holds that the unilinear concept of progress is shared by
influential thinkers from Herbert Spencer (1820-1903) to W.G. Hardy,
a contemporary classical scholar. In his sweep the author includes such
diverse writers as M.1. Finlay, another scholar of Greek, Gordon:Childe
the archaeologist, and H.G. Wells, the popular historian. The irony of
such arguments is that Sri Krishna, like Edward Said and other detractors
of the West, uses the authority of western thinkers to challenge the
superiority of the western achicvements in science and technology. In
this case the authoritics quoted are Levi-Strauss and Foucault.

Sri Krishna's conclusion is somewhat tame. He presents the cyclic
view of time as an alternative 10 the unilinear. For this he seeks the
supportof Toynbee and A.L. Kroeber. Such a conclusion will disappoint
a reader looking for a boost to the pride of an Asian, an African or even
a Latin American.

I have concluded with this article because it is characteristic of the
volume whose overall tenov is reactionary in the non-pejorative sense,
that is, one that attempts 1o revert to the past.

.
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NOTES AND REFERENCES

According to Bertand Russell even in science the traditional notion of cause is
inadequate. ‘At an early stage of a science this point of view is useful. . . But it
has no philosophical validity. . ." See An Outline of Philosophy, London, 1941,
p-150. '

Unfortunately Mr Shekhawat’s Sanskrit terminology makes the main argument
incomprehensible to the present reviewer.

In fairness to Sundara Rajan I have refrained from examining her thesis owing
to my lack of familiarity with phenomenplogy and hermeneutics. ]
According to Aijaz Ahmad, Gandhi ‘fumed against the railways as carriers of
communicable diseases and for violating caste purities’ in Hindswaraj (1909). See
In Theory: Classes, Nations, Literatures? Oxford, Bombay, 1992, p. 268.

Stephen Toulmin, The Philosophy of Scierice, Arrow Books, London, p. 130.

R.K. KauL
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[The query was published in the JICPR, Vol. XIi, No. 3, on p. 153, under the title ‘What Exactly is
Meant When We Talk of Different Types of Philosophical Texts in the Indian Tradition?’. It
appears to have been discussed in Benaras and Dr Ambika Datta Sharma has sent the following as
it might help in throwing some light on the differences that we had asked for.—Editor]

In the first 22 slokas of Parasaropapuranam, chap. 18, Sri Parasara said:

Now I will state in brief the essence of a Sastra which is worthy of being
known specially by those highly intelligent people who desire moksa. 1

a7 TR SEEny g |
TggReTRdTeae FEea: 11 g 1 ’

Learned ones have given the meaning of the word §@stra in two ways:
(i) regulative, as being a source of regulation; (ii) Samsanam, as providing
description. 2

YEEEEATTaT TRARCGEAT g8 |
ore ik e medeEaRt 11 1

Regulation is of two kinds: (i) prescriptive, and (ii) prohibitive. Similarly
$arpsanam, has some positive thing for an object and is not concerned
with action or activity. 3 ’

T fafred qeraq favee: |
giee saecasias T ] 113 1)

It is the one who does not know, rather than the one who knows or the
atma or body, who is eligible to know the prescriptive $astra, prohibitive
$astra and the $astra which has for its object some positive thing. Being
backed by or based in caturvarnya, being in-an asrama-state, having
attained a certain age and similarly qualified by other conditions one
has a $astra which is specific to some specific need. However, a noble
person or a good person is motivated into a Sastra by virtue of one’s
nature. Such a one cannot be prevented {rom following an enquiry. He
is free from impositions such as vama, asrama, age, state, etc. 4-7.

faferemer wmery iasueRse ¥ |
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sy @R qeRa A e |

FuismaAIsaesTETEa: 11 1|
One who knows Brahma would not cast even a side-glance over a $astra.
Such a one is not motivated by virtue of having 2 body alone. 8

S e weA FeEu A |

FerErRE dae A w11 ¢ T

Sastra is destroyed (may cease to exist), body remains in this world, but
the fruit lies elsewhere. O! Muni! there can be no sastra having for its
subject only atma. 9

e ARal S e AREH, |

FaecaTEeed G e A7 e 11 1l

The ignorant one (atma) as other than the body, is motivated because
of illusion—illusion generated by samsara, and is eligible to know Sastra.
Because of attachment, bondage and freedom are thought to lie in
atma. Initially, O! Muni! fastra appears to have many dimensions and
multifacets, but it turns out to be one-dimensional when rationally
determined. On the command of Siva alone (we) construct the logical
rules determining $astra.10-11

aad TaT SETEraSHl iaHTS: |

e SRS T ¥ 8 weriayER 1 o 1

SReTeHRT TR SruHel W |

AT i g SggE JoE 1&g 1 _
Having fewer letters, being beyond 'doubt, pregnant with meaning,
expressing everything, free from stobha and free from defect, those adept
in satras, call (such an expression) sutra. Where the meaning of a sitra

is described by the sentences and the related terms which are in
consonance with the siira, we have bhasya. 12-15

Prefi g =ama Rwesgd 7T
qreAiEE FaRear gEETH (2R 1
e gdta RrEdade g |
FeqEHarery areag, favad gaH 113k
s 9 g gaaal g

T AT S e 112 1
wﬁm&:@wamaﬁnﬁaa|
Wﬁmﬁwa@:{a@wﬁfﬁ: ERTSE

Muni and men with the blessings of Siva explain properly the meaning

y
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of sutras in terms of a bhasya. With the blessings of Rudra-Parvati and
with the strength of their tapa, some people elucidate bhdsya. Separating
the words, stating the meanings of terms, breaking samdasas, etc., ordering
sentences and resolving the objections—these are five characteristics of
elucidation.16-17 :

R ¥ quday g Rl g 1
TETETRd ®eEd aHEEae g 11 8% 1)
[df B v ArrElE aaee |
Ug=SY; REIRAaue] AT 11 e 1)

Some ancestors, with the blessings of Rudra, with already attained
strength of their fapa describe the meaning of bhdsya in the form of a
vartika. Vartika is that in which are considered what is stated, unstated
and wrongly stated. Some people expound the meaning of a bhasya in
brief or in an elaborate way in a prakarana according to their own
intelligence. Those who are conversant with the divisions of Sastra, call
prakarana that which deals with some part of a §astra. 18-21

T FHYA YR Usueedvd |

g arifeetor smsorf FEfa = 11 9¢ 11

IR o o Sad 11 8% 1

T 779 ariie HE: TR HAAOT: |

WY wTanf guetE wEr 11 R0 ||

foreo ST B FRRORAT |

TG, AR RuaH 11 RS |
With additions like siitra, bhdsya, etc., a $astra provides direct access to
knowledge.22 ¢

3g; ST A ARANGIITET: - |

TSR, T AR, IS, 11 IR 11,

Benaras AMBIKA DATTA SHARMA
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Research Monographs on the History of Science*

VIRENDRA SHEKHAWAT
University of Rajasthan, Jaipur,

The four research monographs on history of sciences in India are the
result of about three years’ effort by a group of thinkers in India who
have been feeling the urgent need of presenting detailed historical
study of Indian cognitive enterprise in particular and of culture in
general. The monographs are presumably preliminary explorations in
the area which will be followed by about a dozen volumes on the
subject. Indeed the absence of any detailed historical study of Indian

