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PREFACE

The idea of producing this work grew out of a conversation with Jonathan Price, then at
Routledge, at the celebration of the launching of the Routledge Encyclopaedia of
Philosophy at Reading University in 1988. That work was edited by Professor
G.H.R.Parkinson of Reading, and he made the point that his project had proved to be far
bigger and much more time-consuming than he had ever imagined. We can duly report
that his warning was very accurate indeed. Jonathan has since moved on to other
publishing ventures, but we owe him an enormous debt of gratitude for his support,
encouragement and good-natured indulgence and appreciation of the complexities
involved in working with fifty other writers from the four corners of the world.

The project then fell into the hands of Seth Denbo, and we could not have hoped for a
better pair of hands to take over the project at Routledge. Seth also must be heartily
thanked for his support throughout the remaining years it has taken to bring this
encyclopedia to completion.

The spur to produce this work was the launching, by Carfax in Abingdon, Oxfordshire
of the academic journal Asian Philosophy under our joint editorship. Roger Osborne
King had the courage to invest in this publishing venture, and we remain extremely
grateful for his support. Roger has also now moved on to found a new company, but
Carfax did us very proud indeed by putting that journal into the hands of David Green.
Under David’s stewardship the journal has gone from strength to strength and looks set
for a very long and very prosperous future. David has moreover played an important role
in helping us to bring into existence the European Society for Asian Philosophy, a society
which has so far organized two international conferences and is enthusiastically planning
a third. The society’s conferences have attracted delegates from many European
countries, but also from very many other nations.

One final offshoot of this encyclopedia project (and of the journal) has been the recent
creation, at the University of Nottingham, of a Research Centre for Asian Philosophy
within the Philosophy Department. The role of this centre will be to encourage further
growth in interest in this area among philosophers in Europe, and continue our
collaboration with other philosophers world-wide.

B.C. and I.M., Exeter 1996



GENERAL INTRODUCTION

This collection of some fifty essays on Asian philosophy is designed as a reference
volume for students, scholars and others who require more than just a simple sketch of
‘oriental’ ideas. It has been complied with the intention of doing justice to the arguments,
ideas and presuppositions of philosophers working largely outside the confines of
western philosophical traditions.

The volume engages in a unique project, that of bringing together scholars from
institutions world-wide in an exploration of the great diversity of the philosophical
traditions of Asia. These traditions are of quite widespread interest in the West, but their
general appreciation falls far short of their vitality, their rigour and their immense
contemporary relevance to the established practices of western philosophy. It is hoped
that this volume will also prove useful to those working within any one of the Asian
traditions who wish to acquire a foundation in other such traditions.

The choice of the title ‘Asian philosophy’ might give the misleading impression that
the ideas discussed in this volume have a natural home only within a limited part of the
globe. But the distinction between Asian and western philosophical traditions is a blurred
one. Japanese philosophy, for example, has for a century or so had a very deep interest in
the philosophers of Germany and of France; before that, Japanese philosophers had found
their inspiration in systems of thought that had come from India and China. Chinese
philosophy, as another example, is far from ignorant of and uninspired by the
philosophers of Europe and of America. And contemporary Indian philosophers are just
as at home with Russell, Frege, Wittgenstein and Quine as with Safikara or Aurobindo.
Even geographically the term ‘Asian’ is somewhat misleading, for though Islamic
philosophers have the source of their tradition in the Middle East, they are as much
involved with the ideas of Plato and Aristotle, and some of them have worked
geographically as far west as Spain. The tradition of ancient Persian thought is,
surprisingly to some, still alive and well among the Parsi thinkers of present-day Canada.

It cannot be denied that the philosophical styles of Asian philosophers are quite varied,
though many of them bear more than a passing resemblance to the “critical analytic’ style
of Anglo-American philosophy. We have not tried to force upon our contributors a
standard style of presentation. On the contrary, we have encouraged our writers to work
within the styles which best suit them, since the volume then stands as a representative
sample of the way philosophers work and have worked in China, in India, in Japan and so
forth. Readers will find that the chapters are even so quite accessible and can be readily
appreciated for their academic rigour. We have indeed included chapters written by
philosophers within and outside the countries in which the Asian traditions have their
roots, with the intention of providing a diversity of treatment of those traditions. There is,
therefore, no attempt to suggest an ‘orthodoxy’ in the present perspective on their
histories, or in the current practice of Asian philosophy.



The chapters have—again a little artificially—been gathered into six parts, under the
headings Persian, Indian, Buddhist, Chinese, Japanese and Islamic. The artificiality is
most pronounced in the case of Buddhist philosophy, since Buddhism as a religion and as
a philosophical movement began in India, spreading north and south, then further east
through China, Korea and Japan and even west through Europe and North America. The
division between the Buddhist and the Indian, Chinese and Japanese parts of the
collection may be excused, nevertheless, by the fact that Buddhism has seen such a
variety of manifestations in different areas of the globe. On its journey outside India it
has found renewed vigour from its meetings with other indigenous systems of thought—
as they have from it in their turn.

Within each part some chapters are devoted to individual philosophers who have
played a seminal role in that tradition. Such chapters are few, however, all the others
having a wider focus on ideas and debates. Each part begins with a chapter devoted to the
origins of the tradition in question, and ends with a chapter which sketches the
contemporary philosophical preoccupations of the descendants of that tradition. These
latter chapters bring out quite vividly the extent to which contemporary philosophers
world-wide are ready and able to learn and absorb from, and to contribute afresh to, the
discussions which have been taking place elsewhere.

The other chapters are focused on broad philosophical areas, grouped together as the
philosophy of knowledge and reality, of language and logic, and of morals and society.
There is, of course, again an appearance of artificiality in such divisions, since, for
example, the nature of reality and the nature of moral values are hardly distinct questions.
Nevertheless, marking out these areas under such headings is a well-established practice
in western philosophical circles even though it is at the same time recognized that they
are intimately interconnected. We do not think, therefore, that we are forcing an unnatural
structure on to the Asian traditions themselves.

Each part of the encyclopedia begins with a very brief sketch of the relevant tradition,
which we hope will provide some pointers to the most prominent features of the terrain.
Such sketches are no more than simple and simplistic maps which make no claim to
anything more than that; and an exploration of the chapters that follow will soon indicate
that alternative maps could and would have been drawn by other writers. In their turn, a
serious reader will wish to treat those chapters as only the start of a journey into the
Asian traditions, and our contributors have therefore been encouraged to give fairly
substantial lists of further reading.

The encyclopedia includes a fairly extensive Glossary of Asian philosophical terms,
which has been divided into sections relating to each of the six traditions. This has led to
a certain degree of repetition, but it is hoped that such a division will prove helpful to the
reader. Cross-referencing has been given where appropriate to other sections of the
Glossary. We have tried, as far as possible, to take note of the diverse comments of our
contributors in compiling this Glossary.

Romanization of Asian terms and names has been standardized, again as far as
possible given the different practices of different scholars. Diacritics have been used in as
simplified a form as possible, and we have chosen to adopt the newer Pinyin
romanization system instead of the Wade-Giles system for Chinese.

B.C. and I.M.
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INTRODUCTION

The dates of Zarathushtra, the prophet and founder of the religious philosophy
Zoroastrianism (after the Greek version of his name, Zoroaster) are still strongly
contested by modern scholarship, and possible dates vary from about 1400 BC to 500
BC. He is generally regarded to have lived in what is now north or east Iran. The
religious tradition of Zoroastrianism is widely spread, represented in greatest numbers by
the Parsis of the Indian sub-continent.

The ancient text, the Avesta, is divided into the Yasna (liturgy), the Yashts (sacrificial
hymns) and the Videvdat (ritual purification). Included in the Yasna are the Gathas, that
portion of the Avesta which scholarship and religious tradition tend to proclaim as the
essential teaching of the prophet Zarathushtra himself.

The history of Zoroastrianism can be roughly divided into three phases. The first,
including the time of Zarathushtra himself, ended with the conquest by Alexander of the
ancient Persian Empire in the late fourth century BC. The second phase was that of the
Sasanian Empire. Zoroastrianism flourished as a state religion and saw the composition
(in the Pahlavi language) of rich philosophical texts, which attempted a reclamation and
reinterpretation of the ancient Avestan inheritance with a certain emphasis on the social
dimension. This period ended with the Muslim conquests of the seventh century AD, and
the final phase in its history began with migration of Zoroastrians to the Indian sub-
continent, where they came to be known as ‘Parsis’ or people from Persia. Since that time
Zoroastrianism has undergone a dynamic process of adjustment to the rival religious,
philosophical and social traditions it has lived within and alongside of—from the Hindu
and Muslim to the Protestant British culture of the nineteenth and early twentieth century.

In essence a religious philosophy, Zoroastrianism focuses on the problem of the moral
and spiritual nature of man. Though it is often chastised by its opponents—and
sometimes lauded by its proponents—as a ditheistic or even polytheistic system, the
stronger emphasis seems to have been on developing a monotheism which yet resolves
the problem of evil and gives freedom of moral choice to men. The cosmogony and
eschatology trace the history of the world from its creation by the one god, Ahura Mazda
(in Pahlavi, Ohrmazd), through a struggle between goodness and evil personified by
Angra Mainyu (in Pahlavi, Ahriman) to a state where man is rewarded by eternal
happiness on earth. Zurvanism, with its emphasis on fate, is an atypical deviation from
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the essentially libertarian metaphysics. The moral and social philosophy is founded on
the place of man within this struggle.

Of epistemological issues the most fundamental must be the prophetic status of
Zarathushtra himself, in which his authority on his god’s words is secured by their direct
communication to him. But no less pressing, in the light of its history, are questions of
the authenticity of those words in the varied attempts at reclamation and reconstruction
within the tradition itself. Indeed, modern scholarship—from a neutral position outside
the tradition—exhibits a lively disagreement over such fundamental questions as the
authentic or core teaching of Zarathushtra, and the boundaries between its adaptation and
relinquishment.

B.C. and I.M.



1
THE ORIGINS OF ZOROASTRIAN
PHILOSOPHY

Mary Boyce

The Iranian religion variously known as Mazdaism, Magism, Parsism, ‘the Persian
religion’ and Zoroastrianism is the oldest of the credal (as opposed to ethnic) faiths. It
was founded in a region where there was then no knowledge of writing, and no long-lived
kingdoms or other chronological markers by which to date events. The only dates
assigned in antiquity to its founder Zarathushtra—better known in the West by a Greek
form of his name, Zoroaster—were both invented by Greeks. One set him 5,000 years
before the Trojan War, i.e. at ¢.6000 BC, the other at ‘258 years before Alexander’, that
is, before the Seleucid era which began in 312 BC, i.e. at 600 BC. The first, fantastically
too early, was proposed by disciples of Plato; the second was evolved in the Hellenistic
period on the basis of the fiction that Pythagoras had studied in Babylon with the great
oriental sage (Kingsley 1990). This second one was adopted by Magian scholastics,
doubtless to supply what they felt to be a lack in their own tradition, and so gained some
credence among western academics in modern times. Thanks to finding distinguished and
eloquent champions, this date became widely accepted as indicating approximately when
Zarathushtra lived; but gradually the majority of scholars working in the field came to
agree with what some had always maintained, that it is far too late to be reconciled with
other data. It was therefore dismissed by most specialists as worthless even before its
fictional origin was clearly demonstrated. Their conclusions have, however, been slow to
filter through to the larger circle of those generally interested in the subject.

With both these dates rejected, Zarathushtra’s time can be reckoned only
approximately from the evidence of the Avesta, the collection of Zoroastrian holy texts.
These, composed orally over generations, are in an otherwise unknown eastern Iranian
language, called therefore simply Avestan. In it two stages are clearly distinguishable, of
which Old Avestan is represented by only a small corpus of texts. These include the all-
important Gathas, seventeen hymns attributed to the prophet himself. They were strictly
memorized by his followers and, arranged according to metre, were transmitted as
manthras, inspired utterances, recited to form a protective frame round the rites of the
yasna. This is the main Zoroastrian act of worship, whose liturgy was later extended
around them, so that they are now cited as Y(asna) 28-34, 43-51, 53. The rites
themselves were accompanied by the other main group of Old Avestan texts, the Yasna
Haptanhaiti, a short liturgy almost certainly composed by Zarathushtra (Y. 35-42. Narten
1986, Boyce 1992:87-94).
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Old Awvestan is very close to the language of the Rig Veda (held to have been
composed between ¢.1500 and 900 BC), but is in some respects the more archaic
(Kellens and Pirart 1988:13). A considerable time is thought to have been needed for Old
Avestan to develop into early Young Avestan, and Young Avestan then evolved further
before the canon of the holy texts was closed. This, as their contents show (being related
solely to eastern Iran), took place before Zoroastrianism, which had spread among eastern
Iranian peoples, was adopted in western Iran by the Achaemenian royal family and
became the state religion of the first Persian Empire (539-331 BC). So if the latest Young
Avestan texts belong to the sixth century or earlier, the earliest probably go back to at
least the eighth or ninth centuries, with the Gathas being very considerably older. One of
the first scholars to attempt to date them on the linguistic evidence set them at ¢.1400 BC
(Geldner 1885:653-4), and such a date remains possible in the light also of the social
conditions reflected in them. Gathic society appears simpler than that of the Young
Avesta, a pastoral one whose members were mostly herdsmen living close to their cattle,
so that a single word, pasu-vira, ‘cattle-(and)-men’, described their community. The only
distinct professional group appears to be that of priests. The horse-drawn chariot was
known (first attested on the Inner Asian steppes around 1500 BC (Gening 1977), but
there is no evidence that a class of ‘chariot riders’, i.e. a warlike aristocracy, had yet
evolved (Boyce 1987). Young Avestan society is formally divided into three groups:
priests, ‘chariot riders’, and peasant-farmers, with agriculture, instead of cattle-herding,
playing a large role. This more complex social structure may reasonably be supposed to
have evolved in consequence of the great migrations (Polomé 1982:170). The Iranians
then followed their Indo-Aryan cousins south off the steppes into Soviet Central Asia,
and then, branching westward, made themselves masters of what came to be called after
them Iran. This movement is generally thought by archaeologists to have been at its peak
around 1200-1000 BC. The indications thus all point to Zarathushtra having lived before
then, sometime between perhaps 1400 and 1200 BC (¢.1000 BC according to Gnoli 1980:
ch. 5).

The tradition preserved in the Young Avesta about his homeland is that it was called
Airyana Vaejah, ‘The Aryan (or Iranian) Expanse’, with fainter indications (Boyce 1992:
ch. 1) that it lay far to the north of Iran. Presumably it was a region on the steppes once
claimed as their own by his people, whose exact location was forgotten after they moved
away; and in time it became for them a semi-mythical holy land lying at the centre of the
world, not only the home of the prophet but the scene of all the great mythical and
legendary events in their prehistory.

THE OLD IRANIAN RELIGION

The Old Iranian religion in which Zarathushtra was trained as a priest can be partially
reconstructed from those elements in Zoroastrianism which are to be found also in the
Vedic religion of India, since these can reasonably be presumed to be a common
inheritance from the time when the Iranians and Indo-Aryans were one people. Their
evolution linguistically into two distinct groups is generally thought to have taken place
c. 2000-1800 BC.
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A dominant concept of the Old Iranian religion is thus known to have been asha
(Vedic Tta), the principle of order, that which ought to be, which is right. This should
rule all aspects of existence. It was in accord with asha that the sun rose and set, the
seasons changed, and rain fell and made the grasses grow and the creatures flourish. It
was also through observing asha that humans throve, living thus in accord with their true
nature: upholding justice, truth and fidelity, fulfilling family and tribal duties, and giving
due worship to the gods. The opposite to asha was drug (Sanskrit druh), ‘that which is
crooked, deceiving’; but this is not prominent in Vedic thought, and was probably less
vividly apprehended than asha by the proto-Indo-Iranians, whose outlook seems on the
whole to have been positive and optimistic.

The gods whom they worshipped were many, for they were animatists, believing that
all things, whether tangible or intangible, animate or inanimate, possessed an invisible
inner power which they perceived as sentient spirit, mainyu. Probably most mainyu were
thought to be spenta, a word which basically meant ‘possessing power’, and which, used
of divinities, implied ‘having power to aid, furthering, supporting, benefiting’. (For
references see Boyce 1975:196 n. 26.) Attempts to render this adjective more exactly
include ‘bounteous’ and ‘incremental’, but these lack the religious overtones which
spenta, which is roughly the equivalent of ‘holy’ in its original sense, had probably
already acquired by Zarathushtra’s day; and ‘holy’ is accordingly often used to translate
it.

Some concepts of mainyu—for example those of “nature’ gods, such as the spirits of
the sky and earth, sun, moon and stars—remained simple ones, spirit and physical
phenomenon being conceived as always in union. Others gathered complexity and
evolved into great gods with manifold aspects and powers. Lesser divinities then became
associated with them, for the Indo-Iranians characteristically saw their gods as collegial
beings, acting in groups or at least amicably associated. The pantheon was thus not static,
but continually if slowly evolving through priestly thinking about, and evocation of, the
gods. (This process can be observed taking place in the Vedic religion.) In general the
divinities were thought of as cosmic beings, without links to any particular places, a
consequence presumably of the Indo-Iranians living on the vast plains of Inner Asia,
where man had built no cities and raised no temples to house the gods.

The most important group of divinities in the pre-migration days appears to have been
the trinity of Ahuras, ‘Lords’, who were the especial guardians of asha. Preeminent
among them was Mazda, by origin the spirit of wisdom; and beneath him were a close
fraternal pair, Mithra and Vouruna Apam Napat, respectively by origin the spirits or
forces inherent in the solemn pact or covenant, and the formally declared oath. (The name
“Varulla’ does not appear in Iranian usage, in which this divinity is called simply by cult
epithets.) Their Vedic equivalents appear to have been the Asura, Mitra and Varua
Apam Napat (Thieme 1957:406-10; Boyce 1975:40-8; 1986:148-50; 1993, 35-40).
Another Indo-Iranian god who was prominent at the time of the migrations was Indra.
His original concept may have been that of the spirit or force which inspired the valiant
herdsman when he was called upon to fight; but (to judge from the Vedic evidence) he
evolved from a heroic into a virtually amoral war god (see Benveniste and Renou
1934:189-95), delighting in combat for its own sake and granting favours in return for
lavish offerings.
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The gods, it was believed, had made the world, it seems from pre-existing materials
(Boyce 1975:131; 1992:57) with VaruTa apparently regarded as a chief actor in this,
perhaps because of the power attributed to the truly spoken word. The world was held to
be composed of seven separate “‘creations’: the ‘sky’ of stone (the literal meaning of the
word for it, Avestan asman-, Vedic asman-), that is, a hard shell enclosing all the rest;
water in the lower part of this shell; earth as a round, flat disk lying on the water; and at
its centre a plant, an animal (the ‘Uniquely created Bull’), and a man. Seventh and last
there was fire, which gave warmth and life to the rest. The Vedic cosmogony is rather
different; but it can be reasonably assumed that the Old Iranian scheme had evolved to
this point before Zarathushtra’s lifetime (Boyce 1975:146). The gods then sacrificed the
plant, animal and man, which, thus consecrated, generated in dying all plants, animals
and peoples of the world. They also set in motion the sun, the greatest manifestation of
the creation of fire, which began to regulate life according to asha.

Man had the duty, through worship, to strengthen the gods and so help them to
maintain the world. As long as he performed this duty, and himself lived according to
asha, he could expect the world to continue, and the generations of men. Among these he
could hope would be the line of his own descendants, maintaining annual offerings for
the benefit of his soul. At death a few—probably only leading men—could look forward
to escaping the common fate of descent into a shadowy, joyless underworld, and to
ascending instead to the realm (khshathra) of the gods, a radiant place of all delights, set
above the solid sky. To enjoy its pleasures fully the soul needed to be again incarnated;
and this, it was believed, would be done from the bones of its former body. The Indo-
Aryans rid these bones of flesh by cremation and then buried them; the Iranians may
already before Zarathushtra’s day have exposed the corpse for the flesh to be devoured by
dog and bird. To judge from Indian evidence the union of soul and recreated body was
held to take place about a year after death.

Forces of evil were perceived, malevolent beings which inhabited this earth. Although
they could do harm, they were thought of as less than the gods, and the individual could
seek to propitiate or ward them off with offerings and spells.

ZARATHUSHTRA AND THE GATHAS

Zarathushtra, it is evident from the Gathas, was a qualified and practising priest, and
according to Indo-Iranian custom he would have begun his training in childhood, learning
about the gods and the rituals for their proper worship, and being taught myths and
legends, priestly lore and the craft of composing religious verses, which if inspiration
came could become manthras, holy words of power. For some pupils with especial
gifts—which the prophet undoubtedly possessed—there was probably also training in the
techniques of attaining mantic experience.

The Gathas suggest that Zarathushtra grew up in a stable pastoral society, whose chief
worship was offered to the Ahuras, and that he became deeply imbued with the values of
its ordered ways; but that he then experienced ruthless raids on that society by predatory
bands—*non-herdsmen among herdsman’ (Y. 49.4)—who carried off cattle and goods
with shedding of blood. These raiders were evidently fellow-Iranians; and their activities
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seem to belong to a turbulent time on the steppes which preceded the migrations. Some
men then, having abandoned traditional ways, sought apparently to live by preying off
their fellow-tribesmen until eventually the chiefs of their war-bands led them south off
the steppes to find richer plunder elsewhere.

The experience of such raids, and the contrast between the law-abiding herdsmen and
the greedy predators, evidently had a profound effect on Zarathushtra and was a vital
factor in the evolution of his new beliefs, by which he sought to account for the human
predicament and the encounters of good and evil. Having failed to persuade his own
community to accept these beliefs (Y. 46.1), he left it, and gained a hearing for them from
Vishtaspa, the chieftain of another tribe, who brought all his people to adopt the new
faith. According to the tradition (Jackson 1899: chs 8-10), Zarathushtra lived long after
this, married and had children; and so he was presumably able himself to establish his
religion firmly, linking beliefs to observances in ways that enabled it to endure, despite
harsh vicissitudes, from those distant preliterate times down to the present day.

Part of the enormous strength of this religion lies in the logic and comprehensiveness
of its doctrines. Once its premisses are granted, the whole system coheres in an
intellectually satisfying way, and its doctrines, although complex, can be made accessible
through observances to its simplest adherents. Moreover, its teachings satisfy human
hopes, offering not only explanation and coherence, but also closure, a final blessed
ending; and the actions which they require, though morally demanding, lie within the
scope of ordinary human endeavour. But though Zarathushtra’s ethical teachings can be
applied in modern life, and though his doctrines are in some measure generally familiar
(through borrowings by Judaism, Christianity and Islam) (Boyce and Grenet 1991: ch.
11), in other respects they are immensely strange and difficult for modern urban man to
comprehend, fashioned as they were by a prophet who, though one of the great
innovators in man’s religious history, was himself nurtured in archaic ways of thought.

These difficult elements in his doctrines remained significant for his own community,
and have continued to shape their lives because of an unbroken tradition of belief and
practice; but Western scholars necessarily approached them mainly through texts alone,
especially the Gathas. These short hymns are subtle, passionate, personal utterances,
many of their verses being addressed to Ahura Mazda himself. In them there is no
question of a full or systematic exposition of doctrine, but the whole essential Zoroastrian
theology, as known from the later literature and living faith, appears assumed there, and
some crucial beliefs are conveyed with poetic and visionary power.

These hymns present enormous difficulties for the translator, and probably even when
they were first composed were fully understood only by the learned and the already
enlightened. Layers of meaning appear present in their densely packed, richly allusive
verses; and since the corpus of Old Avestan texts is small, they contain for the modern
student the added difficulties of unknown words and intricate problems of syntax.
Without the help of the later Zoroastrian literature and living tradition they would have
been baffling in the extreme; but with it, many verses can be essentially understood.
Others are likely to continue to defy satisfactory interpretation, although new light is
being steadily shed on these texts through close comparisons with Rig Vedic vocabulary
and usages. They present a major challenge and source of interest to students of Vedic
and Old Avestan, and the most recent translations of them have all been made by scholars
whose primary interest is language, and who tend to treat the Gathas as a closed corpus,
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thus avoiding the need to consider them seriously in relation to the Zoroastrian religion.
H.Humbach (1959) offered valuable identifications of ritual terms and allusions,
previously misunderstood, but made little attempt to elucidate a system of doctrine;
S.Insler (1975), in contrast treated all ritual and many doctrinal allusions allegorically,
seeking throughout a lofty, somewhat vague theism; and J.Kellens and E.Pirart (1988)
produced an idiosyncratic and over-sceptical rendering of what they maintained were no
more than very restricted ritual texts, composed by a group of working priests. These
translations need therefore to be used with caution and preferably together, with reference
also to some earlier, more conservative ones, for example those of J.Darmesteter (1892-
3), C.Bartholomae (1905), H.Lommel (published posthumously, 1971) and J.Duchesne-
Guillemin (1952), which, if outdated linguistically, pay more respect not only to
Zoroastrian exegesis and later literature, but also to the actual beliefs and practice of the
community—a magisterium which has only slowly been impaired in modern times. For
the Zoroastrians themselves the Gathas had become with the passage of time great sacred
manthras, whose meaning it was not necessary to comprehend; and modern translations
by them have either depended closely on western ones (principally Bartholomae’s) or
have been idealistically free renderings (for example Taraporewala 1951).

ZARATHUSHTRA’S TEACHINGS

Among the essential elements in Zarathushtra’s thinking appear his love for this world
and his conviction of its goodness when ordered by asha. Looking at it in this respect
with the same eyes as his ancestors, he apprehended spirit, mainyu, in all things, to be
revered and cherished. Those spirits which were spent a were perceived by him as
upholding asha, and man’s own aim should be to live according to asha and thus to
become ashavan, ‘possessing asha’. This is the central moral precept of Zoroastrianism,
and it implies living an ordered purposeful life in ‘thought, word and act’. This series of
words recurs, with subtle variations, throughout the Gathas (Humbach 1959:1.55-6), and
it seems probable that Zarathushtra’s emphasis on the need for all-embracing moral
activity in these three ways reflects the pattern of his own training as a priest, which
required that the gods should be worshipped with right intention, right invocation and
right rituals. Living according to asha meant that the individual strove to acquire the
virtues believed to be proper to a human being, notably wisdom, justice, truthfulness,
loyalty, valour. These were thought of not as inherent qualities to be cultivated, but as
external forces or spirits, mainyu, which through rightly directed endeavour might be
brought to dwell within one.

Part of ashavan activity was offering regular worship to the gods at the traditional
times of dawn, noon and eve (Y. 44.5). Priests would naturally have been engaged more
often and longer in worship, and so have had constant occasion to fix their thoughts on
the divine. Zarathushtra himself had evidently been brought up deeply to venerate the
trinity of Ahuras, whom he twice names in the Gathas by an evidently ancient formula,
‘Mazda—(and-the-other) Ahuras’ (Y. 30.9; 31.4; Boyce 1975:225). This formula shows
that pre-eminence among the Ahuras was attributed to Mazda before Zarathushtra’s day,
a fact attested also for the Old Persian religion, in which for him alone title and name
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became fused through constant evocation, so that he was worshipped as Ahuramazda
(Middle Persian Ohrmazd). To Zarathushtra himself, however, can be attributed the
development of this veneration of Mazda to the point where he saw him not only as
greatest of the Ahuras but greatest of all the gods, in fact God himself in the sense of the
one immortal eternal divine Being. This was such a huge theological step that it
inevitably invites speculation as to how he came to make it. There is no evidence for the
existence of a supreme ruler among the Iranian steppe-dwellers to provide an earthly
model for a king of the gods. On the contrary, the Gathas indicate a turbulent society with
a number of chieftains, many of whom the prophet fiercely condemned (for example .
32.11; 46.11). It seems more likely, therefore, that he reached his lofty new concept of
Mazda through meditating on priestly speculations about the origins of life; for if in the
beginning there had been one plant, one animal and one man from which all the rest had
sprung, why should matters not have been similar in the divine sphere, with one original
spenta God who brought into being from his own essence all other spenta divinities?

Zarathushtra must have meditated deeply on these matters before reaching his new
concept of Mazda, which his own words show rested also on mystical experience, on the
conviction that he had seen and spoken with him. In accord with Indo-Iranian tradition,
he perceived him anthropomorphically, with mouth and tongue, eye and hand (Y. 28.11;
31.3, 13; 43.4), but also as majestic beyond common imagining, wearing the sky as
garment (Y. 30.5). Nevertheless he was Spirit, Mainyu, the ‘most spenta’ of all spirits,
Spenishta Mainyu (Y. 30.5). This transcendent Being the prophet perceived as acting, and
being at will immanent, through a power or force which he termed his spirit, naming this
the Holy but also the Holiest Spirit, Spenta Mainyu, Spenishta Mainyu. The use of the
latter term reflects the fact that Zarathushtra apprehended Mazda’s spirit sometimes as a
distinct force, sometimes as virtually identical with Mazda himself. This perhaps mystical
blurring of concepts was logically clarified in the Young Avesta, where Spenishta
Mainyu is reserved for Ahura Mazda as one of his regular invocations (Vendidad,
passim; Y. 1.1; Yasht 1.1, 12) and Spenta Mainyu is kept for his Holy Spirit (with an
exception in Yasht 19.44, 46).

Zarathushtra further perceived Mazda as possessing six other great spenta forces to
which he had given existence as separate spirits, but which remained part of his being in
ways that distinguished them from other gods. These formed with him or his Holy Spirit
a divine Heptad, a concept which is at the heart of Zoroastrian moral and dogmatic
theology (Jackson 1904:161; Lommel 1959, 1964), but which is difficult for non-
Zoroastrians to grasp. One of the greatest of these beings, ethically and doctrinally, is
(Vohu) Manah, whose name is variously rendered as ‘(Good) Thought’ or ‘Purpose’.
(With the names of members of the Heptad epithets occur in the Gathas which become
fixed only in the tradition.) In one of the Gathas Zarathushtra speaks allusively of his
enlightenment (Y. 43.7ff.), and there it is Vohu Manah who comes to him with Spenta
Mainyu. It seems that he then actually ‘saw’ these two great beings with inward,
visionary eye. Also one of the greatest of the six is Asha, once (Y. 28.8) called Vahishta,
‘Best’, which became his fixed epithet. He is the hypostasis of the principle of asha, and
his name as ethical divinity is usually rendered as ‘Righteousness’ or ‘Truth’. He has
great importance, appearing often with Vohu Manah, but invoked even more frequently.
Their closeness to Mazda is brought out by the fact that although Zarathushtra usually
addresses his god with the singular ‘Thou’, sometimes when he invokes him with
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members of the Heptad, or, as it seems, with them in mind, he uses the plural, “You’. For
example, against ‘Tell me the things which Thou knowest, Ahura’ (Y. 48.2) there is
‘With Asha do You, O Mazda, acknowledge me.... Approach now, Ahura, through our
giftto You’ (Y. 29.11).

A second pair within the Heptad are linked through having a complementary character
and moral status. These are (Spenta) Armaiti and Khshathra (Vairya). Armaiti’s name is
usually rendered as ‘(Holy) Devotion’ or ‘Obedience’, Khshathra’s as ‘(Desirable)
Dominion’. The latter concept is the more complex, since the noun khshathra can mean
not only dominion but, secondarily, the place where dominion is exerted, realm,
kingdom. Vedic kfatra has the same range of meanings, and in both languages the word
is used for the kingdom of the gods on high. As ethical divinity, Khshathra embodies the
power of spenta authority, which almost all can exert in one way or another (Lommel
1959 apud Schlerath: 257-8).

The last pair of the great six are Haurvatat, ‘Wholeness, Health” and Ameretat,
‘(Long) Life, Immortality’. They have no epithets and are less prominent than the others,
presumably because what they hypostatize is less immediately obtainable through moral
striving. Their concepts appear to have evolved from Zarathushtra’s deep sense of the
positive good of health and life. Like the others’, their names recur in the Gathas and all
six are named together, with Spenta Mainyu, in Y. 47.1: ‘“Through the Holy Spirit and
Best Purpose, by act and word in accord with Truth, They shall grant him [i.e. the just
man] Wholeness and Immortality—Lord Mazda together with Dominion and Devotion.’

It would be possible in this verse to render haurvatat- and ameretat- as common nouns,
and this is often the case with names of members of the Heptad in the Gathas, for the
virtues or qualities which they hypostatize not only belong to God and are divine but can
be brought to dwell in men. There is, it must be admitted, a logical problem here, for
presumably to entertain Asha within oneself one must already be partly, or at least
striving to be, ashavan; but this perhaps accounts for the great importance of Vohu
Manah, Good Purpose, in what is essentially a religious, not a philosophical, system.

Since, as the tradition establishes, Zarathushtra held that Mazda brought all spenta
divinities into existence from his own originally unique selfhood, it seems natural that he
should use the metaphor of fatherhood in speaking of Mazda’s relationship with members
of the Heptad, i.e. of Asha (Y. 44.3; 47.2), Vohu Manah (Y. 31.8; 45.4; 47.8) and Armaiti
(Y. 45.4). The prophet calls him also the creator (dami-) of Asha (Y. 31.8); and using a
synonym, datar-, declares him further to be ‘Creator of all things by the Holy Spirit” (Y.
44.7). How he was held to have performed the act of creation is perhaps indicated in a
verse where Zarathushtra says to him: ‘In the beginning Thou didst fashion for us by Thy
thought creatures and inner selves (daena-) and intelligences.... Thou didst create
corporeal life’ (Y. 31.11).

The world which Ahura Mazda created was that of the seven separate creations
described above; and by another remarkable step in thought, Zarathushtra saw each of
these seven creations as having one of the Heptad as its protector, dwelling within it. The
transcendent creator was thus immanent through his hypostatized powers in the good
world of his creation, which he helped in this way to sustain and defend. The links (in the
order of creation) are as follows (Zaehner 1956:32-3; Boyce 1975:205ff): Khshathra,
strong Dominion, is guardian of the sky of stone; Haurvatat, Wholeness, of health-giving
water; Obedience of the patient earth that bears all; Ameretat of life-sustaining plants;
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Good Purpose of the beneficent cow; the Holy Spirit of the ashavan man, who with his
capacity for wisdom and exercising choice is the nearest of the creations to God; and
Asha of fire, which through the sun regulates the natural world, and through the fire of
the ordeal helped to administer justice. The concept of members of the Heptad being
present in the seven creations has been perceptively analysed in the following words:

For us... Good Purpose and the tending of cattle are admittedly two
wholly different things. But must it always have been so? Could not at a
certain epoch abstract and concrete have appeared to the human spirit as
of unified being, the abstract as the inner reality of the concrete? So that,
for instance, Pious Devotion and the earth were the spiritual and material
aspects of the same thing. A division of this kind in general goes very
deep in the Avestan concept of the world, and if this touches on
‘speculation’, | do not know why this word so readily attracts the
adjectives ‘learned, priestly, theological’, whereby apparently it is
intended to characterize a secondary development—secondary in
opposition to the way of thought of a creative time or personality. | do not
believe that speculation was solely or even predominantly a matter for
theologians as distinct from the creative prophets, who were able to unite
visionary perception with meditative speculation. Or do we consider
something which is strange to us, and therefore appears artificial, as
speculation, when it is unsought primary intuition?’