‘cognitive enterprise and culture has been long felt by scholars all over
‘therworld and the attempts made by the editors of the volumes is

beyond doubt commendable, particularly if one remembers that it
requires not only the assimilation of archaeological data available so far
but also knowledge of Samskrita, Magadhi, Pali and several regional
languages including Arabic and Persian. The alternative use of concepts
such as ‘historical perspective’, ‘heritage’ and ‘tradition’ with equal
facility in the titles of monographs suggests that the editors have no
specific commitment to any definitive cultural perspective but are
rather anxious to achieve largest consensus on executing the project.
Now, these monographs are not authored by single individuals but

_contain collections of articles by authors from diverse disciplines,

—history, philosophy, natural sciences, mathematics, etc. which thus

. makes the collection somewhat amorphous so that each article has to

be read as an autonomous contribution and the connections and links
with the articles in the volume have to be traced by the readers
themselves. The task becomes somewhat difficult since the editors have
not presented any introductory remarks in the beginning indicating
possible linkages. Yet, since the monographs are merely exploratory
exercises in the possibility of construction of a systematic and coherent
history of ‘Indian Philosophy, Science and Culture’, this lacuna may for
the moment be overlooked as also the articles cover a timespan of over
five millennia. 5

*D.P. Chattopadhyaya and Ravinder Kumar (;eds.), PHISPC Monograph Series on
History of Philosophy, Science and Culture in India, New Delhi, 1995: Sciernce, Philosophy
and Culture in Historical Perspective, pp. 185; Some Aspects of India’s Philosophical and Scientific
Heritage, pp. 117; Mathematics, Astronomy and Biology in Indian Tradition, pp. 127; Language,
Logic.and Science in India, Rs. 90.
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Many articles in these yolumes are, I think, quite impressive such as
those by S.R. Rao, C.K. Raju, S.N. Sen and B.M. Udgaonkar but the
articles by the editors themselves are of particular significance since
these present definite historiographical perspective and indicate about
the things to come in future volumes. History is generally considered a
reconstruction of the past as well as prediction of the future and since
the present enterprise has to deal with a phenomenon of exceptionally
long life span, there is every danger of mixing up the past and distorting
the temporal order of unfolding of events if ever we disregard the
chronological details to some degree. We can avoid this problem of
mixing up the past if and only if we strictly adhere to a mature causalist
conception of ‘reconstruction rather than lapsing into the primitive
narrativist conception, for history as science has already come out of its
infantile descriptivist mode into the well grown-up explanatory mode
like it happens in every science. Therefore, unless the historjcal
reconstruction is such that the later events are shown to naturally unfold
from the preceding ones displaying a causal link, it may prove to be
rather imaginative and dubious than close to actual. We should keep n
mind that historical causation is in many respects different from
causation in natural sciences where also a distinction is often made
between causation in the science of life and that of lifeless.

The editors are quite aware of different historiographical perspectives
that have emerged in the West in the last few decades. Thus, D.P.
Chattopadhyaya (DPC) in his ‘On the Nature of Interconnection
between Science, Technology, Philosophy and Culture’ dwells in detail
on the two possible conceptions of directionality of historical movement
allowing the possibility of superposition of- the two in historical
construction so as to make it more comprehensive. ‘If the underlying
idea of Diagram III (p. 292) strongly commends itself to us, it is mainly
because of its organic or coherent nature imparting clarity to the
understanding of interrelationship between different branches of
knowledge and skill (p. 99, Vol. I)’. Further, according to DPC, the
spiritual and material pursuits, the cognitive and the affective or the
theoretical and practical endeavours of man are an ‘interwoven fabric’
and that ‘their specialization,.differemiation or compartmentalizat'ion
is mainly due to . theoretical needs for specialization (p- L, Vol. I)’.
Regarding the historical enterprise, DPC holds that ‘Both levelwise and
scope-wise history may be of different types and that ‘The text of
history is not like a thing-in-itself. It always bears the imprints of human
interpretation and its cultural context (p. 3, Vol. I)". Ravinder Kumar
(RK) in his ‘Reflections on the Proposal: A History of Science, Philosophy
and Culture in Indian Civilization’ has attempted to underline the
urgent need of undertaking such project in our ‘quest for rfnodernity’
so as to ‘reach out to 2 novel discourse which deépens our

comprehension of our historical heritage, at the same time asit provides
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J those means for social reconstruction and cultural transformation which
we have been seeking in our recent history (p. 150, Vol. I)’.
Recapitulating other similar attempts made in the past pertaining to
“T“ other ;ultures, he considers the present task as an ‘attempt to delineate
the trajectory of scientific and humanist culture in our own civilization
at the same time as we seek to highligh_t its conceptual autonomy from
andrelative interaction with western paradigms in the twentieth century
(1957, Vol. I)’. The historicalmode of philosophical discourse which will
presumably be undertaken in the project can be carefully chosen ‘for itis
theoretically possible to construct an infinite number of pasts of a
society, the particular past which is invoked and successfully claims the
attention of the community to which it is related, reflected, reflects a
choice in praxis and influences the future of a society. Paradoxically,
therefore, a discipline like history, which ostensibly deals with the past,
is in reality the most ‘futuristic of all the human sciences (p. 161, Vol.
I)’. Further, ‘the two notions of linear and scaled temporality on the
one hand; and the causal mechanisms which underpin the social process
on the other, constitute the basic pillars of historical thought as one of
the seminal constituents of modernity. These two notions are
' conspicuous by their absence within the Indian tradition (p. 160, Vol.
I)’. Thus ‘Beyond highlighting the need to transcend a/lexisting notions
of temporality and the fragmentation of knowledge we need to devise a
strategy of locating:and of organizing knowledge which will facilitate
such transcendence. It is possible to break up the diverse themes with
which we are concerned into well defined temporal phases . . . (so as to)
facilitate that integrality of the knowledge—scientific and humanistic
"—which we propose to locate in our discourse. It may also help us
conceptualize ambiguous temporality as the most desirable notion of
time (pp. 165-66, Vol. I)’. - .

This would make it clear that there is close similarity of perspectives
of both DPC and RK. Thus, whether ‘cultural context’ is stressed or it is
‘conceptual autonomy’, or, whether ‘interwoven fabric’ is stressed or it
is ‘integrality of knowledge’, both seem to conceptualize the present
exercise as a search for historical identity of a culture/civilization whose
lifespan is over five millennia of time. Yet it seems, at least to me, that
the conceptions of ‘science’ and ‘philosophy’ of both the authors are
themselves heavily clouded by Greco-European ethos which thus distorts
the vision of historical reality which they are seeking to probe
microscopically. It is for this reason that they are trying to locate,
specifically DPC, ‘disciplines’ or ‘specializations’ which have never been
there, at least before the beginning of nineteenth century, or, fail to
locate that which has been there at least from 600 bCE or so onwards.
Before I attempt to analyze the reasons for why this is happening, it
would be prudent to indicate that there has been a science of philosophy
(dariana $astra) and a science of fine arts (nalya éastra) which it would be