(Lommel 1926:31-2 apud Schlerath 1970)

Such intuitions could have come to Zarathushtra the more readily because this manner of
perceiving reality was not new for his people. For example, since proto-Indo-Iranian
times both lesser Ahuras had themselves been associated with two of the creations, in
which they also were believed to dwell at will—Mithra in fire, Varuna in water (hence
his ancient epithet of Apam Napat, ‘Son of the Waters’). In their case these associations
appear to have been perceived because of the use of fire and water in judicial ordeals,
presided over by these divinities as guardians of asha (Meillet 1907:156-8, Liders
1951:655-74). Belief in the immanence of the Heptad was reached by Zarathushtra most
probably through meditation on the priestly act of worship, the yasna. Since its rituals are
essentially those of the Brahmanic yajfia, the yasna evidently goes back to proto-Indo-
Iranian times. At it three main offerings were made: a blood sacrifice devoted to one of
the divine beings, an oblation to fire from that sacrifice, and a libation to water, the
parahaoma, from the expressed juice of the haoma mixed with water and milk. The
intention of the service appears to have been to gratify and strengthen the divinity to
whom it was offered, and to purify and strengthen the life-giving creations of fire and
water and through them the whole natural world. As priest, Zarathushtra speaks of

sacrifice (izha-) and of the spirit or power within the sacrifice, 1zha (Vedic |‘f.|5), ‘In the
famed footsteps of Izha | shall circumambulate You, O Mazda, with hands outstretched’
(Y. 49.10). At the yasna the divinity invoked was believed to descend, seating himself on
herbage strewn to receive him; and these words suggest how vividly the prophet
apprehended the real presence there of his God. Further, all the Heptad could be thought
of as present regularly, at every service, through the things which there represented their
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creations: Khshathra, of the sky of stone, through the stone pestle and mortar for crushing
the haoma; Haurvatat through the pure water for the parahaoma; Armaiti through the
earth of the ritual precinct; Ameretat through the haoma; Vohu Manah through the
sacrificial beast; Spenta Mainyu through the officiating ashavan priest; and Asha through
the ritual fire. Zarathushtra could thus be profoundly aware of the immediate presence of
the Heptad within and around him as he worshipped, strengthening him with their powers
while he consecrated their creations by consecrating the ritual precinct and the objects in
it, and so in turn strengthened them. (The Indo-Iranians conceived of even their great
gods as powerful but not all-powerful, and not without need of men’s worship to give
them added strength. So Zarathushtra addressed Mazda himself: ‘Arise ...take to thyself
might through devotion’, Y. 33.12.) To judge from the tradition, the prophet taught his
followers to be aware thus of the Heptad in their acts of worship, in the world around
them, and, ideally and as a spiritual and ethical goal, as indwelling in themselves through
their own strivings. This was not pantheism, for the members of the Heptad personify
distinct powers, emanating from and of the same essence as the one eternal Being, but
existing as separate divinities through his creative act.

Although the doctrine of the Heptad is at the heart of Zoroastrian theology, forming an
essential element in its coherent system, and also in Zoroastrian devotional and ethical
life, a number of scholars have denied that it is to be found in the Gathas. The reasons for
this are multiple. One is that there is a widely held theory that Zarathushtra taught not
merely an original but an enduring and absolute monotheism, denying the existence of
any beneficent divine being other than Ahura Mazda. Even apart from the many
invocations of members of the Heptad (seen by such scholars as mere abstractions), there
is a whole range of other data in the Gathas to disprove this theory; but it has been
repeated so often since it was first advanced (before the Gathas were known in the West)
that it has gained academic respectability and survives against the evidence. There
appears, moreover, to be a fairly general assumption, especially perhaps among those
with a Christian background, that a complex theology is likely to have evolved over
centuries in religious schools rather than being created by the founder of a faith. But
Zarathushtra, trained from childhood in matters of religion, was uniquely qualified
among the great prophets to evolve a completely thought out and coherent system, one
which bears the imprint of a single, highly gifted mind and spirit.

A more scholarly reason for not attributing the full doctrine of the Heptad to
Zarathushtra is that the relations of only five of them with their creations is attested in the
Gathas, those of Spenta Mainyu and Khshathra being lacking; and so it is argued that the
full system evolved only later. But since the Gathas are hymns, not theological treatises,
gaps must be expected in the attestation of doctrine there. Moreover, belief in the Heptad
not only appears to be an integral part of Zarathushtra’s theology but is archaic in
character; and no satisfactory explanation has ever been offered as to why such a doctrine
should have been evolved in later times and have become part of the very essence of his
religion. (On the weaknesses of the solitary attempt by Narten 1982:25-7 see Boyce
1984:160.)

That this doctrine was based on apprehensions reached by the prophet through
meditating on the yasna is borne out by the fact that other spenta divinities named in the
Gathas have links with the cult (Boyce 1975:195). Of these the one who was later to gain
most prominence was Sraosha, the spirit or force within hearkening, by which men hear
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and obey divine commands, and gods listen favourably to men’s prayers (Kreyenbroek
1985:7ff.). His was a concept evolved, it is suggested, by Zarathushtra himself (Spiegel
1873: vol. 11, 90; Kreyenbroek 1985:164-5, 169) through meditation on a traditional
ritual phrase that is closely paralleled in Vedic: s@rao%6 ida asta, ‘may hearkening be
here’ (Y. 56.1), cf. Vedic astu sraufaf (Rig Veda 1.139.1). Sraosha is linked in the
Gathas with ‘great-gifted Ashi’ (Y. 43.12), probably in the old religion a goddess of
fortune, but in Zarathushtra’s highly ethical one the spirit of recompense bringing to each
his deserts. Recompense for the ashavan was not perceived by the prophet as solely
spiritual, for he thought that this good world of Mazda’s creation was to be enjoyed. So
the acquiring by the ‘herdsman’ of the ‘joy-bringing cow in calf’ (Y. 44.6) is probably
not to be taken merely metaphorically. Cattle-imagery in the Gathas, like sheep-imagery
in the Bible, is undoubtedly rich in symbolic, religious overtones, but appears to have its
basis in the solid realities of stock-keeping life.

This cattle-imagery is used impressively in one of the most difficult of the Gathas, Y.
29, where the prophet appears to speak of his own mission, appointed by Mazda for all
his lack of worldly power to bring aid to the upright man and helpless cattle. Here
underlying a sense of cosmic sorrow and suffering appears to be harsh experience of the
cattle-raid, by which the bloodthirsty and wicked (Y. 48.11) cruelly injured ‘cattle-and-
men’ (Y. 31.15), i.e. ordered pastoral society. These marauders Zarathushtra saw as
directly opposed in their lawlessness and greed to the ashavan herdsman, patiently
tending the spenta cow; and he declared them to be dregvant, that is, attached to the
principle of drug, ‘crookedness’, ‘that which is contrary to asha. This principle, as we
have seen, was probably only vaguely apprehended in the old Iranian religion, as in the
Rig Veda; and its perception as an active aggressive force, an evil mainyu, is generally
attributed to the prophet himself, as

based on the most personal experiences he has had.... He himself has seen
into Asha’s order, and he proclaims it for him who will hear. But he who
has heard must choose whether he will fight with thought, word and deed
on Asha’s side for the life-strengthening powers, or will follow the Drug.
(Barr 1945:134)

In the old Iranian religion, as in the Vedic, all men are likely to have venerated all gods,
and it seems to have been part of Zarathushtra’s new demands on his followers that they
should venerate only those beings whom he saw as spenta and ‘created’ by Mazda,
wholly rejecting those especially worshipped by the dregvant (Y. 49.4), whom he called
dagvas. Dagva, an ancient word for ‘god’ (cognate with Latin deus), was restricted by
him to a group of divinities whom presumably the war-bands and their chieftains most
frequently invoked. He names none of them individually, but in the Young Avesta
(Vendidad 10.9) martial Indra is repudiated, together with Sarva (Indian Sarva,
equivalent in later texts to the violent Vedic Rudra), and Nanhaithya (cf. the Vedic
Nasatyas). The dagvas, the prophet declares, had ‘chosen the worst purpose’ and had
‘rushed to Wrath with whom they afflicted the world and mankind’ (Y. 30.6). Such
beings could not be of the same divine essence as Mazda, like the spenta divinities, and
he came to apprehend a wholly different origin for them. They were of the race or nature
(chithra-) of Bad Purpose (Aka Manah) and drug (Y. 32.3), and had been deluded by the
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Deceiver (Y. 30.6), elsewhere (Y. 45.2) called by him the Evil Spirit, Angra Mainyu.
Even as he had come to believe in a self-existent, original, spenta Spirit, Mazda, so,
logically and analogically, Zarathushtra came to postulate also a self-existent, original
Spirit who is opposed to what is spenta, one who is bad, destructive, a negating force. In
two Gathas this doctrine is declared in terms which suggest that, perhaps after logic had
guided his thinking, the prophet saw these Spirits with visionary eye as they first
encountered, before the world was made.

“Then shall | speak of the two primal Spirits (Mainyt) of existence, of
whom the One more spenta spoke thus to the Evil One: neither our
thoughts nor teachings nor wills, neither our choices nor words nor acts,
not our inner selves (dagna) nor our souls agree’.

(Y.45.2)

Truly there are two primal Spirits, twins.... In thought and word, in act
they are two: the better and the bad. And those who act well have chosen
rightly between these two, not so the evildoers. And when these two
Spirits first came together they created life and not-life, and how at the
end Worst Existence shall be for the dregvant, but (the House of) Best
Purpose for the ashavan. Of these two Spirits the Dregvant chose
achieving the worst things, Spenishta Mainyu, who is clad in hardest
stones, chose asha, and (so do those) who shall satisfy Lord Mazda
continually with true acts.

(Y. 30.3-6)

The tradition unequivocally identified the two opposed Spirits of these verses as Ahura
Mazda and Angra Mainyu (Ohrmazd and Ahriman). But since the prophet,
characteristically, varied his terms (Holier, Holiest Spirit for Mazda, Evil, Bad Spirit for
his adversary), scope exists for those who reject the tradition to interpret the doctrine
otherwise. This goes back to Martin Haug, the brilliant nineteenth-century scholar who
identified the Gathas for the West as Zarathushtra’s own words. He came to their study
with knowledge of the Zurvanite heresy (see Chapter 2 below), and a heritage of
Christian abhorrence of dualism, which to him and others after him appeared unworthy of
the great Iranian prophet. Accordingly he took Spenishta Mainyu to stand here for Spenta
Mainyu, and the word yema, ‘twins’, to mean not “pair’ but ‘born of the same birth’,
arguing from this an implication that Mazda was ‘father’ of both the Holy and Evil
Spirits, good and evil having thus a single source, as in the three Semitic monotheisms.
There is no trace of such a doctrine anywhere in orthodox Zoroastrianism before the
nineteenth century, when some reformist Parsis, living under Christian rule and anxious
to rid their faith of the slur (as Christian missionaries presented it) of dualism, adopted
Haug’s interpretation (see Chapter 4 below). This interpretation, put forward when the
scholarly study of the Gathas had just begun, flatly contradicts the burning conviction of
the “absolute heterogeneity’ of good and evil which imbues them (Corbin 1951:163, cf.
Lommel 1930:27-8. Bianchi 1958: ch. 5; further references apud Boyce 1975:194). This
well-intentioned imposition of an alien theology on Zarathushtra still has, however, its
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academic supporters (among them Gershevitch 1964:32-3; Gnoli 1980:213; Gnoli
1987:581), and has come to be widely accepted by his own reformist followers.

The Gathic passages show that Zarathushtra apprehended the differences between the
two Spirits as essential, not accidental: they were by nature opposed. Yet though
according to Y. 31.8 Mazda is creator of Asha, in Y. 30 he chooses asha, as if the
principle already existed. This anomaly is explicable by the fact that Zarathushtra,
although a thinker, was primarily a prophet, one who sought to win his hearers to act
upon his words. If they and the world were to be saved from evil, they must be inspired to
choose to uphold asha, not drug; and the myth of the primeval choices of the two Spirits,
so powerfully conceived by him, gave his teaching dramatic force. The spenta divinities
did not, it appears, repeat Ahura Mazda’s choice: they were of his essence, innately
ashavan; but the dagvas, who once, it seems, despite their bad nature, acknowledged
Mazda’s pre-eminence (Y. 32.1), were deluded by Angra Mainyu into choosing ‘Worst
Purpose’ (Y. 30.6); and they then themselves deluded their worshippers, depriving them
of good life on earth and of immortality (Y. 32.3-5).

With regard to the hereafter, Zarathushtra, as we have seen, inherited beliefs in two
possible fates for the soul: a blissful, reincarnated one on high with the gods, or a joyless
disembodied one in the underworld kingdom of the dead. There was thought to be a
crossing place between this world and the next, perhaps originally a ford or ferry to the
underworld, but a bridge to heaven, reaching from earth to sky. This is called in the
Gathas the Chinvat Bridge. Probably according to the old religion heaven was to be
reached only by great men, but Zarathushtra taught that it was attainable by all who
accepted his teachings and were ashavan, while the underworld kingdom was to him a
place of retributive punishment, the worst existence, that is, hell, which awaited the
dregvant.

Whosoever, Lord, man or woman, will grant me those things Thou
knowest best for life—recompense for truth, power with good purpose—
and those whom | shall bring to Your worship, with all these shall I cross
the Chinvat Bridge. False priests and princes by their powers yoked
mankind with evil acts to destroy life. But their own soul and Inner Self
tormented them when they reached the Chinvat Bridge—guests for a long
lifetime in the House of Drug.

(Y. 46.11)

Heavenly glory shall be the future possession of him who comes (to the
help of) the ashavan. A long life of darkness, foul food, the crying of
woe—to that existence, O dregvants, your Inner Self shall lead you by her
actions.

(Y. 31.20-1)

The inner self, dagna, also rendered as ‘conscience’, was a powerful concept apparently
evolved by Zarathushtra from a myth that the soul of a man destined for heaven would be
met at the bridge by a beautiful girl, thereafter to be his guide and companion. This
hedonistic belief Zarathushtra transformed into an ethical one. What met people there
was their own daéna, the hypostasis of an inner self which they had made beautiful or
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ugly by their own conduct, and which then took them up to heaven or down to hell (cf. Y.
49.10-11). The word dagna has been derived from the verbal root day, ‘see’, with
implication of an inner or mental vision (Gnoli 1980:195 n. 70), by which was gradually
formed ‘the sum of the spiritual and religious qualities of a person, his spiritual and
religious individuality’ (Bartholomae 1904:666). ‘He who makes better or worse his
thought, O Mazda, he by act and word (makes better or worse) his Dagna; she follows his
leanings, wishes and likings. At Thy will the end shall be different (for each)’ (Y. 48.4).
This end was to be decided by weighing each person’s good thoughts, words and acts
against the bad, the soul’s fate being decided by how the scales tipped. There will then be
unswerving justice ‘for the dregvant as well as for the ashavan, and for him whose
falsehood and honesty are assessed as equal’ (Y. 33.1). It is part of the practical strength
of Zarathushtra’s teachings that evil thoughts, words and acts can be directly
compensated for in this life by good ones, and so need not form a long-lasting burden of
guilt.