+
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difficult to comprehend in Greco-European phraseology and that there
has been a science of samadhi (samadhi sastra) and a science of time (kala
$astra) which are entirely missing in the entire history of human culture
save China. On the other hand, it is impossible to find at least any well-
defined science of mechanics or of formal logic, which are novel creations
of Greco-European culture /civilization alone, in the entire human
history, and which, along with the characteristic technology flowing
from these, thus characterize it in a sense. If we thus try to search for
these sciences in the historical reality under consideration, we are
bound to be disappointed and yet, in spite of overwhelming successes
of these two sciences contemporaneously, we need not lament at their
absence, or, for that matter. rate the historical reality ata lower scale of
creativity. Ancient Indians, including Baudhas and Jainas, conceived of
science as discovery and rational systematization of underlying order o1
regularity of the world—experienced—as-such,——whether it allows us any
control over it or not, and such discovery and systematization was
sought for attuning humans to cosmic harmony or regularity (dharma)®
which was thought to be the only proper way of living or bhoga. It is again
noticeable that Indian thinkers were intensely preoccupied, during the
great Period of Debates beginning around 1000 bCE, with three distinct
issues simullaneously, namely the nature of vak or $abda, causes and
purposes of the cosmos, and foundations of moral-legal conduct of
man. Such intense preoccupation with the foundations and nature of
language in particular for several centuries is, again, characteristic of
Indian culture alone which it is hard to find in other cultures that have
arisen and disappeared or continue in human history. It will not be out
of context to remark here that time is conceived by Indian seer-thinkers
as conscious source (kalatma) only a small part of which manifests as
cosmos gradually eroding (kalana) itself only to return to itself and
manifest again. Repetitiveness or ‘periodicity” is inevitable in such
conceptions but since the dimensions are of cosmic magnitude (one
period equals 2000 mahayugas, mahayuga = 43,20,000 solar years), these
are not incompatible with linear conceptions over smaller magnitudes
since a small segment of a very large circle is more or less a straight line.
Also, the temporal scale is provided in terms of erosion of manifest
dharma™*which, again is quite alien to contemporary notions of material
or intellectual progress/ regress. (Reference: Surya _Siddhanta.) Moreover,
the social process has heen conceived as aggregation of individual
causal mechanisms each unfolding his own particular causal trajectory
of karmaphala as actor and pursuer of diverse goals. (Reference: Manu
Smite).

A very important feature of the historical reality under consideration

*Cosmic harmony is conceived to be largely smble(vyavaslhd) except during surging-

forth and merging-hack (uday/pralay).
** The term heré means the extent of human attunement with cosmic harmony-
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seems to have been missed by both DPC and RK: when cultures/
civilizations start declining after a high rise of creativity and flourishing,
they generally disappear gradually but this seems npt to have happened
with Indian culture, which prima facie seems to have started registering a
decline around 700-800 aCE but overcame ‘death’ in the creative
engagements of tantra which, though rejected systematization and
ratiocination, made impressive inquiries and analyses in a novel way not
made earlier w1th1n the cultural fold.

Now, turning to the Greco-European conceptual ethos heav1ly
colouring the vision of the editors and thus distorting their conceptions
of conceptual autonomy or cultural context, or, ‘modernity’ for that

‘matter, we may first notice that the example taken by RK of Joseph

Neegham studying Chinese culture is misleading in a fundamental
sense. Joseph Needham, being brought up and cultivated in a culture/
civilization foreign to Chinese was not studying Chinese culture/
civilization from within as a ‘native’. Rather, he translated the native
conceptions and formulations in a foreign framework and thus it is
difficult to say to what degree he succeeded in projecting the conceptual
autonomy of the native framework. (Only a ‘native’ historian of Chinese
culture/civilization can be competent to judge this —partlcularly,
Needham’s claim that Chinese culture maintained its autonomy in
spite of deep interaction with the Baudha trend of Indian culture).
Neither had Needham’s culture/civilization interacted in any appreciable
way with that of Chinese so that he was wholly an outsider to the native
framework. Such is, however, not the situation with us. Indian culture/
civilization has appreciably interacted with Greco-European culture/
civilization during the last three centuries dnd qur formulations tend
not to be wholly native. Yet, we are studying owr” culture/civilization from
within and in which we have been brought up and cultivated and this
makes the situation radically different from that of Needham. Thus, the
fundamental question is: Ought we to translate native conceptions and
formulations into quasi-native conceptions and formulations or ought
we to save the former as far as possible? It seems to me that honest
projection of native conceptual autonomy will fail if we do not stick to
the latter strategy resulting only in a caricature of historical construction
and thus enmeshing ourselves in pervert comprehension of our historical
heritage staking social reconstructions and cultural transformations
themselves in the future. In this regard, our fundamental limitation is
that we cannot affect the discourse itsell in any native language for
various reasons. This limitation can be somewhat overcome by preserving
most significant native terms in brackets so that if retranslation is
sought to be affected in future in any native language, it is easily

*Any aspiration of transcending specific cultural context can be fulfilled only by
construction of general history of diverse cultures of the world as presented by the native
histories of these cultures.
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facilitated. A more serious limitation, however, is that whereas we have
had a rather heavy doze of Greco-European conceptions and
formulations in our education and intellectual training so that our
thought processes themsclves are heavily constrained by these, there
has been a proportionate lack of familiarity with and study of native
conceptions and formulations partly due to lack of their accessibility,
and due partly to, educational policy itseif. Those few of us who have
tried to surmount this limitation understand how intense the personal
effort is required for it in respect of familiarity of language,
conceptualizations, visions and research programmes, undertaken in
the remote and not so remote past! '

Add to these a more fundamental limitation which we have inherited
by force of time itself, namely the oversimplified (mis)interpretations
of most of the original sittras of texts by achdryas and §astris, the original
bhasyas being lost. Most of us are by now familiar with the great work of
Brahmadatta Jijnasu on Panini Vyakarana who held that the present
method of teaching/studying Panini’s satras was utterly defective and
discovered, over several years of effort under serious handicaps, meanings
and implications (vyakhya) of the sitras discovering thereby the original
method (arsa vidhi) of studying/teaching Panini Vyakarana. By this
method he claimed to develop the competence of reading and speaking
sanskrita language within forty days without blind memorizing and
organized regular camps in Banaras which are now held by his students
there. The sort of achievement that Jijnasu made is not easy, to make
unless a wide familiarity with diverse works is attained and unless one
attempts to enter the deeper ethos of the thoughts and issues and
projects of ancient times. -

Presuming that the editors have a thorough appreciation of most of
our limitations, it is expected that some attempts will be made by them
and encouragement given to others to overcome these as far as is
possible, thus achieving conceptual autonomy Or highlighting cultural.
context in a more thorough sense of the terms. The two of them
represent a happy blend of philosophical insight'and historical traversal-
in-time and, I suggest, to make the most out of this blend, can work out
a strategy for training the participants of the project such that the
limitations may be negotiated somewhat,—to whatever degree possible.
The concern for conceptual autonomy or cultural specificity is, I think,
of fundamental significance in the present age where, not cultural
coexistence, but cultural dominance seems to be the prevalent trend,
or, at least, is likely to he so in the future.

_— )
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Several other articles in the volumes deserve detailed appraisal but the
constraints of space and time do not permit it. Articles by S.R. Rao:
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‘Scientific Tradition in India 3400-1500 sc:’: S.N. Sen: ‘History of Science
in Relation to Philosophy and Culture in Indian Civilization’; B.M.
Udgaonkar: ‘Scientific Culture and Ideological Influences on History
of Science in India’; Kireet Joshi: ‘Significance of Veda in the Context
of Indian Religion and Spirituality’; C.K. Raju: ‘Time in Indian and
Western Traditions and Time in Physics’; and P.K. Mukhopadhyay:
‘History of Science and Two Metamorphoses of Mind’, touch upon
various issues and themes crucial to the project. Thus, S.R. Rao (Vol.)
has accumulated impressive data to establish, more or less conclusively,
a fairly high level of achievements in science of ‘chemistry’, ‘metallurgy’,
‘architecture’, etc., in Indus, Harappan and Lothal civilizations. He has
also presented the evolution in deciphering of the Indus script and
holds that the proto-language is close to that of Rka Vedasamhita and
Zend. Further, he adduces evidences in favour of prevalence of yoga so
that these civilizations were essentially ‘Aryan’ from which evolved the
subsequent culture/civilization on Indian land mass as known today.
This theory seemsto be the only sensible one in spite of the fact that any
horse-image generally associated with ‘Aryans’ or human-image bearing
‘Aryan’ features have not been found in archaeological excavations.
The absence of evidence may sometimes falsify a theory but positive facts
ought generally be preferred to absences. There is also a general
problem, with construction of pre-history and proto-history, of the
extent of speculative hypotheses these permit. S.N. Sen allows a
distinction between Indus civilization and Vedic civilization drawing
heavily from Greco-European studies/investigations of these civilizations
and also the conceptions and formulations as was fashionable in his

° times. Being one of the foremost scholars of history of Indian sciences,

he has by and large taken for granted the ‘received’ conception of
science and has sought to establish that this can be found in both the
civilizations including Baudha and Jaina trends of the latter one. Though
not in the present article, he tried to elaborate in his famous book that
‘Physics’ in general and ‘Mechanics’ in particular did develop to a
certain extent within general cosmologies (Sarmkhya Siddhanta and
Vaisesika Siddhanta) and mathematical cosmology (Surya Siddhanta etc.)
but did not develop as autonomous angavidyas perhaps due to cultural
preferences. B.M. Udgaonkar has attempted to document how ‘scientific
culture’, which flourished in India since ancient times, gradually
disappeared beginning with emphasis of world rejection attitudes and
values to systematic attempts at destroying it by invaders and market-
seekers for nearly six centuries. The British in'particular developed
their own basic techniques on the basis 0f age-old Indian techniques
and then systematically destroyed the latter in seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries so as to eliminate a powerful competitor. One
may, however, ask what were the reasons of failure of Indian society in
resisting external aggressions after, say, about 1100 aCE, whereas all
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earlier aggressions were successfully repulsed from time to time,—of
Darius, of Alexander, of the Huns, the Sakas, etc. It seems, at least to
e, that time itself had snatched away from us that spiritual energy and
vital force which spurs societies on to higher achievements.

The essay by Kireet Joshi delineates the history of spirituo-mysti‘co-
religious pursuit in India and envisions Vedasarhhitas and Upanisadas
themselves as repositories of the deepest and the most secret perspective
of human and cosmic spirit/psyche. His attempt seems to be to delineate
and describe in enchanting style a view according to which, in its hi-
ghest and deepest of inner psychic experience the human spirit strives
to accommodate itself and respond to the demands.of the outer world
of sensibility so that its various faculties of reasoning, aesthetics, ethics,
etc. develop. There can be mishaps and failures in this'long march of
accommodation and response and yet Indian mind has to continue to
elaborate and proliferate this perspective $O that the inner ‘psychic
experience of entire humanity may be deepened. Indeed this in itselfis
avast project requiring certain competence of Indian-culture/ civilization
as a whole and, I think, cannot be actualized in foreseeable future.

The articles by C.K. Raju and P.K. Mukhopadhyay bring in reference
to ‘western culture’ in their own way, the former by way of comparison
of conceptions of time and the latter regarding the negative influences
of it on our own perspective, education and civilization. C.K. Raju
attempts at an exhaustive and thorough analysis of the concept.
Comparative study of conceptions and formulations of different cultures/
civilizations is considered impossible by some (Spengler) and beneficial
by others. These, by and large, scem to. promote muddled thinking in
addition to the fact that these are out of tune with the project under
consideration. P.K. Mukhopadhyay studies ‘western ‘culture’ with the
aim of benefiting from the sort of metamorphoses of mind it
generated;—ﬁrst in itself and later in India—giving rise to ‘two cultures’
in the latter which scem incommensurate with each other. The
phenomenon of ‘two cultures’ may, however, be investigated within the
ambit of the project first during the ‘nteraction of Arabic—
Persian—Turkish culture/civilization and then during the interaction of
Greco-Europcean culture/civilization. It is well known that the former
affected only marginally the decper form of native culture but has
become structurally a component of the body of Indian society. The
latter has left it structurally unaffected by and large but has deeply
influenced the form as implanted conceptions and formulations the
assimilation of which has yet 1o take place. To what extent the present
project helps in facilitating this 1ssimilation remains to be seen. -

Bhuvan Chandel and her associates deserve to be thanked for the
almost flawless printing and binding of the monographs.
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G.W.F. HeGEL, On the Episode of the Mahabhérata known by the name Bhagavad-
gita, by Wilhelm von Humboldt; Berlin, 1826, edited and translated into
English by Herbert Herring, ICPR, New Delhi, 1995, xxix + 160, Rs. 185.

Hegel’s two articles constituting a critical review of Wilhelm von
Humboldt’s essays on the Bhagavad-gita, published in the Yearbooks for
Scientific Critique, No. 7/8, Berlin, January 1827, pp. 51-63, have been
characterized by Halbfass 45 a ‘testament’ in respect of Hegel’s
understanding of Indian thought, as quoted by Herring (xxix). Hegel
had included his Yeflections on oriental thought not only in his
Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences, whose completely revised editions
(1827, 1830) were published in his lifetime, but also in his lectures on
history of philosophy, philosophy of history and philosophy of religion.
These lectures were published posthumously ‘based on unedited *
manuscripts of Hegel, lectures, protocols, and notes of his disciples
(xxviii)’. He had lectured nine times on the history of philosophy between
1805 and 1830. As Hegel himself remarked, it was only ‘recently’ (after
1824) that Colebrooke’s comprehensive work on Indian thought had
become available. Earlier one had to confine oneself to the work of
Fr_edrilck von Schlegel which was concerned more with the religious
ideas. .

Herring rightly points out that one cannot take it for granted that
Hegel may have allowed his lectures to.be printed without any further
editing or alteration were they printed while he lived. Thus the writings
which were published in his lifetime and which he had occasion to revise

- would obviously be considered more authentic. In this light the present

text has been called a ‘testament’ of his understanding of Indian thought.
However, this text was not available to readers in English and Herbert
Herring, who is well known for his writings on Kant and Vedarta, and
who'has chosen Madras as his home, took it upon himself to fulfil this’
need. He discussed the project with Professor Daya Krishna and on his
advice prepared a bilingual edition and with assistance from the Indian
Council of Philosophical Research, the text was published in 1995.

Translation, as eyerybody knows, is a difficult exercise. It is much more
so if a text belonging to early nineteenth century German is involved and
then, that too of a thinker like Hegel who, as Herring tells us, made no
concessions to elegance of verbal expression; the text of Phenomenology of
Spirit being an exception. As the reader moves through the present trans-
lation, the feeling of unease or abstrusiveness is hardly ever encountered.
Whether the original is as elegant or not, the translation is surely elegant.
In fact, one does not feel that one is reading a translated version.
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However, Hegel’s term Geist invites a comment particularly in the
light of a remark by Herring,’ - - - Hegelian use of Geist refers Indians to
their classical concept Atman and its meaning . .. as essentially identical
with Brahman.’ (xxvi) First, the use of the term Atman in general is not
univocal. However, if we confine ourselves to its use in the context of
Advaita. Vedanta, then the term vefers to a pure being—a unity which
transcends all differences. Now, Hegel’s notion of Geistis that of a unity
which assimilates differences into it. Thatis why Hegel called his absolute
as a concrete universal. In the two articles also, Hegel has two different
terms for Atman—>Scele and Geist, rendered by Herring as soul and spirit
respectively. In the first article Hegel uses Seele, while in the next he has
~used mostly the word Geist but at times Seelealso. On page 39, there isan
obvious slip——instc;ad"of ‘Schlegel’, it should have been ‘Humboldt’ as
in the original on page 38. The beginning of the last sentence on page
125 also requires a change. Instead of ‘This absolute separateness. . x
for ‘ Von solcher absoluten Selbstandigkeit. . .’ we should have ‘By such an
absolute independence . . . N '