The references to the Chinvat Bridge and daena can only be fully comprehended
through the tradition, and the tradition has also to be drawn on to explain the recurrent
allusions in the Gathas to a decision to be made through ‘bright blazing fire and molten
metal...to destroy the dregvant, to save the ashavan’ (Y. 51.9; cf. Y. 31.19, 43.4, 34.4).
The doctrine behind the words is that when Mazda and the spenta powers and creations
finally defeat evil, and Angra Mainyu and his forces have been destroyed, souls will be
brought back to earth from heaven and hell and enter their resurrected bodies, so that with
those still living they can undergo the last judgement physically. (This doctrine of the
“future body’, as it is called in later Zoroastrian creeds, appears to be a modification by
Zarathushtra of the earlier concept of a resurrected body to be enjoyed soon after death
by the fortunate in heaven on high.) The universal judgement will be by an ordeal
analogous to that by molten metal which was part of ordinary Indo-Iranian judicial
processes. In it, as in the judicial ordeal, the guilty will perish, and the just be saved by
divine intervention (Lommel 1930:219ff; Boyce 1996:23-4). The last vestiges of evil will
thereby be destroyed. Then the world will be made ‘wonderful’, an approximate
rendering of fareSa (Y. 30.9; 34.15), restored, that is, to its pristine state of wholeness and
goodness. The resurrected bodies of the righteous will be made immortal, and they will
live for ever joyously in the kingdom (khshathra) of Ahura Mazda to be established here
on earth. This will be stable, enduring, with no more mutability or corruption. The
concept of an absolute end to the processes of birth and death and change is not the least
radical and influential of Zarathushtra’s innovative thoughts; and it appears to have been
wholly original, not traceable anywhere in the world before his time (Cohn 1993). It is of
profound importance in his teachings, which are essentially concerned with salvation and
an end to evil; and it forms the concluding belief in a system which unites in a
remarkable way some notably archaic elements (animatism, the strong sense of man’s
fellowship with the beasts, ancient cosmogonic ideas) with powerful new doctrines and a
noble theology.
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2
LATER ZOROASTRIANISM

Alan Williams
INTRODUCTION

It is not intended in this chapter to summarize the long history of Zoroastrianism after the
Gathic period, but rather to sketch a picture of some of the main features of Zoroastrian
thought as found in its theological and philosophical texts. The task of providing a
historical survey of the several millennia of development of the religion has been
attempted several times by Iranologists. Too often, however, because the period of the
most coherent systematization of Zoroastrian theology, in the ninth to tenth centuries AD,
coincided with the era of the religion’s numerical decline, the strong character of that
expression has been diminished by equating it with a supposed intellectual decline. Thus
the religious thought of the later, i.e. Sasanian and post-Islamic, period has been depicted
by some western scholars as a twilight (for example Zaehner 1961) or swansong of
scholasticism and priestly apologetics. More sadly, as a consequence of their exposure to
western scholarly preoccupations, but also for other reasons, even Zoroastrians of the
modern community have tended to look down on the Pahlavi books as representing a
medieval deviation from the true spirit of their prophet’s ancient teachings. A more
positive impression of Zoroastrian thought is obtained once it is acknowledged that the
priests of the ninth century were neither composing a new philosophy nor trying to
embalm a dead one: rather they wrote to record and defend the religious values of their
old tradition in the fullest possible way. They accomplished this in a corpus of
philosophical and theological as well as liturgical and mythological writings, in the
Middle Persian language known as Pahlavi; happily these texts remain as testimony to
the wide range of Zoroastrian religious thought which survived even after the waves of
conversion to the new religion of Islam had swept over Iran, which had, since the mid-
seventh century AD, drastically reduced the physical presence of the older religion there.*

Zoroastrian thought has been expressed, almost always and everywhere until the
nineteenth century, in terms of the opposition and conflict of two utterly irreconcilable
principles. One is divine in origin and is good, the source of creation in spiritual and
physical states, and is embodied most completely in physicality by the ashavan, the man
of righteousness who nurtures the purity and wisdom of the divine source. The other is
demonic in origin, evil, chaotic and parasitic upon all existence; it is the antithesis of
reality: it is described, in the most ancient texts and in the ensuing tradition, as ‘the Lie’.
The Good Religion (Pahlavi weh dén) is governed by another characteristic which runs
through all its writings—one which is found, usually with less emphasis, in other
religious teachings which purport to liberate humanity from suffering in mortal existence,
but which is most originally and dramatically represented in Zoroastrianism—namely the
drive towards an eschatological and soteriological resolution of strife by the defeat of evil
in the world. Although at times in the history of the faith external influences and
circumstances of the day have coloured Zoroastrian thought, it was always distinguished
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by these two features: (1) the dialectical structure of existence, wherein humankind, along
with the divine agencies, plays a decisive role in bringing about (2) the promised triumph
of goodness and the final annihilation of evil in the world. Such an eschatological
imperative is conveyed in many and various genres of Zoroastrian literature down to the
last century, written in Avestan, Pahlavi, Persian and Gujarati languages respectively:
namely in prophetic revelation, priestly-liturgical lore, mythology (especially of
cosmology, eschatology and soteriology), heroic legend, ritual and purity codifications
and, lastly, in theological and philosophical form in apologetic and encyclopaedic works.
In the following discussion the focus will be on this latter philosophical and theological
expression, but not without a summary first of the mythological landscape, for this is as
ancient as the philosophy, and more enduring than the theological formulation.

SOURCES OF LATER ZOROASTRIAN THOUGHT

The source of all cosmological and eschatological lore is held to be the Avesta, the
corpus of Mazdean holy writ, and the Zand, the accompanying exegetical literature. It is
not certain exactly when the Avesta was first committed to writing. The fact of a long,
but faithful, oral transmission has given rise to the phenomenon of relatively late texts
representing much more ancient oral works, since in some of the most important cases
they were written down only long after their original composition. This is most
emphatically true of the Gathas of the prophet Zarathushtra, as discussed in Chapter 1
above; the problem of the original date and location of those definitive texts has been
shown to be acute, since they were transmitted orally, in the context of a liturgy recited
daily for hundreds of years before first being written down in a script specially devised
for that purpose, in the Sasanian period.? The Gathas are part of the canon, known
collectively as the Avesta, of twenty-one divisions (Avestan nask). This was a large body
of writings, similarly transmitted for centuries in oral form; it is now estimated that only
one-fifth of the Avesta is preserved, extant in the east Iranian language referred to by
Iranologists as Avestan. It appears that during the Sasanian period, c. the fourth or fifth
century AD, the whole corpus was committed to writing and translated literally into
Pahlavi, by Zoroastrian priests who often seem hardly to have understood the old
Avestan, i.e. Gathic, well, since that language had long since ceased to be a spoken
tongue and had been preserved as a liturgical and mantric medium. Modern scholars have
observed that the Pahlavi rendition of the Gathas is a word-by-word translation. They
were required for recitation in Avestan in the conduct of the daily round of liturgical and
priestly life. An oral tradition of religious learning must have endured alongside the texts,
however, down into the Sasanian period: from summaries in other Pahlavi texts it is
known that the Avesta also included long works on cosmogony, eschatology, law and
natural and religious philosophy. These have not survived in Avestan, though it is clear
that several of the Pahlavi texts, to which the modern reader turns for an account of such
material, are derived from Avestan originals. Similarly, the Zand, ‘elucidation’, survives
only in Pahlavi and takes the form of glosses in the translated text of the Avesta or
independent expository works which are compilations of Zand on various subjects. There
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were presumably other such ad hoc exegetical passages in other Middle Iranian
languages, but these have not survived.

The most important work of this mythological, expository type is a text in Pahlavi
called the Bundahishn, “The creation’, known also as Zand Agahih ‘The knowledge of
the Zand’. The Bundahishn is concerned with, among other things, the themes of the
creation of the world, the order of things, and the eschatological destiny of both the
individual soul and the world at large. The material is clearly much older than the date of
the last major recension of the text, which is thought to have been made at the end of the
ninth century AD. Indeed it has been said:

Here is preserved an ancient, in part pre-Zoroastrian picture of the world,
conceived as saucer-shaped, with its rim one great mountain-range, a
central peak thrusting up, star-encircled, to cut off the light of the sun by
night; a world girdled by two great rivers, from which all other waters
flow; in which yearly the gods fight against demons to end drought and
famine, and to bring protection to man.’

In addition to such an ancient, mythological picture, the catalogues of species of living
things and natural features of the physical universe provide a mythological taxonomy of
the old and medieval Iranian world-view which is of far more than merely antiquarian
interest. The account of the divine creation and demonic invasion of the world, however,
has all the features of a living myth, intended to embody and amplify contemporary
religious teaching in an imaginative form: thus its content is our legitimate concern here
in describing later Zoroastrian thought. The mythological narrative of the Bundahishn,
which accounts for the creation of a limited time of 12,000 years of existence in the
spiritual and material worlds, is given in condensed form in the following section.

COSMOGONY AND ESCHATOLOGY IN THE BUNDAHISHN

According to the Bundahishn, and other similar texts, Ohrmazd (the Pahlavi spelling of
Ahura Mazda, ‘Lord of Wisdom®) existed in a pre-eternal state of omniscience and
goodness, called ‘Endless Light’. Ahriman (Avestan Angra Mainyu, ‘Hostile Spirit’, also

called Gannag M®nag, “Evil Spirit’ in Pahlavi) lurked® in ‘slowness of knowledge’ in
‘Endless Darkness’. The problem of conceiving of two infinite forces in pre-eternity is
dealt with in the following passage:

They were both limited and limitless: for that which was on high, which is
called Endless Light...and that which is abased, which is Endless
Darkness—those were limitless. [But] at the border both were limited, in
that 5between them was emptiness. There was no connection between the
two.

Ohrmazd was omniscient, and thus knew also of what lay beyond the Light and of what
Ahriman was plotting, i.e. the destruction of the world Ohrmazd was to create. For a
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period of 3,000 years of limited time Ohrmazd’s first creation was of spiritual beings in a
purely spiritual state (Pahlavi Ménag). Because of his slowness of knowledge, for a long
time, it is said, Ahriman was aware neither of Ohrmazd nor of his spiritual creations.
Once he saw the “intangible light” of Ohrmazd, however, he rose to attack it, but ‘he saw
valour and supremacy greater than his own and he crawled back to darkness and shaped
many demons, the destructive creation. And he rose for battle.”® Ahriman’s insatiable lust
for destruction was motivated by jealousy of the good creation, and Ohrmazd knew that
the only effective response to this eternally destructive force was to set a finite time of
battle between the forces of good and evil, even though in that time Ahriman would be
able to lead the creatures astray and might make them his own. Yet Ohrmazd knew that
through the setting of the time he would destroy the Evil Spirit. Ohrmazd established that
for 3,000 years existence would proceed according to his will, then there would be 3,000
years of the ‘mixed state’ (Pahlavi gumézishn) according to the will of both Ohrmazd and
Ahriman, and finally 3,000 years which would end in the utter defeat of Ahriman and his
legions for all eternity. Ohrmazd confronted Ahriman with a vision of the victorious end
and his eventual powerlessness, and Ahriman fell prostrate and impotent for 3,000 years.

Ohrmazd became Lord of the Universe when he created the creatures: first he created
the yazads, i.e. the beings ‘worthy of worship’, which are powerful spirits of goodness
‘whereby He made Himself better, since His lordship was through creation’.” Creation
was the only means by which the assault of the Evil Spirit could be overcome; but, as
Ohrmazd knew, the creation of time would also allow the development of Ahriman’s
creation. Ahriman created the essence of the demons, namely his own wickedness, from
his own darkness, ignorant, however, that it was ‘that creation whereby he made himself
worse since through it (i.e. in the end) he will become powerless’. The first six of
Ohrmazd’s spiritual beings are called Amahraspands, ‘Blessed Immortals’, whose names
in Pahlavi translate spiritual perfections held as supreme virtues in the religion: Wahman,
‘Good Mind’; Ardwahisht, ‘Best Righteousness’; Shahrewar, ‘Good Dominion’;
Spendarmad, ‘Blessed Devotion’; Hordad, ‘“Wholeness’; Amurdad, ‘Immortality’, and a
seventh was himself, ‘Ohrmazd’. Meanwhile Ahriman creates an opposite spiritual
pandemonium of chief demons. During Ahriman’s 3,000 year powerless prostration,
Ohrmazd makes a physical creation (Pahlavi Ggtig) in seven elemental forms: sky, as a
primary defence around the world; water, to defeat the demon of thirst; the all-solid earth;
the plant, to help the fifth creation, the beneficent animal, which itself is made to help the
sixth, the righteous man, ‘to smite the Evil Spirit together with the demons and to make
them powerless’. Fire, the seventh element of the Getig, was fashioned with its brilliance
linked to the Endless Light, and was distributed within the whole creation in order to
serve humankind during the Assault which will follow. This fire will become the iconic
representation of the essential truth and order of Ohrmazd, and a focus of worship in the
tradition. A synergic relationship between the spiritual Blessed Immortals and the
physical creations is established when each of the Immortals takes one of the physical
creations for its own for mutual protection. Ohrmazd (Wise Lord) takes humankind;
Wahman (Good Mind), the cow, beneficent animal; Ardwahisht (Best Righteousness),
fire; Shahrewar (Good Dominion), metal; Spandarmad (Blessed Devotion), earth; Hordad
(Wholeness), water Amurdad (Immortality), plant. The synergic relationship between
these spiritual powers and physical elements is a central point of Zoroastrian thought, in
both mythological and philosophical-theological expressions. It is flanked by the creation
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of many other spiritual beings: ‘Innumerable beings of creation were arrayed to help
them’, some of whom are specifically attached as ‘helpers’ of the Blessed Immortals,
others acting independently.

Ohrmazd also created the frawahr, the higher spiritual part of every human. Ohrmazd
challenges the frawahrs of men in the following words, in a passage of great significance
in the Bundahishn, having bestowed the wisdom of all knowledge upon (the frawahrs) of
men:

‘Which seems to you the more profitable, that | should fashion you for the
material world, and that you should struggle, embodied, with the Demon,
and destroy the Demon; and that in the end | should restore you, whole
and immortal, and recreate you in the physical state, for ever immortal,
free from enemies; or that you should be protected forever from the
Assault?” And the Frawahrs of men saw by the wisdom of all knowledge
the evil which would come upon them in the world through the Demon
and Ahriman; yet for the sake of freedom, in the end, from the enmity of
the Adversary, and restoration, whole and immortal, in the future body for
ever and ever, they agreed to go into the world.?

This text has much of the ancient spirit of Zoroaster’s religious message in it. An
unbreakable bond of trust is made between humankind and the creator Ohrmazd, wherein
the act of divine creation is linked to a common purpose, i.e. to be is to struggle against
the forces of evil. Moreover, it indicates that this is the rational choice by the human
spirit in a pre-incarnate state, not a divine command, made in the knowledge that evil and
suffering may be overcome only through heroic and painful resistance.

The account of the process of physical creation continues in the Bundahishn with the
cataclysmic events of the assault of the Evil Spirit as he rushed with his demons: ‘Like a
snake he rushed upon the Sky...and sought to cleave it...and the Sky feared him as the
sheep the wolf.” Ahriman attacks each of the seven elemental creations, corrupts all of
them, ‘and he made the world at midday quite dark, as if it were black night’. With
Ahriman death enters the world: the earth is polluted with noxious creatures, the waters,
plant and beneficent animal are poisoned and fire is darkened with smoke. When the
primal man, Gayomard (lit. ‘mortal life’) is killed, before he passes away he emits his
seed and it is received by the Amahraspand of earth, Spandarmad; the seed is preserved
for forty years in the earth. Thereafter the first human couple were born out of the earth
‘and that glory which is the soul entered invisibly into them’. Just as Ohrmazd
regenerates humankind in multiplicity from the demonically induced death of his first
created man, so he brings to life the earth, waters, plants, beneficent animals and fires,
now in the fullness of multiplicity—and this is a miracle of divine goodness—yet all are
now mortal in duration and must all perish when their term of life runs out.

This is one of the accounts of the story of creation, and although there are others
which differ in matters of detail, it summarizes not only the myth of the divine act of
creation but also the purpose and structure of physical existence.

The destiny of the individual human soul and of the cosmos of Ohrmazd’s creation is
directly and coherently related to this beginning. During a Zoroastrian’s lifetime each of
the good deeds he or she performs accrues to an account in the spiritual world, as do all



Companion encyclopedia of asian philosophy 26

his or her acts of sinfulness. At death the soul ascends to a place where it is judged, called
the Cinwad Puhl, “Bridge of the Separator’. This is an original doctrine of the faith, and
expresses the belief that, although all Zoroastrians acknowledge their fealty to their
creator, Ohrmazd the Lord of Wisdom, their souls are in fact personally accountable to
themselves as regards their future spiritual existence: for the judgement made upon them
requires neither grace nor mercy: the soul whose merit outweighs its sin passes onwards
and upwards to paradise to abide with the Yazads and with Ohrmazd himself; the soul
with a heavier burden of wickedness in its account falls from the bridge to hell to spend
the rest of time with the demons in a miserable state of suffering.

According to the developed mythology of the Pahlavi books, all humankind will be
recreated in bodily and spiritual form, and will undergo a last judgement whereby evil
and wickedness will be purged. Thereafter existence will continue in what is known as
the “future body’ (Pahlavi tan 1 pasen), which is at once spiritual and physical. The end of
history will be 12,000 years after the beginning: the narrator of the myth places the ‘now’
of this world towards the end of the flow of time, as the following chart shows:

0-3000 Ohrmazd gives form to the Menag, “spiritual’ creation. Ahriman reciprocates with an
evil Meénog.

3000-  Ahriman falls unconscious. Ohrmazd creates the prototype Gétig, ‘material” world. The

6000 world according to the will of Ohrmazd.

6000—  Ahriman invades the prototype Gétig and “kills’ it, but it is regenerated in multiplicity as
9000 the actual Getig. This is now the Gumezishn, ‘mixed state’, as the Getig is open to the
wills of both Ohrmazd and Ahriman.

9000-  Zarathushtra receives his revelation and teaches humankind. The myth speaks from the

10000 ‘now’ of this millennium, for though Zarathushtra himself has returned to the Ménag,
Zoroastrians await the coming of the first of three saviours who will lead the Gétig
towards the final victory.

10000—- The millennium of the first saviour, Hush&dar.
11000

11000- The millennium of the second saviour, Hushédarmah.
12000

11943  Birth of the saviour who will lead those of the Good Religion in the final struggle
towards a period called Frashegird in the following fifty-seven years. All the dead, both
good and evil souls, will be resurrected in their reconstituted Getig bodies. The last
judgement and final spiritual battle when Ahriman and all his brood of demons are
utterly annihilated.

12000  Time ends. The kingdom of Ohrmazd reigns eternally on earth as Getig and Ménog
worlds coalesce in an unprecedented state of perfection in the fullness of physical
multiplicity.

With its symmetry and congruence, this eschatological scheme has all the characteristics
of a developed mythological narrative such as are found in other religions. It should not
be taken as being merely a naive survival from a more archaic age of the faith which
might have embarrassed the theologians and philosophers of the urbane and cultured
milieu of Sasanian Iran: the mythology ran in parallel with doctrine, ritual and
metaphysics, at different levels of Zoroastrian religious life.
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THEOLOGICAL AND PHILOSOPHICAL THOUGHT

The reason for the above excursion into mythology is that such narratives served as an
underpinning and popular expression of vital characteristics of Zoroastrian thought,
which also took philosophical form when the need arose. By the same token, although the
philosophical thought of the Pahlavi books is more abstract in character than the religious
expression of the Gathas and other older texts, it does not follow that such philosophy
departs from the spirit and principle of Zarathushtra’s original vision. For all Zoroastrians
the visible, material world is apprehended as being alive with powerful invisible forces.
Like the visual art of a religion, the mythological narrative illuminated and enlivened the
doctrinal and ritual life of Zoroastrians, and the philosophical and theological texts
explored and systematized religious meaning, in order to defend it against attacks from
alien systems of thought.