The twenty-pages’ introduction by Herring is 2 piece of erudition
and acquaints the reader with the perspective within which Hegel’s
articles came to be written. It also enables the reader to know about the

beginnings of interest of German thinkers and poets in the Orient in

general and Indian thought and culture in particular. One also learns
about the sources that were available to Hegel in respect of Indian
thought. Itis interesting to note that the various histories of thought or
philosophy that Hegel had consulted, included some spacc on Indian
thought or culture. The significance of this fact comes into relief when
we think of the histories of philosophy produced in the western’
hemisphere as generally confined to that area alone creating’ an
impression that nothing philosophically relevant s to be found anywhere
clse. Hegel himself had followed the tradition set by his predecessors
and included comprehensive sections on Asian philosophy. We should,

however, keep in mind Hegel’s peculiar view about philosophy as a

form of knowledge coming Lo its own only in his own times. Herring’s
introduction also throws light on the relation between von Humboldt
and Hegel as well as on von Humboldt’s interest and studies in the
Indian thought in an Indological context. % i

I

There are two.aspects from which Hegel’s review of von Humboldt’s
essays can be approached. We may look at it as an exercise in an inter-
cultural dialogue or comparative philosophy. Secondly, but not
unconnected with the first, we may view it from the point of view of the
yroblems which Hegel had raised about Indian thoughtin general and
about the Bhagavad-gitain particular.

From the inter-cultural point of view, Hegel's articles illumine the
difficulties involved in such a study and also, in an implicit way, allow us

-
-
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to see as to what could have been the major source of these difficulties
especially in Hegel’s case. Hegel himself refers to the problems involved
in translating a text belonging to object-cuiture in the, language of host-
culture. Discussing the issue in connection with the concept of Yoga
which is variously rendered by von Humboldt as ‘meditation, taking
contemplative introversion as the most obvious characteristic of a man
practising Yéga. . . von Schlegel who translates Yoga usually with devotio,
and the same do Langlois and Wilkins: ‘devotion . .. where the meaning
does not seem to be specific, Herr von Schlegel uses applicatio, destinatio,
exercitatio’(39), he points out that it ‘is contrary to the nature of the
matter to demand that a term of the language of a particular people, °
which has a temperament and culture contrary to ours, if such a term
does not directly refer to sensuous objects such as ocean, tree, rose, etc.,
but to something in its spiritual meaning, be rendered with a term of
‘our language which is perfectly adequate to that term.’(41).

Besides the problem of rendering a word carrying connotations
strange to the host-culture, the strangeness of conriotations relating to
the ways and habits of thinking concerning the object-culture makes it
difficult to understand properly the thoughts and arguments as presented
by someone belonging to that culture. Delineating the situation which
defines the scenario of Bhagavad-gita, Hegel describes how Arjuna is
overcome by several scruples and puts down his bow and arrow. At a
moment when the war between Kauravas and Pandavas is about to
begin, Arjuna asks for Krsna’s advice. Having described this situation,
Hegel comments that not only that such a situation and the dialogue
ensuing out of it were contrary to all conceptions Europeans had of
war, but it was also ‘contrary to all our demands of a poetic composition
and to our habits to locate the meditation and presentation of an entire
philosophical system in our study. . ."(13). Dealing with Arjuna’s
argument, he doubts if Arjuna’s doubt was ‘due to the peculiar fact that
it is his and his army’s kinsmen he is expected to fight. . .. Whether this
doubt involves a moral quality, as it seems to do at first, must be
dependent on the nature of that value which in the Indian Arjuna’s
mentality is attached to family ties.” (15-17). While Hegel accepts that
the family tie itself is moral, he thinks that Arjuna was not disturbed by
this moral sentiment, but he was worried on account of some other
considerations which indicate religio-cultural constraints related to the
consequences of the killings in the battle. While this is true that Arjuna
did mention several other considerations including the ones Hegel is
pointing out for thinking that he should not assume his bow and arrow,
he had the moral embarrassment arising out of his killings—killing his
own elders who had given him wisdom, love and concern. The question
arises, why Hegel does not want to see that the moral embarrassment in
a sitwation of this kind could have been the same for a European as for
an Indian. It seems that Hegel had a prior and patent belief that if the
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matter had to do with a culture other than that of. Europe, it cannot

point to the same sort of attitudes or thoughts. Itis this prior assumption

which directs one’s attention to matters which reveal differences rather
than to ones which point to convergence.

. Apart from the differences between two cultures which may actually
be there, the leanings and orientation to one’s own attitude and thought
also determine how a different thought system, not merely belonging to
another culture, but also to one’s own culture, could be received and
evaluated. The well-known claims which Hegel made for his own
philosophical system and the kind of corifidence that he had attained in
respect of its maturity and perfection led him to believe that his
predecessors, even his contemporaries, Were lisping Hegelians just as
Aristotle had regarded his predecessors. Hegel did accept, partly, the
.enthusiastic, almost euphoric, assessment of the Romanticists of recently
introduced Indian works as pointing to the origin of philosophy. As
Halbfass remarks, for Germans India was neither alien nor extraneous,
but a ‘symbol of their own spiritual origin and homeland, their own
forgotten depth’. It was the ‘cradle of mankind’ 2 For this very r¢ason,
Hegel considered it to be immature and in need of transformation and
transcendence. Obviously his own system alone was equipped with a
method that could attain the possible results. ;

The tendency to disregard the possible similarity unconsciously
motivated by the idea of determined immaturity of the thought of his
predecessors, much more so in the case of cultures other than European,
prevents Hegel from affirming the significance of principle and leads
him to present itin such a way that it is either rendered inconsistent or
inferior. Helmuth von Glascnapp thought that Hegel lived in a world of
abstractions, a world defincd by his own conceptual schemes and he
had no ‘sympathetic understanding of other ways of thinking.”® The
inadequate rendering of a Sanskrit expression in Latin or English
sometimes helps this process. An interesting example in case comes to
us in the form of Hegel’s discussion of Gita’s $loka xviii-47. He reads it as
‘to fulfil one's caste duty (dharma) with inadequate energy; even ifitis (here
itis called an attempted work) connected with guilt, nobody should refrain
from it. What else is there, that the one who is satisfied with his
performance will reach perfection when performing without ambition
and desire, comprises that —as we could say—not the outward deeds as
such (the opus operatum) help to attain salvation.’ (51, 53). On this, he
comments that these statements, being taken as expressed in xviii-47,
‘do not have the, Christian meaning that in every class the pious and
right-doer pleases God, for there is no affirmative link between a
spiritual God and duties and thus no inner right and conscience, since
the content of dudies is N0t determined in a spiritual but in a natural way.’
(53).

Let us re-state the §loka «viii—47: Although whatis duty for the otheris

.

4

_-e"’"" e




J

3
vy

—

>

-
~J

Book Reviews 197

well performed itis better to perform one’s own duty (swadharma) even
if it 1s not so well performed For by doing the action which is in
accordance with one’s nature { (swabhdva), there accrues no sin.'
According to one dominant i mterpl ctation, .md this is the interpretation
which Hegel had also accepted, ‘one’s own duty’ meant ‘duty as following
from one’s varna’. In the present context, Arjuna’s duty was to fight for
what a kshatriya was supposed to do when the occasion demanded The
Jater part of the §loka contains the word ‘swabh@va’—one’s nature. The
extended expression—‘swabhdvaniyatam karma which is used for the
earlier expression ‘swadharma’, is extremely misleading if it is understood
in a sense other than that of a substitute. Hegel is working with the
notion that duty is normally dlspam(e from the natural inclination—a
Kantian posmon Doing what one’s nature requires cannot be a moral
duty. If ‘acting according to one’s nature’ is emphasized, then Hegel is
right in thinking that the $loka does not give us a moral commandment
and, obviously, in that case no ‘inner right or conscience’ would be
involved.

However, if we take the later expression as a substitute for the former
one, then what is being said in the §loka is not that one should act
according to one’s nature. But this would not help us much. Hegel still
has a point. Doing one’s duty as determined by one’s varna again is not

a'moral motive for it misses the peculiar subjective or inner freedom to

do the right. The command ‘get up and ﬁgl{t’,follows from the fact that
Arjuna is a ksatriya. In that way, it is alrcady determined and hence,
there is no scope for a decision of conscience. Yet Hegel's objection
remains weak. He would have been on very firm ground, while raising
such an objection, had he himself not shifted from a stand-of moralitdt
to sittlichkeit. Criticizing Kant, Hegel had suggested that mere goodwill
would remain one-sided abstraction unless it concretizes itself in the
network of a social morality which gets its substance from the various

institutions in society. In fact, it is this insight that led Bradley to

formulate his moral thought in terms of ‘my station and its duties’.

Further, had Hegel noticed Manu's indication of fourfold source of
moral and general guidance for behaviour, he would have seen that for
Indian thinkers a more comprehensive framework for action was already
available—dharmasastries and smrtikaras both have recognized subjective
freedom (atmatusti) as well as tradition and social morality ($ruti, smrti
and sadacara). How best they could combine them in a coherent system,
is, of course, a different issue and may provoke polemic. In Hegelian
thought itself, it is not quite clear, how he would decide to act in a
situation in which sittlichkeit clearly comes to be ossified in a given or
positive moral tradition and leaves litile room for the individual—for
his subjettive freedom or conscience.

Hegcl's major objection against Indian thought is almost the same as
he has advanced against his own predecessors or contemporaries.
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Describing the state of highest perfection as givén in the Gita, Hegel
remarks that it is negative and empty. Referring to the related $lokasirom
Gita in respect of ‘the practice of self-discipline. self-control and self-
purification, in order that une is able to attain the highest state he
discusses the view as presented by Patanjali. He also narrates the story
relating to Viswamitra’s struggle and penance for attaining brahmarsi
state. Hegel thinks that the process involved in ydga leads to ‘puréiv
negative attitude of spirituality.” He comments that the ‘contradiction
between the instruction to act and the instruction to refrain from
action’ remains unresolved, for the ‘most sublime in Indian mentality,
the absolute Being, Brahman, is as such without qualities and apart from
Oneness, these qualities can only be external, natural ones. In this
separation of the universal and the concrete both are spiritless,—thatas
empty Oneness, this as unfree manifold; man as bound to this is only
subject to life’s law of nature; elevating himself to that extreme, he 1s on
the escape and is state of negating all concrete, spiritual activity. The
unification of these extremes, as it appears in the preceding grade of
Indian perfection, can thus only be indifference within the laws of
nature towards these works themselves, not a fulfilled, appeasing spiritual
centre’ (57, 59). Later, talking about the ‘destination of spirit! he
reflects that it is ‘abstraction from all external and internal
determinateness, all contents of sensation’ and ‘is objectless thinking’
(107, 109). Hegel is impressed by the nobility of Indian separation of
the spiritua,l from the sensuous, the empirical from the universal and
desiringf-—imagining—willing——perceiving from thinking, yethe thought
that Indians did not ‘proceed from the enormous abstraction of this

extreme to thc,reconciliation with the part_lcular, to the concrete’, the
whole process thus leads to the ‘annihilation of the individual’ (109).
Anyone who has tried to delve deep in Gitain order to find its positive
message, can realize how difficult and puzzling it is to view complete
renunciation of samkalpas in an attempt to attain a state of objectless
consciousness and to perform one’s duty, in a unified, coherent frame.
To that extent Hegel's criticism seems to arise from a genuine difficulty.
Further, one also suspects that Hegel is viewing the entire poem from
the point of view of his own system. That is why the idea of reconciliation
between the universal andthe concrete propels his arguments all the
time. As he remarks a few paragraphs later, ‘when using the terms
subjective and objective and even more recent times should not be
ascribed to the Indians’ (111). ‘Indeed as abstract unity without any
determinateness it is extremely deficient and fictitious; it is precisely
this deficiency which constituted the nature of the Indian Brahman; he
is unity as abstract universality only, as indeterminate substance’ (113).
One is tempted to respond to Hegel’s observations by pointing out
first that Gita does not give us a purely negative, empty and abstract
ideal, but a positive form of attitude and awareness which is an essential
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condition for performing one’s duty; and secondly, by picking holes in
Hegel’s own system of thought and procedure, remarking that the
reconciliation that Hegel thought he had succeeded in bringing about
in the universal and the concrete was merely a sham reconciliation. The
reconciliation remained within the realm- of thought itself.? It is still a
problem as to how to make sense of Hegel’s expression that idea
externalizes itself in nature and then later comes back to jtself in spirit.

Though Hegel wrote his articles on von Humboldt’s essays, his
discussion in the text seems mainly confined to the principles of Indian
thought on spirit. As we learn from the text he used for Indian
philosophy, other available material also, for example, Transactions of the
Royal Asiatic Society for Colebrooke's essays on Indian philosophy; W
Jones’ translation of Manusmyti: Indian Library I1, No. 2, in which von
Humboldt joined von Schlegel in giving a rejoinder on Langlois’s

oreviews of Schlegel’s translation of the Gitdand relied on the writings of
Franz Bopp for Ramayana and Mahabharata translations. But Hegel speaks
of von Humboldt with great regard as ‘highly esteemed author’ and
refers to his work as ‘extremely valuable presentatlon Itis not possible
to guess from Hegel’s text if he differed in his assessment from von
Humboldt or was critical of him, for the simple reason that we do not
have the text of von Humboldt’s essays available to us in English. This
suggests that Dr. Herbert Herring must give us oné more
translation——that of von Humboldt’s essays.

The translated text is followed by notes and references which are
both informative and explanatory. One misses an index in the end. The
book is a must for those interested in philosophy, in general, and Hegel
and Indian -philosophy, in particular.

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. Lectures on the History of Philosophy, G.W.F. Hegel, Vol. 1, 1892, p. 127,
2. Wilhelm Halbfass, ‘Hegel on the Philosophy of the Hindus', German Scholars on
India, Vol. 1, Varanasi, 1973, p. 109.