The sources of a coherent Zoroastrian philosophy and systematic theology are
principally those which were committed to writing by priests in Fars in south-west Iran in
the ninth and tenth centuries AD in apologetic and exegetical works. This literature in
Pahlavi presents to the modern translator problems of a kind hardly encountered by
students of western philosophy, and indeed more intractable than the most difficult
passages of comparable Jewish and Islamic texts. The orthography of Pahlavi is a cryptic
medium for even the simplest forms of religious expression, since it is written in a
combination of Aramaic ideograms and Iranian phonetic spellings, in an alphabet of only
fourteen elements which served to render a much larger complement of transcribed
letters. Also, the grammar of Pahlavi is best described as anarchic: in the case of the
denser philosophical prose of the compendious Dénkard, the translator cannot be sure
that even the general meaning has been rendered, let alone the nuances of a technical and
somewhat esoteric medieval disquisition.

The Denkard, ‘Acts of the Religion’, is an encyclopedic work of the ninth/tenth
century AD in Pahlavi, of which six ‘books’ are extant, attributed to two priestly writers,
Adufarnbag 1 Farroxzadan and Adurbad 1 Emédan. The third book, running to
approximately 170,000 words, by Adurfarnbag, contains much material that may be
called theological or philosophical. It is concerned with two main themes: (1) the theory
of dualism and the transcendent and physical coexistence of opposites; (2) the search for
a physics integrated into the dualist metaphysics of the religion. It is thus an apologetic,
rational demonstration of Zoroastrian thinking, rather than a description of the religious
faith as received revelation. This feature distinguishes it from other Pahlavi works, such
as the Bundahishn, as has been observed:

these two works are clearly from the same period, both after the Muslim
conquest; it is the method, the intention, and also the audience which
differ.’

The author’s purpose, as the same scholar has observed elsewhere, is to systematize the
religion, and to bring out the (metaphysical) principles that give force and life to its
structure.’® Certain passages in this part of the Dénkard contain much older material,
from the Avesta and the Zand of the Sasanian era and before; on the other hand, some of
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the metaphysical doctrines are Neoplatonic in origin, having been ‘blended to various
degrees with the indigenous Mazdean principles’.*! Such passages are easy to identify,
even if their interpretation has caused difficulty, and they may be excluded from this
discussion.

Many of the chapters of the third book of the Denkard take the form of a refutation of
the doctrines of the késhdaran, the ‘ideologues’ of Christianity, Judaism, Manichaeism
and, above all, of Islam (though for the sake of caution the latter is not mentioned by
name). Several doctrines of these religions were flatly contradictory of Zoroastrian
principles: for the most part the authors need have recourse only to doctrines well known
from the rest of the Avesta and Zand, but here such doctrines are interpreted from
scripture and are affirmed in a challenging, apologetic discourse addressed to other
theologians.

DUALISM

The most vehement offensive by the authors of the Dénkard, which is echoed in other
Pahlavi works, is on the truth of the doctrine of dualism, which was, and has throughout
history continued to be, misunderstood and misrepresented by theologians and
philosophers outside the religion. As has been acutely observed,** the Zoroastrian view is
that the misapprehension of dualism has as its basis a sensual, not an intellectual, view of
things. A purely sensual view of reality, when wisdom is weak, will never attain to the
play of first principles which can be perceived clearly only beyond appearances, through
empowering wisdom, as the Denkard expresses it:

These many things made the ideologues of undiscerning belief say that all
this is alike, when they said that ignorance and non-law and other
manifest evils are from the same source as wisdom, and non-law and
goodgess are from the same source, from the all wise and all containing
God.

This passage accords with the theme in the Dénkard that ‘concupiscence is the contrary
of the innate intellect, conjoins men to sin and throws them to the demons’.**
Concupiscence is the principle of ignorance which is opposed by the principle of the
intellect innate in the human soul and of the virtues, none other than Ohrmazd the
creator.” The Good Religion is equated with this innate intellect (Pahlavi asn xrad),

which is seen as the manifestation of two Blessed Immortals:

the body (of the Good Religion) is the virtues (which are) the co-offspring
of the Innate Intellect, the Innate Intellect and its body the virtues which
are the offspring of Good Mind (Wahman), the Holy Spirit (Spanag
Menag). The Evil Religion is concupiscence, its body is the vices, (which
are) the co-offspring of the filthy concupiscence, filthy concupiscence and
its body the vices of the filthy concupiscence are the co-offspring of Evil
Mind and Evil Spirit.*®

Concupiscence is no mere moral disorder: it is the inversion of the truth created by God.
Assuch it is
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the most terrible adversary which comes from the assault in overturning
the gétig creatures: on account of it men are prevented from knowing the
creator and in their deviation they see god as demon and the demons as
god, the lie as the true and the true as the lie, the sinful act as meritorious
and the meritorious act as sinful...etc'’

Thus it is said that the concupiscence of the Evil Mind (personified in Akoman) is the
cause of sinful acts of wickedness, harm and suffering: these are done by man through
another principle which has made in him a character contrary to the character of the
principle which has made the wisdom of Good Mind (Wahman), the cause of the
meritorious acts of righteousness, an advantage and joy in man. The Zoroastrian writer
thus affirms that there are two principles, the one the cause of righteousness, the other the
cause of wickedness and suffering. As is usual in the Dénkard, this section concludes
with a refutation:

The teachers whose doctrine is that there is only a single principle
attribute to this unique principle of existence the origin and cause of sinful
acts, of wickedness, of harm, of suffering and of man’s misery and of the
existence of the antagonist of the creatures, and they deny in him his
divinity and his creatorship and friendship to the creatures.®

The dualism which the Dénkard defends, therefore, so far from being a ditheistic
theology, is in fact a doctrine of one creator God whose worshippers are not confounded
by the otherwise universal stumbling block of theodicy, i.e. the problem of a loving,
compassionate, good being from whom, as the source of all, evil and suffering ultimately
originate. Such is the argument of another Dénkard passage:

And among the teachers those whose doctrine is that evil proceeds from
the will and the commandment of God, their doctrine is thus that God is
worse than all malice and is harmful to His own creatures. As to those
whose doctrine is that God has no will, since he has no will there is thus
ignorance in Him who they hold as God but they refuse the imbecility
which goes with the absence of will.*®

As well as the refutation of the consequences of the doctrine according to which God is
the principle of evil, the text refutes also those who, like the Mu‘tazilites of Islam, reject
the divine attributes, and among those the will (of God).”

It emerges that one of the pre-conditions of understanding Zoroastrian theology on its
own terms is the fact that the notion of will (Pahlavi axw, also rendered by manah,
‘mind’, and related concepts), both good and evil, is what constitutes the transcendent
and immanent forces of Ohrmazd and Ahriman, rather than the notion of ‘being’.
Ohrmazd is, and he bestows being as the creator: Ahriman, exactly defined, is not, but is
self-constituted as the will to negate all being. Ohrmazd’s will is tantamount to his
divinity, and the alignment of the human soul, through choice of that which Ohrmazd
wills, is tantamount to its own humanity:
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those teachers who deny the will of God speak of his non-knowledge and
of his absence of the logical faculty and deny in him divinity.?

In the Zoroastrian scheme of things the knowledge, will and power of God are explained
in an important text which addresses the problem of a God who is opposed by an external
evil force of limitation:

The first principle of good beings who has no principle is Ohrmazd the
Creator, omniscient, all powerful and lord of all. There is nothing, neither
will be nor has been anything, which escapes the power of him whose will
is best and beneficent. And it is revealed that seeing that the power is
entirely comprised in the possible, God, who is the common principle of
all, has power over the possible.?

Ahriman, as an impossible being (i.e. as that utter negation of being) has entered the
possible world in order to destroy its possibility. The eschatological vision of the religion,
from the Gathas onwards, affirms the principle, put into philosophical terms in the
Denkard, that the human will (or soul, since this is the moral and eschatological locus of
the will) is central to the fulfilment of the will of Ohrmazd:

What is in the course of limited time unchangeable is he who is in the
state of non-opposition (i.e. Ohrmazd) and he who desires otherwise
(Ahriman).... What is changeable is the conduct of time and of actions,
multiplicity in the same person.... The teachers whose doctrine is that the
will of God turns every day towards another opinion...deny in him
divinity in saying that he wishes benevolence but tomorrow his will will
have been repented, even though today it is benevolent.?

Thus the dualism of the religion is not conceived as an easy escape from the fact of evil
in the world, but is rather a development of Zarathushtra’s own well-known teaching that
man is a moral being who must choose between good and evil: in choosing good he helps
to bring about a remaking of a world afflicted by titanic forces of disorder. According to
the later theological development of Zarathushtra’s thought evil is neither human nor
divine, but a ‘will to smite’ which derives from a principle of pure negativity having no
existence of its own and which is, ultimately, only darkness, ignorance and
concupiscence.

ZURVANISM

Here brief mention must be made of a strain of thought which has recurred in different
forms in the ancient and modern history of Zoroastrianism. In its older form it is referred
to by modern scholars as Zurvanism; in recent times it has been the root of a radical
reinterpretation of Zoroastrian doctrine, influenced by both Christian and Islamic
monotheism, and also by Hindu and Theosophical monism (on which see Chapter 4
below). In the past thirty years certain scholars have argued at length that there was a
religion of Zurvanism which flourished from within Zoroastrianism and which came to
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be bitterly opposed to it. The figure of Zurvan and his attendant mythology were from
time to time popular as a rival and independent movement alongside Zoroastrianism from
the fifth or fourth century BC until c. the twelfth century AD.** Just as there have been
movements within Islam and Christianity, arising from social circumstances and
theological variegation, so Zurvanite tendencies, expressed in mythology, may be
understood as a reaction to the orthodox dualism of Zoroastrianism when the religion was
subjected to certain internal and external pressures. However, it does not seem to be the
case that there was ever a cult of Zurvan, since we have no record of a separate ritual and
liturgical cycle.

Zurvan, ‘Time’, is mentioned as a minor divinity in the Avesta. In the Zurvanite
heresy, which some scholars think dates back to the late Achaemenian period,®® Zurvan
was elevated to the position of ultimate source of everything. He was posited as an all-
powerful sentient divinity who was father of Ohrmazd and Ahriman, yet he is clearly felt
to be a deus otiosus, since his twin offspring are left to fight over the world until the
eventual triumph of Ohrmazd. The evidence for Zurvanism is mostly late, i.e. Sasanian
and post-Sasanian, but the scriptural justification seems to have been a literalistic
interpretation of the ancient, Gathic Yasna 30.3: ‘Truly there are two primal spirits,
twins, renowned to be in conflict’, whereby as twins in the generic rather than
metaphorical sense, they must have had a father, who was identified as Zurvan.
Zurvanism is thus a type of monism, which appears in varying strengths in a few
mythological texts in Pahlavi and in certain accounts by Christian writers.”® Zurvan was
hypostatized as a quaternity of four beings, himself Time, as well as Growth, Maturity
and Decay. In Sasanian society Zurvanism seems to have been a prevalent theme which
actually weakened Zoroastrianism against its Christian and latterly Islamic enemy. Its
mythological and theological vocabulary was that of a crude ditheism, and since
Ohrmazd was therefore reduced to a created entity, who was not primary in the order of
things, it was an easy target for Christian and Islamic polemics. It was a religious form
favoured by a complex and self-confident Sasanian society, whose absolute monarch
corresponded to the high god Zurvan: the king’s power was, like Zurvan’s, absolute and
beyond good and evil. In short, the moral and social basis of Sasanian society was in a
process of decline and disintegration, brought about by the struggle for power between
the Sasanian state and church. In the Syriac Christian martyrologies and other similar
hostile accounts which refer to the Iranian religion, Christian caricatures of
Zoroastrianism portray a Zurvanite ascendancy, most notably at the court of Shabuhr 11
(AD 309-79). Zurvanism was more vulnerable than Orthodox Zoroastrianism to the
attacks of polemicists because it tended towards gnosticism and fatalism, and because its
doctrine of God was, from the monotheistic point of view, fatally flawed. Ohrmazd could
be dismissed as being a feeble, created being since, after all, he was the brother of Satan,
sprung from a god of fate.

Zurvanism did not vanish when the Sasanian state was overthrown by the Islamic
conquest, as we know from Muslim polemics against Zorastrianism, which were often
directed at a Zurvanite rather than a Zoroastrian theology.?” However, the ninth-century
Pahlavi books give a picture of a religion which has returned to the old, orthodox
theology and mythology of the Zarathushtra’s original dualism, wherein Ohrmazd had to
be the uncreated source of Good, and wherein the good creator was superior to any notion
of fate and predestinationism. The reason for such a return appears to be that, having
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been deprived of their former autonomy and sovereignty as the state church of the Iranian
Empire, Zoroastrians found themselves, as of old, struggling to maintain themselves
against powerful aggressors within their own land. There is no trace of Zurvanite
sympathies in the most authoritative Pahlavi sources: in fact it is attacked as being a
theological impossibility, just like Christian trinitarianism and Islamic monotheism.

In modern times a tendency towards a kind of Zurvanite ditheism and overarching
fatalistic monism reappeared as a result, principally, of the influence of the German
scholar Martin Haug and the Parsi scholar M.Dhalla. Haug was attempting to reconcile
the Zoroastrian scriptures with Christian monotheism, and like the Zurvanites of many
centuries before, he posited the two spirits of the Gathas as co-equals under a higher,
omnipotent divinity, thus making evil a necessary part of the divine plan, and also as
originating from the one source.®® Certain modernist Parsi groups favoured Haug’s
reinterpretation of dualism as the original Zoroastrian doctrine, whereby Ohrmazd
became above and beyond good and evil, the virtual equivalent of the Christian God and
the Hindu ultimate reality.” Unwittingly they were resurrecting the old god Zurvan in the
name of Ohrmazd. Even though every Pahlavi work contradicted such monism and
modernist anti-ritualism, this was all dismissed, together with the testimony of the
younger Avesta, as a corruption of the primitive faith. As Boyce has said,

However one may refine the interpretation, it remains doctrinally utterly
alien to the Gathas and to the whole orthodox Zoroastrian tradition that
evil should in any way originate from Ahura Mazda.*

THE CONCEPTS OF MENOG AND GETIG

Although the doctrine of metaphysical dualism is a constant theme of the Dénkard in the
polemic against the false teachings of Islam, Judaism and Christianity, it is by no means
the only one. An equally important notion, which is formulated as a philosophical given
of the tradition, not as a separate doctrine, is that the universe exists in both menog and
getig worlds. The terms méndg and gétig have two usages in the Pahlavi texts: (1) as
adjectives or abstract nouns, when they denote the cosmological categories of spiritual,
ideal, invisible, non-material on the one hand and actual, visible, and physical on the
other; (2) as substantives, when they denote classes of beings: spiritual being and being
of the physical world.** Although the mendg world was created prior to the gétig world
(see above), and although the term ménag signifies a complex of meanings concerned
with religious values as opposed to the secular values of the gétig, which has been
subsequently attacked by evil, in the philosophical texts the former term denotes no moral
superiority over the latter, only logical and chronological priority: the struggle against
evil is ultimately for the Frashegird, the ‘Renovation’, of the gétig. Even now the gétig is
not said to be evil in itself: it is full of sorrow and affliction, but this has come from
outside the gétig and has no reality of its own. Shaked’s explanation is worth quoting at
some length:

the object of the material creation is to serve as the battle-ground for the
fight against evil. It is in fact the only plane on which the struggle can at
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all be favourably decided. It is for this reason that it is crucially important
to have a continuous existence of the material world, and for this reason it
is also promised that there never will be a period in which man will not
exist in the material world,** man being the main carrier of the battle
against the evil spirits. We thus see here a certain dialectic relationship
obtaining between the menog and the getig. Menog is the primary
existence, but as it is invisible and immovable, it lacks an aspect of
reality. The real clash between the good menag and the evil menag can
only occur on a gétig level. At the same time, however, the fight which
takes place between the two parties is not conceived to be a
straightforward war between equal rivals. Only Ohrmazd and his creations
‘really’ exist in gétig, while Ahreman and the demons have no gétig at all,
and they only participate in the life of g&tig in a secondary way,
parasitically, as it were.®

An ancient, indeed Gathic, doctrine of the faith is that man’s choice for good or evil is
preceded by a comparable pre-eternal choice of the menog beings themselves.®* By
conforming itself to the wise choice for good made by the ménog beings of Ohrmazd’s
creation, the individual soul helps to speed the progress towards the Renovation of the
getig. Man, endowed with human soul and physical nature, is said to be the embodiment
of Ohrmazd, the Lord of Wisdom:

By the fact of the creation by the creator the aspects of all the creatures
are found in man who is the Gétig form of Ohrmazd.