3. Ibid.

4. Translation mine.

5. The position that the reviewer held in his thesis, ‘Hegel in the nght of
Existentialism’, accepted for D.Phil., by Allahabad University in 1959
(unpublished).
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VicaspaTt Misra:  Nyayavartiikatatparyatika edited by Anantalal Thakur,
Indian Council of Philosophical Research, pp. xil + 710, Rs 800.

t is perhaps for the first time that scholars keenly interested in the
study of Indian philosophy direct from its Sanskrit sources will have the
immense satisfaction of handling an excellently produced volume of
perennial value in Indian logic. The volume forms part of a corpus
consisting of the Nyadya aphorisms of the sage Gotama and the
commentary, sub-commentary and sub-sub-commentary -of the
aphorisms authored by great intellectual stalwarts in the field of the
logic of ancient India. Viacaspati Misra traditionally known as ‘the great
commentator’ has composed the treatise under review to comment
upon the Bhasyacommentary of Vatsydyana written upon the aphorisms.
In what great esteem Vicaspati was held by the great logicians of
ancient and medieval India is evident from the fact that the great
Ganges$a, the founder of the neological school, quotes profusely from
the works of Vicaspati and Udayana, the first systematizer of the syncretic
school of Nyaya-Vaisesika, speaks with profound reverence of Vicaspati’s
works. In the supplicatory verse of his commentary Udayana prays to
Sarasvati, the Goddess of Muse, thus:

O my mother, Goddess Sarasvati, saluting you again and again I
beseech you to make my mind and speech so alert that they do not
falter and betray me while expounding the writings of Vacaspati.

Although this project, to bring out the whole corpus of the aphorisms
and the commentarial literature connected with them in a set of five
volumes, 1s most commendable, it would have been far more helpful to
scholars if the corpus were: divided vertically, so to say, in the five
volumes. That is to say, if cach volume consisted of one adhyaya and
comprised the textas well as all its commentaries and sub-commen taries.
This would have enabled theiinterested reader ascertain at a glance the
complete meaning or explanation of a textual portion in the same
volume. Professor Thakur, the editor, had himself arranged the corpus
(justa part of it) in this manner in an earlier edition of a part of it.

As to the treatise, hardly anything need be said about its extra-
ordinary importance for the study of Nyadya. The treatise has stood the
test of alien challenges for more than a thousand years. Like all great
commentaries in Indian philosophical literature Tatparyatika is also an
original work par excellence. The commentary serves mainly like a peg to
hang the original work on. The same is the case with Udayana’s sub-
commentary on this commentary and the sub-sub-commentaries of
Vardhamana and others on the later. It is an unusual phenomenon in
the intellectual sphere of ancient and medieval,India that thinkers of
extraordinary originality should seek to express their well-reasoned
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views through the medium of commentaries. Even the great founders
of independent schools of thought like Sankara, Ramanuja, etc., pose
as commentators.

A very interesting and touching anecdote about Vacaspati has come
down to us from antiquity. It is said that right from his student days to
his old age Vacaspati remained so thoroughly engrossed in his academic
work that everything non-academic that took place in his life remained
almost on the fringe of his attention. He was duly married and his wife
looked after all his needs but he was not fully conscious of any of the
goings-on around him. One evening while he was absorbed in writing
his commentary on Sanikara’s Bhdsya in the dim light of a burning wick, -
a sudden gust of wind blew out the light. His wife noticed the shocked
expression on her husband’s face caused by this unexpected interruption
and so she immediately kindled the light.:It was then that Vicaspati, for
the first time, observed the shrunken face of his wife caused by his utter
neglect even of her presence in the house. He was overwhelmed with a

rofound remorse and to compensate, at least partly, for this neglect of
his wife he decided to immortalise her name ‘Bhamati’ by christening
his best commentarial work relating to Sankara’s Bhasya as Bhamati.

Nagpur N.S. Dravip

NiLiMa CHAKRAVARTY, Indian Philosophy: The Pathfinders and the System
Busilders, New Delhi, Allied Publishers Limited, pp. xxxv+358, Rs. 325.

‘The book under review approaches the history of Indian philosophy

from the standpoint of pathfinders and system builders from the period
700 BC to AD 100. Scholars who write on this subject usually follow two.
distinct methods which are well-known: (i) system-based approach and
(i) concept-based approach. But here is a book which deals with the
history of Indian philosophy on the thinker-based approach where

‘different thinkers and their contributions have been taken infto

consideration, in a clear and systematic manner. Thus the author,
Nilima Chakravarty deserves our compliments. Here, we find two groups
of thinkers as: (i) pathfinders (Uddalaka, Yajiiavalkya, Paréva, Mahavira,
Buddha, Ajivikas, Lokayatas; Kautilya and Caraka) who have shaped the
speculative thinking of Indian tradition and, (ii) system builders (Kanada,
Kapila, Gotama, Jaimini, Badarayana and Patafjali) who have made

- significant contributions by building diffcrent systems of philosophy as

the siutra-karas, No doubt, this book is a new approach to the history of
Indian philosophy; The book is a very detailed one and is dividéd into
two parts. I shall summarise specific points to provide an idea of the
manner in which it proceeds.
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I

In part one of the book. Nilima begins her discussion by giving a
detailed analysis of the philosophy of Uddalaka in chapter one. The
Chandogya Upanisad deals with the dialogue between Uddalaka and
Svetaketu. The author contends that one of the Uddalaka’s teachings is
about the original matter of the universe. The process of triplication
(trivrtkarana), that is, the mixing of the three elements, fire, water and
earth in different proportions and how all things and beings are
composed of these three elements are well explained by the author. But
the author’s remark; namely, that Uddalaka’s concept of sat is a highly
controversial one (p. 12) is not acceptable. Her view that Uddalaka is a
materialist trendsetter and gives greater weight to the view that he is a
materialist or a hylozoist (p. 15) is also equally not acceptable. The
dialogue of Uddilaka and Svetaketu only point to the monistic basis
and shows that Brahman alone is real and the pluralistic universe which
we experience is non-different from its cause and exists only in name

t

and form. Writing on this, Balasubramanian says:

The text means that this (idam) manifested universe of manifold
things characterized by name, form, and change was, in the
beginning (agre)—that is, before creation—DBeing (sat) alone, one
only, withouta second (ekam eva advitiyam). It means that Being or
sat is the sole cause of the universe. .. Since the Upanisad says that,
before creation there was Being alone without a second, Being
must be both-'the material and the efficient cause rolled into one
( abinna—nimittopdda‘na—kdmna) -

Nilima’s contention that Uddalaka is a materialist is thus untenable. In
chapter two, the three metaphysical categories, namely, Brahman, soul
and world are discussed from the standpoint of Yajnavalkya, taking
support from the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad. A thorough study of the nature
of Brahman, Atman and the identity of the two, etc., clearly prove that
the author has done full justice to the topic by tracing the philosophical
development during the Upanisadic period.

The pluralistic realism of Mahavira has been brought out in detail in
chapter three. All the major philosophical concepts of this school are
presented faithfully by the author. But one fails to understand the
author when she makes a criticism that an exaggerated emphasis on:
ahirnsa has led to certain absurdities in the behaviour of many Jains {p-
76). It appears as though she has not considered the implications of the
concept of ahirsa when she makes such criticism. Again, it would have
been better had she attempted on the philosophical distinction between
the Svetambara and the Digambara sect. The difference between these
sects lies not only with regard to the clothes but also with other aspects

‘like the number of source-hooks, sub-divisions, attitude towards women,
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ascetics, etc. In chapter four, with regard to Buddhism, the author says:
‘One cannot find a systematic body of a philosophical doctrine from
the teachings of the Buddha. . . The interconnection or priority sequence
between the various links of Pratitya Samutpada remain vague or involve
inconsistency-or contradiction’ (p. 126). I really do not know what the
author means by this criticism. This passage needs further elaboration.