The religion teaches that the righteous man conforms his will to that of Ohrmazd, which
is explained as follows:

The proper nature of the Mazdean religion is the wisdom of Ohrmazd.
And its wisdom is devised in knowledge and action. And its matter is
knowledge of all, truth on the subject of all, the fact of foreseeing the need
of everything, what is the proper character of Ohrmazd. Its function is to
bring remedy to the creatures... And by all this knowledge of the power
which is in things, brought into operation, and by the action, the healing
of all the creatures freed from the Assault, to place them always in
perfection, sanctity and complete, eternal happiness.®

Such ideas are, however, properly internal to the religion: without a philosophical
argumentation they would have remained ineffective, in an apologetic work such as
Denkard 111, against the doctrines of other faiths. Theological explanations had to be
accompanied by rational arguments, with little or no direct reference to scriptural
authority, and the focus of this had to be through an examination of philosophical,
psychological and ethical subjects. The focus of such considerations was the human soul
and its relationship to the non-material principles of existence.
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THE DOCTRINE OF THE EVIL ANTAGONIST

Since the dualism of Ohrmazd and Ahriman is a pervasive theme in the Denkard (because
of its theological distinctiveness vis-a-vis the other religions), the problem of the nature
of evil has a prominent place there. Many chapters take the form of an explanation of
good actions, beings and qualities, followed by an equal and opposite treatment of evil
doctrines and demonic beings—which are attributed polemically to the ideologues of the
other religions. Men themselves cannot be wholly evil, just as even the most righteous
may be only god-like:

It is revealed that men resemble the gods and the demons. In the state of
the mixture there are no pure gods or pure demons among men, but in the
measure of their wisdom and other virtues men resemble the gods, and in
the measure of their ignorance and other vices they resemble demons.*

Evil has, however, a ‘purer’ form, both in the méndg and the getig, and as such the
religion affirms the reality of palpable spiritual malevolence, not merely human
wickedness (which is really a perversion by such an extrinsic malevolence). Absolute evil
is, however, unthinkable by definition, and even theologians may only describe it in
terms of its opposition to the good. Good is defined as

that whose movement is spontaneous; and non-movement comes from the
outside; thus life is in its essence, desirable and praiseworthy...the cause
of good among creatures is the good and the generosity inherent in the
father and king of creatures, Ohrmazd the Creator. ... And the summation
of good is the Measure and its offspring the Law. The components of this
offspring are wisdom, character, modesty, love, generosity, veracity,
knowledge and the other virtues of which is made the essence of the
Amahraspands and all the méndg Yazads, and as for men, life, holiness,
prosperity, royalty, wisdom of the Religion, meritorious acts, justice and
all the good things of the good creatures of the gétig.*’

Evil is defined as

what is in itself without movement, and whose movement comes from
outside: thus death, which is by itself undesirable and unpraiseworthy, it is
not desirable and praiseworthy only extrinsically, thus illness,
decrepitude, old age, misery and misfortune of unhappiness come to him
from death. The cause of evil among the creatures of the gétig and from
the meénog is the principle of all malice, the Assault and Gannag Ménag.
The motive for which the calamity of the assault reaches to the good of
the creatures is the will of these demons to destroy, because what is
vulnerable, the creatures of Spenag Ménaog, they who by the principle of
the evil, become the cause of all calamity.*
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Such quasi-philosophical definitions of the nature of evil are inversions of the nature of
good, since although evil stems from a wholly alien will, evil has no existence to be
defined, only a denial and falsehood, which cannot be defined independently in language
in this ‘mixed state’. Other, more popular, genres of Zoroastrian literature gave much
greater freedom to the religious imagination when depicting the terrors of evil powers in
this world and the next. The descriptions of hellish afflictions for the wicked in a text
such as the Book of the Righteous Wiraz are quite as lurid as those of the visions of
Dante’s Inferno. In priestly, legalistic literature the punishments for ritual and criminal
offences against the religious law indicate how cruelly the demonic agencies were
believed to affect the wicked now and in the hereafter. Even in the more measured tones
of Denkard Ill, however, the virulence of the Zoroastrian notion of evil forces is
eloquently conveyed. There are said to be three species of antagonists to the creatures of
Ohrmazd:

1 the adversaries who invade them through the M&nag: they are the demons and the

mendg drud s (‘devils’). They are to be defeated through the prayer formulae of the
good religion, through sacrifices, and through the accomplishment of other acts of the
good practice. Their power comes from the evil religions, from the cult of the demons
and from other acts of bad practice.

2 The adversaries which invade them through their own nature are covetousness and envy
and the other natures which are opposed thereby to virtue. One defeats them through
asn xrad.... Their power comes from the predominance of concupiscence and other

drud s in the nature.

3 The adversaries which invade them through the body are the mar, the adorers of the
demons, corrupters of the world, the wolves and the monsters.... Their power stems
from the defenders of wolves and monsters, adorers of the demons and many heretics
which are throughout the world.*

Zoroastrian notions of wisdom and knowledge are concerned with the correct recognition
of the above adversaries of the divine and human conditions. Knowledge of the
distinction between the two powers, Ohrmazd and Ahriman, and the resultant opposing
forces in the world is thus the basis of religion. In texts such as the third and sixth books
of the Dankard, instruction on such matters is conducted at a relatively high level of
theological sophistication, so much so that some writers have sensed in it a kind of
esotericism verging on the mystical.“> However, such strands of religious thought, which
gave fuller expression to the figurative and spiritualized interpretation of Zoroastrian
ideas, can be shown to conform with the greater doctrinal, liturgical and ritual content of
Zoroastrianism represented in other Pahlavi texts.** When the texts advocate human self-
knowledge, they are upholding the old Zoroastrian teaching about the true origin and duty
of the soul in its embodied state in the gétig. This is to be distinguished from those
gnostic, contemplative schemes of self-knowledge and self-perfectability which purport
to lead to a perfected, interiorized, supreme intelligence, such as we find in certain Indian
philosophies (for example Yoga, Advaita Vedanta) or in the Neoplatonic theosophical
systems of Islamic Sufism in writers such as the thirteenth-century Ibn “Arabi of Murcia.
As Marijan Molé has said,
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It is not at all a question here of moral asceticism, but of the explanation
of the situation of man in the world which has been polluted, in which
malice and misery are strangers to its true nature. It can equally be shown
how deliverance from bondage will be effected, not from matter as such,
but from matter polluted by evil.... There is a point of vital optimism
here: it is not a ‘yes’ to the material world, but rather a ‘yes, but...”: yes to
the essence of the getig world, not to the pollution of the assault which, at
present, is the rule there.*?

In the eschatological perspective, Zoroastrianism is an optimistic religion.
The salvation that it preaches is not uniquely spiritual, it will be the
flowering of life as we know it here, but transformed and transfigured,
freed from the bondage of death and from the servitude which weighs on
it at present.... The Zoroastrian ethic is an ethic of ‘even when’, of ‘in
spite of everything’. Even though the earth might be scorched, life
continues, thanks to several places where the forces of evil have not been
able to triumph. Even though death had invaded the entire world, life is
perpetuated until the Renovation. Even though the Evil Spirit had
submitted men to hunger and to thirst, they will not die from it because
Ohrmazd has put at their disposal food and drink.*®

Many of these principles are summed up in the Zoroastrian doctrine of the good measure
(Pahlavi payman, paymanigih, i.e. middle way, moderation or mean), which avoids either
excess or deficiency (see Zaehner 1956) in all things. There is one exception to the rule
of good measure, as a Pahlavi text says:

Moderation is he who plans everything according to the right measure, so
that there is no “‘more’ and ‘less’, for the right measure is the completeness
of everything, except those things in which there is no need for
moderation: knowledge and love and good deeds.**

PURITY AND THEOLOGY

It is well known that Zoroastrians were scrupulous in maintaining a code of purity rules
which were quite as strict as those of Orthodox Judaism and Brahmanism, comprehensive
of life from birth to death and beyond. Whilst the Gathas themselves and the most ancient
Avestan texts do not give details of purification and pollution, the foundation of the
traditional observances is clearly established in the prophet Zarathushtra’s own vision of
a world which has been sullied by overpowering forces of evil, where the righteous must
fight against the adversary in spiritual, moral and bodily form. In the foregoing
discussion of how the spiritual world of Ohrmazd is embodied in the present state of
getig, the physical state which is the battleground of the conflict of good and evil, the
purity rules, routines and ritual activities of the righteous have not been mentioned, just
as they are not described in the texts which give the most complete account of the
theological system. This fact does not imply that the theology of texts such as the
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Denkard had dispensed with the traditional scheme of purification; in fact the whole
theological system, from its doctrine of creation to its eschatological resolution in the
concept of Frashegird, is built upon the principle of purification at all levels. The cosmic
struggle of good against evil is dramatically enacted in the individual’s struggle against
impurity of thought, word and deed in the most mundane bodily, psychological and social
encounters. The body is said to be one of the outer walls of defence against the adversary:

Being on one’s watch is this, one who makes his body like a fortress, and
who places watch over it, keeping the Yazads inside and not letting the
demons enter.*”

The body of the righteous Zoroastrian was seen as being vulnerable to the constant
attacks of evil, for the evil spirits are without a body of their own and so crave to be
materialized. The purpose of personal, physical purification is explained by the Denkard
as follows:

It is possible to put Ahriman out of the world in this manner, namely,
every person, for his own part, chases him out of his body, for the
dwelling of Ahriman is in the bodies of men. When he will have no
dwelling in the bodies of men, he will be annihilated from the whole
world; for as long as there is in this world even a single person for a small
demon, Ahriman is in the world.*®

Although such explanations may be seen as a conscious rationalization of the ritual life,
they are in accord with the original rationale of Zoroastrian purification, as mentioned
before, i.e. that evil is extrinsic to the human condition, and indeed alien to the principle
of life itself. Therefore the rigorous personal and social purity code delineated in the
Avestan Vidagvo datom and the Pahlavi and Persian books, which extended to all matters
of conduct, was no more and no less than a procedure of enactment of the original
religious ethos in a highly ramified religious symbolism. The symbolism of purification
extends to the highest level in the liturgical rites of cosmic purification of the great Yasna
service and other rituals, which enact the drama of world renewal. This is analogous to
the symbolism of similar rites in Judaism, Christianity, Brahmanism and other
sacramental religions. The Zoroastrian’s role as agent of God is to unmix the mixed
world of good and evil and to maintain, as far as possible, discrete boundaries within
which goodness may thrive and from which evil is excluded.’

For centuries the rituals and codes of rules about purification and pollution have been
matters of internal, private relevance to Zoroastrians alone: this is why they do not
feature in works which addressed issues of wider, inter-religious, theological concern
such as the Dénkard and similar texts. The Zoroastrian community in Islamic Iran, and
later in India, was able to use its purity rules as a more or less effective means of
perpetuating its identity, if not of sealing itself off entirely, in close proximity to the
unsympathetic Muslim majority in Iran and the Hindu caste system in India.”® As a
minority community which was often brutally abused under Iranian Islamic rulers,
Zoroastrians became inward looking, both socially and theologically, so that religious
dialogue and apologetics fell into disuse as irrelevant to the major concern of survival as
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a community. The theological works of the ninth and tenth centuries were the last great
expression of the working out of Zoroastrian spirituality in intellectual terms, until
writers in the modern period took up the task against the new challenge of Christian
missionizing and western secularism. Unfortunately the only other major texts which
survive from the later medieval period, the Persian Rivayats (‘traditions’) sent by priests
from Iran to India to instruct the community there on points of religion, have nothing new
to say on theological matters. They are concerned almost entirely with the explanation of
matters of ritual, custom, institution, and other traditional lore. When the Persian
Rivayats do touch upon theological subjects, their treatment is either derived entirely
from the Pahlavi books or is coloured by the experience of having had to compromise
with the pressures of Islam upon their own religion.
CONCLUSION: THE PROBLEM OF THE MISREPRESENTATION OF
ZOROASTRIAN THOUGHT
For over 150 years, since Christian missionaries in India and Iranologists in Europe
both independently reinterpreted and re-evaluated Zoroastrianism, the theology of the
Pahlavi books has been more or less misrepresented. The Zoroastrian doctrine of God is
different in fundamental respects from that of classical theism in Christian theology. This
fact seems often to have been overlooked by modern writers who have attempted to give
an account of Zoroastrian thought. Amongst the nineteenth-century Christian
missionaries in India such a bias is understandable as part of their polemic against a
religion which, they assumed, was altogether inferior to their own. Amongst scholars the
tendency may be attributed to the limitation of their own unacknowledged
epistemological and theological categories, derived ultimately from the legacy of
Platonism and of the classical theism of Catholic and Protestant Christianity. The
stumbling blocks of this classical Christian theism for a correct understanding of the
Iranian religion have in some instances been the self-same obstacles which have impeded
modern western theologians in their attempt to represent Christianity to the contemporary
audience. The Zoroastrian God is omniscient and all good. Yet he is opposed by another
entity, an evil principle, Ahriman. Monotheists of the classical theistic tradition in
western theology jumped to the conclusion that such a God must therefore be impotent
and that the Zoroastrian theology was incurably ditheistic: thus such a doctrine of God
must be inadequate and feeble. In fact, in the context of the larger whole of Zoroastrian
thought and practice the Zoroastrian system is theologically highly plausible, but it may
require a radical adjustment of theological assumptions for this to become apparent to the
Christian thinker. Such an adjustment has already been announced for Christianity itself
by theologians such as Charles Hartshorne and Schubert Ogden, who have developed a
‘Process Theology’, following on from the philosophical lead given by A.N.Whitehead.*®
It may be that the old Zoroastrian doctrines of the nature of Ohrmazd and his Immortals,
the attribution of evil to an alien and impossible will, the dynamic role of the human will,
and the nature of the states menog and gétig will be better understood from a vantage
point of such a Process Theology. Such a re-evaluation of the old Iranian religion is no
more than Jewish thinkers have asked for from their Christian counterparts, and Jewish
theology has in some respects anticipated Process Theology in its rejection of the
shackles of classical Christian theism. A similar reappraisal of Zoroastrian theology on its
own terms is called for, which would accommodate the prophet Zarathushtra’s own
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vision of the dynamic relationship between God and man, good and evil, spirit and
matter.
NOTES

1 The most up to date scholarly study of the history of Zoroastrianism, with bibliographies of
other works on the subject, is Boyce 1975, 1982 and (with F.Grenet) 1991. The same author
has produced a one-volume history of the faith, Boyce 1987.

2 On the Avesta see K.Hoffman, J.Kellens in the entry ‘Avesta’ in Yarshater 1988—;
Gershevitch 1968; and Boyce 1968.

3 Boyce 1968:41.

4 In Zoroastrian texts it was usual to use a different vocabulary when describing Ahriman and
other demonic forces from that used of Ohrmazd and his good creations. The demonic
vocabulary has a philosophical significance in that Ahriman, as the denial of existence,
cannot be said to ‘exist’, just as the destroyer of all being can never be said to ‘be’, and so
his demons, who are the corrupters of life, cannot be said to ‘live’, ‘eat’, ‘speak’, but rather
‘lurk’, “devour’, ‘gabble’. The very name of Ahriman is written upside down in Pahlavi
script so that the reader and writer are reminded that he is the inversion of reality and an
altogether unnatural entity.

5 Greater Bundahishn (GBd.), ch. 1, trans. Boyce 1984:45ff.

6 ibid.

7 ibid.

8 ibid., 50.

9 De Menasce 1958:17

10 De Menasce 1975:554. De Menasce gives an excellent brief description of the Dénkard and
other Pahlavi works in this article.

11 Shaki 1970:277. Shaki’s is an excellent technical study of the Greek ancestry of certain
cosmological and ontological doctrines in four passages of the third book of the Denkard. It
should be pointed out that in spite of the interest of modern scholars in such foreign
influences in the Dénkard, these elements should be seen in their context as having formed a
part, but by no means a major one, in the apologetic efforts of the authors; the indigenous
Mazdean theology and metaphysics remain the dominant mode of the Dénkard’s apologetics.

12 De Menasce 1975:22.

13 Dénkard, ed. Madan (DkM.), 264.6ff.: also translated by De Menasce 1973: ch. 240. pp.
251ff.

14 DKM. 68.15-16, trans. De Menasce 1973:82.

15 DKM. 104.14-15, trans. De Menasce 1973:111.

16 DKkM. 117.10-15, also trans. De Menasce 1973:123.

17 DkM. 69.1-7, also trans. De Menasce 1973:82.

18 DkM. 362.10-14, also trans. De Menasce 1973:341f.

19 DkM. 142.22-143.3, also trans. De Menasce 1973:144.

20 So observes De Menasce, 1973:399.

21 DkM. 149.11, trans. De Menasce 1973:150.

22 DkM. 198.22-199.4, also trans. De Menasce 1973:193.

23 DKkM. 375.19-376.18, trans. De Menasce 1973:353.

24 See M.Boyce’s arguments for a reappraisal of the independence of the Zurvanite cult from
mainstream Zoroastrianism in Boyce 1990.

25 Following the original theory of Spiegel 1873:4-12, 182-7.

26 e.g. Eznik of Kotb, the Armenian apologist, translated, along with similar polemical
passages, in Zaehner 1972.

27 See Boyce 1990:26.

28 Haug 1971:303ff., also cited in Boyce 1984:133ff.; see also Dhalla 1914.

29 See Williams 1986.
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30 Boyce 1975:194
31 See the exhaustive treatment of these and related terms in Shaked 1971:59-107.
32 Dadestan 1 Denig, question 34, 2, trans. M.Molé 1959a:157ff.
33 Shaked 1971:69, and see also his detailed essay, Shaked 1967:227-34.
34 Yasna 30, quoted in the chapter on Zarathushtra’s teachings above.
35 DkM. 329.14-330.6, also trans. De Menasce 1973:313.
36 DkM. 386.15-387.13, trans. De Menasce 1973:362.
37 DkM. 222.7-19, trans. De Menasce 1973:213f.
38 DkM. 223.10-19, trans. De Menasce 1973:214f.
39 DkM. 39.13-40.3, trans. De Menasce 1973:58f.
40 See, for example, Shaked 1979a.
41 See Shaked’s discussion of the contents of Dénkard V1 in his introduction to his translation
of that work, Shaked 1979b:xxivff.
42 Molé 1959h:182.
43 Molé 1959b:189-90.
44 Pahlavi Rivayat, Williams 1990 11:108.
45 DkM. 583.5-7, trans. Shaked 1979b:203, 8E34a.
46 DKkM. 530.20-531.3, trans. Shaked 1979b:103, §264.
47 See further Williams 1989.
48 See further Williams 1986.
49 Principally Whitehead 1978. See also Hartshorne 1984; Ogden 1967: Pailin 1972-3 and
1989.
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3
MORALS AND SOCIETY IN
ZOROASTRIAN PHILOSOPHY

Philip G.Kreyenbroek
INTRODUCTION

If philosophy is defined as the ‘investigation of the nature of being, and of the causes and
laws of all things’, Zoroastrianism could be said to be a strongly philosophical religion.
In the extant tradition, however, only a few texts of a predominantly philosophical nature
are preserved. An important reason for this is undoubtedly to be sought in the fact that,
until well into the Sasanian era, the religious tradition of the Zoroastrians was largely an
oral one. Children of priestly families began to memorize Avestan texts at an early age.
Some priests, the intellectuals of their societies, then went on to study exegesis,
pondering the meaning and implications of the sacred texts. It was among such scholar-
priests, it seems, that the body of doctrines and ideas developed which could be said to
constitute Zoroastrian philosophy. Comparatively few of their insights and conclusions,
however, were later recorded in writing. The teaching of exegesis, moreover, took place
largely in the form of questions and answers about individual topics and, as a result, the
extant tradition shows a greater preoccupation with concrete answers than with the
reasoning behind these. In analysing the nature and history of Zoroastrian thought in the
field of social and moral philosophy, it will therefore be assumed that the relatively
meagre range of data available to us represents a far richer vein of oral teaching, whose
contents can legitimately be deduced from the extant sources.

In studying the material it seems possible to discern a link between historical realities
and the philosophical attitudes and ideas of the period concerned. In discussing the
evidence, a roughly historical approach will therefore be followed here, based on the
‘classical’ Zoroastrian tradition: i.e. the Avesta, the Old Persian inscriptions, the Middle
Persian, and to a lesser extent the early New Persian Zoroastrian texts. The theories about
morals and society current among Indian and Iranian Zoroastrians of the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries, being heterogeneous and in part strongly influenced by non-
Zoroastrian (notably western) systems of thought, can hardly be regarded as a coherent
and recognizable branch of Zoroastrian philosophy.

THE PRE-ZOROASTRIAN BACKGROUND

The strong links which exist in Zoroastrian thought between concepts of morality and
views on the nature and purpose of society probably have their origin in the pre-
Zoroastrian ‘Indo-Iranian’ religion. The ancient Indo-Iranians had no written tradition,
however, and much of what follows is therefore necessarily speculative.
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One of the fundamental concepts of the Indo-Iranian religion, and also of Zoroastrian
moral and social philosophy, was asha (Vedic Ita), an all-pervading principle which is
perhaps best understood as ‘right order’, or indeed ‘moral order’. All things that were true
and right, and all processes evolving in the proper way, were held to be in harmony with
this universal law: the seasons changed because of asha, and the man who spoke the truth
acted in accord with it. The liar, the contract-breaker and the thief, on the other hand,
were thought to violate asha. Infringements of the laws of asha were held to provoke the
wrath of the gods who guarded that principle, especially Mithra and Varuna (on whom
see further below). There is no indication that the Indo-Iranians believed that punishment
for sins or wicked deeds would follow after death. Retribution, therefore, was presumably
expected in this life. Since sinful acts were both infringements of the laws of society and
offences against gods, concepts of justice and punishment were an integral part of
religious thought. Priests, it seems, had judicial as well as ritual functions, and thus acted
as human representatives of the divine powers guarding order. Ordeals by fire and water
(elements which were particularly connected with Mithra and Varuna) probably played
an important role in such judicial processes.

An important aspect of Indo-Iranian thought concerning order and justice may have
been that sinful words, thoughts and deeds were held to weaken asha, and the forces of
good generally. Such good acts as prayers and rituals, on the other hand, were necessary
to strengthen the forces of good, which would in turn benefit the world generally, and the
righteous community in particular. An ancient Iranian prayer to the sun (Nyayesh 1.11f.),
which is almost certainly of pre-Zoroastrian origin, implies that without prayer the sun
might not come up, and light might not come to the world, which would then be left in
the power of evil and darkness. Acts of devotion, and righteous acts generally, are plainly
indispensable for the proper functioning of the world; the obligation on individuals to
fulfil their role in society, and to carry out the duties imposed by their religion, could
therefore be defined as a moral one.

The links between the divine sphere, social obligations and morality are further
illustrated by the concepts of some Indo-Iranian divinities. The most prominent of these
in the Zoroastrian tradition is Mithra (Vedic Mitra). Mithra, one of the guardians of asha,
protects righteous individuals and communities, and punishes offenders (for example
Yasht 10.28: “You, Mithra, are both wicked and very good to countries; you, Mithra, are
both wicked and very good to men’). Mithra’s name, it seems, originally meant
‘covenant, contract, compact’, and the god’s original concern may have been with
obligations arising out of solemn agreements between societies or individuals (see Yasht
10.116-17; Gershevitch 1967:130ff.; Thieme 1957). Similarly, the Indo-Iranian god
Varuna (Vedic Varuna; the Avestan form of the name, which is not attested, would have
been Vouruna) is believed to have embodied the power inherent in the oath; the god
Aryaman had special connections with the laws of hospitality (Thieme 1957). The role of
the vow in the social life of the ancient Indo-Iranian peoples has been studied by Schmidt
(1958:143ff.), who points out that the leader of society held a special position in this
sphere.

The special role of leaders of society, or rulers, in the religious thought of the Indo-
Iranians is also reflected by the myths surrounding khvarenah, an ancient and prominent
concept in the Iranian tradition which has no obvious counterpart in the Vedas.
Khvarenah may originally have been a force which brought fertility, growth, and perhaps
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general well-being: it was closely connected with light, sun, fire and water (Duchesne-
Guillemin 1963). Khvarenah is said to be brought down from heaven each dawn by the
divinities, and distributed over the earth (Nyayesh 1.11). This clearly implies that it is
expected to benefit all men. The tradition also suggests, however, that kings and leaders
of society had particularly close links with khvarenah, and that its presence or absence—
with all this implied for the community—was dependent upon the moral qualities of the
ruler (the first person to ‘possess’ khvarenah was the mythical King Yima, from whom
khvarenah fled when he spoke an untruth. Yasht 19.34). In the later, Zoroastrian tradition,
the links between khvarenah and kings are very pronounced, and it may be significant
that in some Middle Persian texts, the concept of khvarenah is closely linked to that of
khveshkarih, “fulfilling one’s proper function in life (and thus in society)’ (Dhabhar
1949: glossary, 54, s.v. khveshkarih). It would seem, therefore, that a hierarchical model
may have played a part in Iranian thought from pre-Zoroastrian times onwards: society as
a whole was believed to benefit if its leader was virtuous; the good ruler—no doubt
advised by priests—then had the responsibility of ensuring that all members of society
could carry out their proper duties.

If this partial reconstruction of Indo-Iranian ideas is valid, these ideas would appear to
reflect the morals and ethics of a stable society. It is widely held, in fact, that this view of
the world evolved over the centuries or millennia when the Indo-Iranians lived as
pastoralists on the central Asian steppes. The concept of asha may well have been
inspired by the strong awareness these herdsmen had of the recurring rhythms of life.
Such divine figures as Mithra and Varuna, lords of the compact and the oath, seem to
reflect the awe in which they held the implicit or explicit laws which governed their
societies.

Both the Indian and the Iranian traditions suggest, however, that a different ethos
gained prominence amongst the Indian and some of the Iranian peoples at some stage.
This new ethos seems to be epitomized by the god Indra, an amoral, warlike divinity of
relatively late origin (see Benveniste and Renou 1934; Thieme 1960). The cult of Indra
may perhaps reflect the new social conditions obtaining at the time of the Indo-Iranian
migrations, when the earlier centuries of stability were replaced by a heroic age. Unlike
such gods as Mithra and Varuna, Indra was not bound by the laws of asha (see Boyce
1975:53-4). He is called the god ‘by whom all things have been made unstable’ (Rig
Veda Il. 12.4). His favour, it seems, was most likely to be secured by sacrifices (Rig
Veda 11.12.14,15), on a scale which may have seemed excessive to those who held more
traditional views. One might conjecture, therefore, that the new social conditions which
affected the Indo-Iranian peoples gave rise in some milieux to a novel concept of
morality, in which strength, might, riches and the ability to feast the gods played a more
important role than they had done in earlier stages of the religious life of these
communities.

EARLY ZOROASTRIANISM
Morals and society in the Gathas

It seems likely that Zoroastrianism represents a ‘moral’ reaction against the ethos of a
heroic age. Zarathushtra—a priest trained in the religious traditions of his people—
accepted most of the teachings of the ancient faith relating to asha. The evil forces which
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were opposed to that principle, however, played a far more central role in his thinking
than they appear to have done in the religious thought of an earlier and more peaceful age
(on Zarathushtra’s teaching see more fully Chapter 1 above).

Zarathushtra held that a number of moral forces (such as asha, ‘right order’, Vohu
Manah, ‘good thought’, etc.) were operative in the universe both at the macrocosmic and
microcosmic level, and that these were opposed by evil powers. The leader of these, the
Evil Spirit (Angra Mainyu), has ‘ruined’ the world (see Y. 45.1), causing it to lapse from
its original ideal state into a condition of instability and strife. This state of ‘mixture’, in
which the world now finds itself, is to be brought to an end at some future time, when the
forces of evil will finally be defeated by those of righteousness.

Both the Good and Evil Spirits have acquired their moral character through choice:
‘Of these two Spirits the Evil One chose the worst action, the Bounteous Spirit... chose
asha, and likewise those who...satisfy Ahura Mazda with proper acts’ (Y. 30.5). The
concept of a conscious choice between good and evil is the basis of Zoroastrian moral
philosophy. The choice of the divinities and dagvas, it seems, was made when the two
spirits created the foundations of existence (Y.30.4,5,6; some translations, for example
Humbach 1959:85, imply that Zarathushtra regarded their choice as a continuing process,
but since there is no evidence that Zarathushtra or any Zoroastrian ever sought to
influence the choice of the dagvas, this seems unlikely). All creations except man were
probably held to share their moral nature with the spirit who created them, and to have
made their choice accordingly. Man, on the other hand, is the only creation in the
universe whose present and individual choice can influence the balance between the
opposing forces, and hasten or delay the defeat of evil. The choice for righteousness, it
seems, implied a conscious effort on the part of the individual to realize in his or her own
life the moral forces personified by the Gathic Entities (see above, Chapter 1, and
Kreyenbroek 1985:7-30). After death the men and women who choose righteousness will
be rewarded by a blissful existence, while those who choose evil will dwell in the realms
of darkness (Y. 31.20; see also Chapter 1 above). Unlike the ancient Indo-Iranian
religion, Zoroastrianism thus teaches that the individual soul will be rewarded or
punished for its words, thoughts and deeds in an afterlife; this does not imply, however,
that society was no longer responsible for the behaviour of its members; although there
appears to be no evidence of this in the Gathas, the Zoroastrian tradition as a whole
clearly demonstrates that the priesthood continued to fulfil its ancient judicial functions.

The Gathas show that it was not only the choice of individuals which exercised the
prophet’s mind; the concept of society also played an important role in his teachings. The
links he perceived between society, priests and the divine sphere are aptly illustrated by a
well-known Gathic verse: “They [lit. “one”] keep me away from family and tribe. The
community to which | would belong does not accept [lit. “satisfy”’] me, nor the evil rulers
of the land; how, then, can | satisfy Thee, o Lord Wisdom?’ (Y. 46.1). It is not just
individual lives which the powers of evil seek to destroy, but the very structure of
society, which enables men to live in accord with asha; members of the Zoroastrian
community should therefore fight these forces by all possible means:

Let no one belonging to the Evil one (be allowed to) listen to your
powerful utterances and teachings, for they will deliver the house, the
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settlement, the district and the country up to evil and death: therefore ward
them off with (your) weapon.
(Y. 31.18)

In order to function effectively and withstand the onslaughts of evil, society needs a
leader; Zarathustra’s awareness of this is suggested by Y. 31.16:

This | ask, what of him, the blessed one, who will strive (?) to increase the
power of the (righteous) house, the district and the land. One resembling
Thee, Lord Wisdom: when and through what action shall he appear?

Rulers, in turn, needed the guidance of a righteous priest, just as priests could not fulfil
their function in society without the protection and patronage of rulers or powerful men.
Righteous priests were mediators between society and the gods, instructing both the ruler
and the community at large as to the wishes of the divine beings, and seeking to restore
harmony between the divine and human spheres when sinners had provoked the divine
wrath: ‘As | shall turn away from Thee both disobedience and Evil Thought, o Wisdom;
the arrogance of the family and the deceit which is very near to the community, and the
scoffers among the tribe’ (Y. 33.4).

If some of the later legends about Zarathushtra’s life—which seem to find some
confirmation in the Gathas—are based on fact, Zarathushtra eventually found the
patronage of a ruler, Kavi Vishtaspa. In one of the Gathas (Y. 46), Zarathushtra depicts
himself in the process of celebrating a ritual on behalf of this righteous ruler and
prominent members of his court, and states that he will pronounce ‘verses, not un-verses’
(Y. 46.16)—i.e. effective utterances, such as only a righteous priest can pronounce, rather
than the powerless mumblings of the priests of false cults. The ruler’s patronage of a
priest therefore results in benefit for himself, and so for the community as a whole. This
passage could thus be said to illustrate the Zoroastrian view that members of a righteous
society who perform their proper duties (in later terms, their khveshkarih) will benefit
themselves, those they serve or befriend, the rest of their community, and ultimately the
entire good creation. Zoroastrianism, it seems, recognized from its very beginning that
men have different functions in society, and therefore different spheres of competence.

The passage Y. 46.6: “for that (man) is wicked who is very good to the wicked one;
that (man) is righteous to whom the righteous one is dear’ may well sum up the essence
of early Zoroastrian social morality as far as most laymen were concerned. In accepting
Zarathushtra’s message of a fundamental and universal ethical dualism, and in rejecting
the amoral but undoubtedly powerful dagvas—which they can hardly have done without
trepidation—they made an essentially moral choice, and learned to understand their lives
in moral terms. Because of their choice, their efforts to realize the moral qualities
represented by the Gathic Entities in their own lives, and because they shared their views
on the nature of reality with the other followers of Zarathushtra, they belonged to the
‘righteous’, Zoroastrian community. In matters involving questions of greater
complexity, however, they were expected to obey the authority of the prophet. In fact the
concept s(e)raosha, ‘hearkening, obedience’, which links the prophet to the divine sphere,
is also used to describe the relations between the prophet (or priest) and his followers (see
Kreyenbroek 1985:7-30).
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The early centuries

That membership of and loyalty to the Zoroastrian community played an extremely
important part in the early Zoroastrian concept of morality is suggested by the
‘Confession of Faith’ (Fravarang). After a formal rejection of the daévas, and
proclamation of one’s faith in Ahura Mazda and other good divinities (Yazata), a
Zoroastrian vows (Y. 12.2-4):

I renounce the theft and raiding of cattle, and harm and destruction for
Mazda-worshipping homes. To those who are worthy | shall grant
movement at will, and lodging at will, those who are upon this earth with
their cattle. With reverence for Asha, with offerings lifted up, that | avow:
Henceforth | shall not, in caring for either life or limb, bring harm or
destruction on Mazda-worshipping homes. | forswear the company of the
wicked dagvas ...and the followers of the dagvas, of demons and the
followers of demons.

(Boyce 1984:57)

Many older parts of the Yashts show a marked preoccupation with battle, victory,
protection of the righteous and defeat of the followers of evil (for example Yasht
10.8,9,11,23,26; Yasht 14, passim; Y. 57.10,15,29, etc.), and there are occasional
descriptions of non-Zoroastrian communities and their wicked practices (Yasht 14.54-6).
This suggests that, for earlier Zoroastrian thinkers, the cosmic opposition between good
and evil found its clearest and most immediate expression in the conflicts between
Zoroastrian communities and their pagan foes, so that the fact of belonging to the
community of the righteous was in itself felt to be morally significant. The moral and
physical efforts required of members of early Zoroastrian communities, and their
expected rewards, are aptly summed up in the following passage, Y. 68.12-13:

Grant, o good Waters, to me, the celebrant priest, and to us, the loudly
worshipping Mazda -worshippers...priestly teachers and disciples, and
men and women, boys and girls, and those who practise husbandry; (we)
who stay in our places in order to overcome anxiety, to overcome the
hostilities and famines caused by the army, or stemming from hostile
enemies, (grant us) the seeking and finding of the straightest path, which
leads most directly to asha, and to the existence of the righteous (i.e.
paradise), the brilliant, offering all bliss.

The structure of society clearly continued to play a part in early Zoroastrian thought. As
in the Gathas, the territorial hierarchy of ‘house, village or settlement, district and
country” is frequently mentioned in Young Avestan texts. The Gathas, it seems, only
distinguish between two social groups, ‘priests’ and ‘men’ (see Boyce 1982b, 1987).
Most later texts, however, recognize three or four social classes: priests, warriors,
husbandmen and sometimes artisans (three classes: for example Y. 11.6; Yasht 19.8,
13.88; Visparad 3.2,5; four: Y. 19.17). Such is the proper structure of a stable and
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righteous society, a structure which was held to have its origin in the implications of the
Ahunvar prayer, which Ahura Mazda pronounced before he created the world: ‘And this
Mazda-spoken word has three verses, four classes, five ratus [on which see below]....
Which are the classes? The priest, the warrior, the cattle-breeding farmer, and the artisan’
(Y. 19.16-17).