Ajivikas and Lokayatas are discussed in chapter five. Mention has
been made about the six heretics, namely, Makkali Gosala, Parana
Kassapa, Ajita Kesakambali, Pakudha Kicciyana, Sanjaya Belatthaputta,
and Niggantha Nataputta as Ajivikas. The Ajlvxkas did not propagate
any system of philosophy but offered their views on different problems
like the composition of the world, rejection of the otherworld, karma,
soul, etc. It is interesting to note that the author, Nilima points out how
both the Ajivikas and the Carvikas have rejected the doctrine of karma,
the former challenging it with the doctrine of determinism and the
latter with that of accidentalism (yadrechavada). ‘It is just a matter of
chance that thorns have sharpness, sugarcane is sweet or the neem tree is
bitter’ (p. 157) and naturalism (svabhdvavida) “The fire is hot, the water
cold, refreshing cool the breeze of morn; by whom came this variety?
From their own nature was it born.” (p. 158). Chapter six of the book
deals with the political philosophy of Kautilya which discusses the
various concepts like artha, administration of justice, duties and rights
of the king and the subjects, the orlgm of the State and so on. It is true
that the author has taken much pain to give a detailed analysis of the
Artha$astra; but the question which comes to mind here, is whether one
would be interested to read all these under the history of Indian
philosophy. In other words, this chapter slightly deviates the mind of
the reader and takes him or her away from the traditional Indian
philosophy to political philosophy, thus obstructing the smooth
continuity which the author has been maintaining from the beginning
of the book. The first part of the book ends with chapter seven, wherein
an attempt has been made to study Caraka, Though this chapter is well
written with necessary support from other works on Caraka, the author,
I feel, could have explained in detail, how in the philosophy of the
Sarmhkhyas, Caraka and Paficasikha are very important. Das Gupta’s
remarks on this, are very apt. ‘From the point of view of history of
philosophy the Samkhya of Caraka and Paicasikha is very important;
for it shows a transitional stage of thought between the Upanisad ideas
and the orthodox Samkhya doctrine as represented by Isvarakrsna’.?
Das Gupta in another context remarks:

It is importantfor the history of Simkhya philosophy that Caraka’s
treatment of it, so far as I know has never been dealt with in any of
the modern studies of Samkhva, should be brought before thc
notice of the students of this plnlmnphv : .
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I think that the author Nilima has kept the above pointin her mind ang
nicely explained the phil()sophicai ideas of Caraka which has heen
neglected by many scholars writing on Indian philosophy.

‘11

Part two of the book deals with the six system-builders of the orthodox
fold who have developed their systems, based on the siitras or aphorisms. -
The siitra-karas, Kanada and Kapila receive a fair treatment in chapters
nine and ten. The six categories of reality, the theory of atoms, adrsta or
unperceived causal law are some of the important topics in the chapter
on Kanada. Writing on Kapila, Nilima argues that it would be appropriate
1o set forth I§varakrsna’s ideas as pronounced in his Karika, as the (best)
or true representative of Kapila's Sarmkhya philosophy (p. 251). A
significant point with regard to this has been raised by Daya Krishna in
his paper, ‘Is Tévarakrsna's Samkhya-Karika really Sarmhkhyan?” Daya
Krishna explains that all that Iévarakrsna wrote may not be 'Sér'nkhya."‘
He further says: '

... They may ask, ‘How can we know what Sarikhya is except by
looking into the Samkhya-Karika® The obvious answer is to ask the
counter-question, ‘Does Samkhya-Karika exhaust all that is or has
been considered Sarnkhya?” '

Thus it is evident that there are certain problems in identifying
Isvarakrsna with Samkhya. Gotama’s view on logic, epistemology,
ontology and ethics are discussed in chapter eleven. The philosophical
views of Jaimini, which are traced in chapter twelve, throws light on the
injunctive sentences (vidhi-vakyas) , the unseen potency (apurva), words
and their meanings, etc. The theory of language gieveloped by Jaimini
has been brought out effectively by the author. The words as eternal
and the relation between words and their meaning are explained.
When the real meaning of the word is hidden, the author quoting
Jaimini says, ‘we have to follow krama method, that is, the words should
be divided into their component syllables and letters and suitable
meanings should be assigned to these, and then grasp the real meaning.’
(p. 287) The author of the Brahma-siutra, Badarayana, is the central theme
in chapter thirteen. Badariyana compiled together the major concepts
of Vedanta in an ordered manner. It is an exquisite garland made out
of Upanisad-blossoms. The total number of aphorisms is 555 and the
work is divided into four chapters, namely, samanvaya, avirodha, sadhana
and phala. All these were very well recorded by the author, Nilima, thus
making the subject matter very clear to the reader. But there are places
where one is not quite at home when she makes some passing comments
like:From all account it appears, that Badarayana upholds the doctrine
of actual transformation (parinama) and so Brahman is the creator of
the world (which is a creation of Brahman) is real’. (p. 298)
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Different views on the identity of the sittra-kara, Pataijali, is traced by

5 the author, Nilima in chapter fourteen. Patarijali’s analysis of the world ®
{ into two categories——spirit (purusa) and matter (drsya), the distinction
between the ordinary forms of knowledge and the extraordinary
knowledge, the eight stages of mind-control, etc., are well argued by
Nilima. Special mention must be made to her study on Patanjali’s
realism. Quoting Yoga-sittras she says: ‘The past and future exist in
reality. The past is the appearance which has been experienced, the
future the manifestation which is to be; and the present that which is in
active operation. If these did not exist, there could be no knowledge of
= them’ (p. 321). In chapter fifteen, Nilima offers her concluding remarks
which are noteworthy. For example she says: ‘Some of the concepts—of
: great importance to Indian philosophers, need rethinking, since there
i have been distortions and deviations from the original meanings. What
is more strange and distressing is that, sometimes these have been used
by.the privileged class to exploit the weaker section of the society.
Karma and liberation are such concepts’ (p. 343). She further says: ‘It is
necessary to scan the thought-systems of these philosophers to discern
what are still living issues. It is on these lines, that fresh thinking can be
planned and further development be undertaken’ (p. 344). It is true
that scholars writing on the history of Indian philosophy should keep

Ry

i this point in mind and discard the clichés that become stale and strive
after hitherto unexplored possibilitics. Modern scholars on Indian
| philosophy have already shown direction on this line.

11

The author, Nilima, has not considered the philosophical tendencies of
3 the Vedic period. Though one can understand the limitations of the
; author as she approaches the history of Indian philosophy from the
4 . standpointof the thinkers, any work on the history of Indian philosophy
L is only incomplete, if it neglects the development of the philosophical
development during the Vedic period. It is also important that the author
should have explained the clear-cut demarcation between the
pathfinders and system builders. Mahavira and Buddha are discussed
under the heading ‘pathfinders’ whereas Kanada, Gotama and Kapila
under ‘system builders’. Are Mahavira and Buddha not system builders?
The author should have discussed the basis for the above classification.
e Also, one should take into account the various factors which influence
the development of a system. Each system has grown in relation to and
* © in opposition to the growth of other systems of thought. Hence, any
T thinker-based approach must have relation with other thinkers. In
other words, any attempt to study the history of Indian philosophy on
the exclusive study of one thinker or another is only incomplete.

. To conclude, the book written by Nilima Chakravarty is well researched
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and shows that the author is evidently bright and widely read. The
book’s intended readership is clear. The bibliography is well prepared
and the notes and references are neatly documented. The book is free
from printing errors except in some pages like: In p. 927, Das Gupta’s
reference page No. 1s 914 and not 24; in p. 345, the title of the book is
Invitation to Indian Philosophy: in p. 351, the author is S.S. Suryanarayana

,, Sastri and not S. Suryanarayan Sastri.

It is beyond doubt that this ook could be used as a resource text
book for students of Indian philosophy.
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