Of these classes, it is the priesthood whose activities are most fully described in the
Avesta. Apart from the general Avestan word for ‘priest’, athaurvan, terms often used in
Young Avestan texts for members of the priesthood are tkagsha, ‘teacher’ (for example
Yasht 13.151), and ratu, a word analysed as cognate with asha. The term ratu can be used
for a divine or human being who is responsible for the proper development of a given
phenomenon, group or species, and is in authority over it. Thus it can be used of Ahura
Mazda, of lesser divine beings appointed by him (see Yasht 8.44), and also of
Zarathushtra and of the living Zoroastrian priests, who derive their authority from that of
the prophet. The passage Y. 19.18, “Who are the ratus? The one of the house, the one of
the village, the one of the district, the one of the land, Zarathushtra is the fifth’, probably
refers to priestly authorities (Gershevitch 1967:265-6, 296ff.) The fact that Y. 19.18
names Zarathushtra as the head of the priestly hierarchy suggests that the authority of the
individual priest was held to be derived from that of the prophet and, through him, from
the Yazatas (a similar passage, Yasht 10.115, implies that supreme authority could also
be attributed to Zarathushtra’s ideal representative on earth, the Zarathushtrotema).
Although such passages cannot be taken as proof that a unified, formal hierarchy actually
existed in pre-Achaemenian times, they do suggest that the ideal of a priestly hierarchy
was present in Zoroastrian thought at an early age.

The extent of the authority of a local ratu over his followers is illustrated by a prayer
presumably of partly pre-Achaemenian origin, the Afrinagan 1 Gahambar: if those under
his authority failed to contribute fittingly to the expenses of the obligatory religious
gatherings (Gahambar), the ratu could deny them the right to conclude a contract
(Afrinagan 3.8) or the right to undergo a fire-ordeal (3.9); he could impose fines (3.10),
declare their possessions forfeit (3.11), or deny them ‘the ahurian teaching’ (3.12). The
latter punishment, implying no doubt that the ratu refused to accept the culprit as a
member of his congregation, meant that such a person was outlawed, and could be driven
away from the community (3.13). Another—possibly later—Avestan text (Vendidad
16.18) states that those who do not recognize the authority of a priestly teacher are in a
state of mortal sin.

According to early Zorastrian philosophy, the local priest thus played a central role in
the leadership of society: he must ensure that those under his authority obeyed the laws
and fulfilled the requirements of the religion. His followers owed him obedience, and he
was entitled to impose drastic penalties if they disregarded his authority. Society, it
seems, was defined by the concept of territorial hierarchies (there are several references
to both spiritual leaders and secular masters of house, village, district and country), and
its spiritual and moral guidance was held to be assured by the chain of authority whose
last link was the local priest, and which derived ultimately from Ahura Mazda’s
revelation to Zarathushtra.
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THE ACHAEMENIAN PERIOD

It has been convincingly shown that members of the family of the Achaemenians, who
ruled over the first Persian Empire from 550 until 331 BC, were Zoroastrians before they
came to imperial power (Boyce 1982a:41ff.). It seems possible that religious issues
played a role in a propaganda-campaign on their behalf which may have been conducted
by Zoroastrian priests (Boyce 1982:41ff.). From a struggling faith intent upon survival,
Zoroastrianism under the Achaemenians became virtually a state religion, upheld by a
powerful dynasty whose legitimacy was thought to derive in part from its righteousness
in matters of religion. Such close links between dynasty, state and religion may help to
explain Herodotus’ statement (Historiai 1.132) that a Persian offering sacrifice should
always pray for the well-being of “all the Persians and the King’.

The philosophy reflected by the inscriptions of the Achaemenian kings—particularly
those of Darius | (521-486 BC) and Xerxes | (486-465 BC)—appears to be based largely
on the concepts and ideas of early Zoroastrianism, which in some cases are rooted in pre-
Zoroastrian thought. The antithesis between good and evil (called ‘the Lie’: Old Persian
drauga, Avestan drug) is central in the world-view expressed there. The Achaemenians, it
is said, have come to bring stability and order to the Iranian realms:

Saith Darius the king: Much which was ill-done, that | made good.
Provinces were in commotion; one man smote the other. This | brought
about by the favour of Ahuramazda, that the one does not smite the other
at all, each one is in his place. My law—that they fear, so that the stronger
does not smite nor destroy the weaker.

(DSe. 30-41; Kent 1953:142)

It is further claimed that the King’s rule has established a just law which rewards the
virtuous and punishes the wicked. It has respect for truth, ensures the rights of each
individual to contribute to society according to his capacity, and is thus in accord with the
ordinances of Ahura Mazda; the King, moreover, is temperate and virtuous, as a
Zoroastrian should be:

Saith Darius the King: By the favour of Ahuramazda | am of such a sort
that 1 am a friend to right, I am not a friend to wrong. It is not my desire
that the weak man should have wrong done to him by the mighty; nor is
that my desire, that the mighty man should have wrong done to him by the
weak. What is right, that is my desire. | am not a friend to the man who is
a Lie-follower. I am not hot-tempered. What things develop in my anger, |
hold firmly under control by my thinking power. | firmly rule over my
own (impulses). The man who cooperates, him | reward according to his
cooperative action. Who does harm, him | punish according to the
damage. It is not my desire that a man should do harm; nor indeed is that
my desire, that he should not be punished if he should do harm. What a
man says against a man, that does not convince me, until he satisfies the
Ordinance of Good Regulation. What a man does or performs (for me)
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according to his (natural) powers, (therewith) | am satisfied, and my
pleasure is abundant, and | am well satisfied.
(DNb. 5-11; Kent 1953:140)

Achaemenian rule is aided by the divine beings because it represents stability and right
order (Old Persian arta, Avestan asha):

Saith Darius the King: for this reason Ahuramazda bore aid, and the other
gods who are, because | was not hostile, 1 was not a Lie-follower, | was
not a doer of wrong—neither | nor my family. According to righteousness
I conducted myself. Neither to the weak nor to the powerful did I do
wrong. The man who cooperated with my house, him | rewarded well;
whoso did injury, him I punished well.

(DB. 1V. 61-7; Kent 1953:132)

The opponents of the Achaemenians, whose defeat is achieved with Ahura Mazda’s help,
are followers of the Lie; they are in fact characterized by their lies (compare the Avestan
myth about Yima, from whom khvarenah fled, and who was therefore ruined, when he
spoke an untruth—see above):

Saith Darius the King: this is what I did by the favour of Ahuramazda in
one and the same year after | became king. Nineteen battles | fought; by
the favour of Ahuramazda | smote them and took prisoner nine kings. One
was Gaumata by name, a Magian; he lied, saying: 1 am Smerdis, the son
of Cyrus; he made Persia rebellious. One, Acina by name, an Elamite; he
lied, saying: I am king in Elam; he made Elam rebellious to me. One,
Nidintu-Bel by name, a Babylonian; he lied, saying: | am
Nebuchadnezzar, the son of Nabonidus; he made Babylon rebellious.
[Here follows a further enumeration of rebellious leaders and their lies.]
(DB 1V:2-31; Kent 1953:131; see also DB, passim)

While Darius repeatedly speaks of ‘my law’ (see above, and DNa. 21), an inscription of
his son, Xerxes |, seems to imply that human law has its origin and foundation in divine
law (arta, Avestan as ha):

Thou who (shalt be) hereafter, if thou shalt think: happy may | be when
living, and when dead may | be blessed, have respect for that law which
Ahuramazda has established; worship Ahuramazda and Arta reverently.
The man who has respect for the law which Ahuramazda has established,
and worships Ahuramazda and Arta reverently, he becomes happy while
living and blessed when dead.

(XPh. 46-56; Kent 1953:152)

This passage forms part of an inscription describing the destruction of a place where
‘false gods’ had been worshipped, and this may be the main reason for speaking of ‘the
law which Ahuramazda has established’. The passage cannot therefore be regarded as
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proof of a development in the understanding of the nature and origin of law in
Achaemenian times; it does suggest, however, that those who composed the inscription
regarded divine law as the ultimate source of the laws by which society was governed.

The Achaemenian inscriptions are presumably to be regarded as statements of the
official ideology of the times, reflecting a dominant philosophy. There are no further
sources dealing directly with the philosophy of the period (as opposed to reports of
attitudes and practices reflecting views on ethics, on which see Boyce 1982a:300, s.v.
‘ethics’). It seems likely, however, that the new status of the faith as the dominant
religion of the Empire must to some extent have affected the social and moral philosophy
of the times. Since non-Zoroastrians no longer posed a major threat to most communities,
unbelievers may not have seemed to them the most obvious representatives of the powers
of evil. Moreover, the Achaemenian period witnessed such novel phenomena as a temple
cult and religious endowments, and influential positions were created for some priests, as
representatives of the dominant religion of the Empire. All these factors may have had
the effect of separating the lives of many influential members of the priesthood from
those of the laity, whereas in earlier times the interdependence between the two groups
must have been almost complete.

It may be due to such factors that a tendency can be observed in post-Achaemenian
Zoroastrianism to define goodness increasingly in terms of ritual purity, orthopraxy and
similar priestly concerns, and evil in terms of pollution and of sins whose seriousness
would have been particularly apparent to the priesthood. The development of the Yazata
Sraosha—who originally protected believers from the attacks of evildoers through the
power of their righteousness, but later came to be associated increasingly with matters of
priestly authority, orthopraxis and ritual purity—is only one example of this tendency
(see Kreyenbroek 1985:164ff.).

It has been argued that the origins of Zurvanism go back to Achaemenian times
(Boyce 1982a:239f.). If this is so, such apparently Zurvanist traits as fatalism and a belief
in astrology may also have affected the understanding of the Zoroastrian ethos in some
circles from the Achaemenian era onwards. Since, in the Zoroastrian tradition, Zurvanite
tenets are most fully attested in the Pahlavi books, their implications for the moral and
social philosophy of the faith will be briefly discussed in that context.

THE SASANIAN AND EARLY POST-SASANIAN PERIODS
Social philosophy

Most Pahlavi books were written down in their final redaction in the post-Sasanian
period, and some of them go back to an oral tradition which had its roots far back in pre-
Sasanian times. However, the evidence of these texts suggests that Sasanian theorists
greatly advanced the development of Zoroastrian thought, particularly in the field of
ethics and social philosophy. One of the main reasons for this can be sought in the fact
that religious propaganda played an important role in the policies of the early Sasanians.
Tansar (or Tosar), the chief priest and propagandist of Aradashir I, claimed that the faith
had decayed as a result of Alexander’s conquest of Iran five centuries earlier, and needed
to be restored by ‘a man of true and upright judgment’; Ardashir’s virtues, moreover,
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were held to be such as to justify any departures he might make from established tradition
(Boyce 1968; 1979:102-3).

As in earlier Zoroastrian thought, the King’s virtue is represented in the Pahlavi books
as being crucial for the welfare of his country. Kingship is frequently associated there
with khvarenah (Pahlavi khvarrah; for example Dénkard 111.37,134,283; see De Menasce
1973). In another source (al-Biruni apud Sachau 1879:215), the story is told that, during a
period of drought, the Sasanian King Peroz | made a pilgrimage to a fire-temple, and
vowed to abdicate if a sign was given that he was the cause of the predicament of his
country. The King’s task is, first and foremost, to protect the good and prevent the
wicked from doing harm (Dénkard VI. 117; Shaked 1979:49; Denkard 111.46; De
Menasce 1973:57; Ménog 1 Xrad 15.16ff.); in other words, he must establish the rule of
law: “The domain of kingship is wisdom, truth and goodness.... Its manifestation is the
expansion of the Law in the world, and the prosperity and well-being resulting from this’
(Dénkard 111.96; De Menasce 1973:101). The law, it is held, is of divine origin; just as
the light we see on earth is a dim reflection emanating from the pure light on high, so the
pure, divine law can only be realized to a limited extent in the world of mixture (Denkard
111.78; De Menasce 1973:83-4). The concepts of law (dad) and religious tradition (or
‘religion’, den), were closely connected in Zoroastrian thought, and kingship and religion
were therefore held to be interdependent;

Essentially, royal authority is religion and religion is royal authority. On
this matter, which is set out in the teaching of the Good Religion, even
those who are of a hostile religion are in agreement, saying that their
kingship is based on religion, and religion on kingship.... Through the
union of royal authority with the Good Religion, royal authority is just,
and through its union with the Good Religion, just royal authority and
Good Religion speak with one voice. Thus, since royal authority is
essentially religion, and religion (is) royal authority, it follows that
anarchy is evil religion, and evil religion is anarchy.

(Dénkard 111.58; cf. De Menasce 1973:65)

Royal authority, therefore, is necessary (Dénkard 111.273; De Menasce 1973:274-5), and
subjects owe absolute obedience to their sovereign. This takes precedence over every
other consideration:

When a lord and ruler has given an order not to perform even the greatest
work of virtue, one should not perform it. A man who does perform it
should desist. For it is not an act of virtue but a grievous sin.... When a
ruler asks, ‘Ought one to perform the dron ritual [i.e. a meritorious rite] or
not’, one ought not to tell him not to perform it.... When, however, a ruler
gives an order to a man: ‘Do not perform the dron ritual’, if he does so, it
is not (considered) worship but a sin. In the same manner as with dran, so
it is with regard to other good deeds.

(Dénkard V1. 232-3; Shaked 1979:91)
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Such views on the functions of the king in society undoubtedly go back to pre-Sasanian
theories of kingship; however, the great emphasis laid in the later Zoroastrian tradition on
the need for obedience to the ruler may reflect a strong tendency, in Sasanian times,
towards acceptance of the status quo. This is confirmed by the positive view Sasanian
and later religious thinkers took of the traditional class-structure (Tansar apud Boyce
1968:37ff.; on the social classes in the Young Avesta see above). The Skand-giimanig
Vizar (1.16-17, De Menasce 1945:25) refers to ‘the four classes of the religion, by which
the religion and the world are arranged, namely priesthood, warriors, husbandmen and
artisans’. For the sake of their souls, all men must contribute to the proper functioning of
society in the station to which they are born (Dénkard 111.54; De Menasce 1973:63; on
the link between khveéshkarih and khvarenah see above). The interdependence of the
classes is symbolized by comparing them to parts of the body: the priesthood to the head,
the warrior-class to the hands and the husbandmen to the stomach (Dénkard 111.42; De
Menasce 1973:54. Cf. Dénkard 111.69; De Menasce 1973:75, and Denkard 111.335; De
Menasce 1973:310). Ideally, the poor man should be neither angry towards nor
contemptuous of one who is wealthy, but realize that both have their part to play in
society: ‘My poverty exists together with the wealth and richess of that man. After all, we
are the same, he and I’ (Dénkard V1. 143; Shaked 1979:59).

The understanding of society as a hierarchical structure of interdependent elements
finds a parallel in the Sasanians’ organization of the religion into a ‘church’, with a
hierarchically ordered priesthood. Curiously, however, Zoroastrian theorists who discuss
religious authority seldom use the titles of the actual Sasanian hierarchy, but prefer a
terminology hallowed by older usage: rad and dastvar, terms which are regularly used to
render Avestan ratu (on which see above). Like Avestan ratu, these words can be used of
divinities, of Zarathushtra, and of human ‘authorities’ of different grades. This is aptly
illustrated by a ritual formula, the Dastari, tun, which priests recite to claim authority
from Ahura Mazda, from the Amesha Spentas, from Sraosha (who links the divine sphere
with this world), from Zarathushtra or the sage Adurbad i Mahraspandan, and then from
the ‘Dastvar of the Age’ (Kreyenbroek 1985:151). The concept of religious authority is of
fundamental importance in post-Achaemenian Zoroastrianism, for it is repeatedly stated
in texts of Sasanian and post-Sasanian origin that it is incumbent on each layman to
choose a dastvar (Madan 1911:784.19), without whose authority the merit from his good
deeds would not accrue to him: ‘He who does not have a dastvar, as is prescribed by law,
(his) possession of any good deeds which he performs will not reach Paradise’ (Madan
1911:793.6ff.).

It would seem that, according to the religious thought of the age, a layman could not
act in matters of religion without consulting the dastvar whom he had chosen as his
spiritual leader. The latter, in turn, must recognize the authority of a superior dastvar:
“Those are suitable for leadership and religious authority (dastvarih) who, besides their
other virtues on account of which lordship and dastvarih are theirs, themselves also
recognise a lord and dastvar’ (Madan 1911:822.1 1ff.; cf. 784.19ff).

The layman’s dastvar was thus the last link in a chain of authority emanating
ultimately from Ahura Mazda and Zarathushtra: ‘On choosing and obeying a dastvar who
recognises a Lord and a Ratu [i.e. a higher dastvar], and being linked through him with
the authority of Ahura Mazda’ (Madan 1911:855.8f.). Some thinkers, it seems, held that
the choice of one’s dastvar was as important as the choice between good and evil itself:
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For the one who loves the soul and has a wicked dastvar may come to

salvation because of his love for the soul, and the one who loves the body

and has a good dastvar may do so because of having a good dastvar.
(Dénkard 111.97; cf. De Menasce 1973:102)

There appear to be no fundamental differences between these views on man’s role in
society and those postulated for early Zoroastrianism, but the later sources undoubtedly
show a shift in emphasis, laying greater stress on the concept of authority and limiting the
scope of individual choice and responsibility.

Ethics

Likewise, in later Zoroastrian thought the basis of individual morality was evidently the
same as it had been since the foundation of the faith: the need to do good for the sake of
one’s soul (Denkard VI1.32, Shaked 1979:15). After death, a man’s good and wicked
thoughts, words and deeds would be weighed, and the fate of the soul was held to depend
on the outcome of this trial. In most cases, one could counteract the adverse effect of
one’s sins by repenting and performing meritorious acts. (The effects of some grave sins,
including those which affected society, could be mitigated or neutralized by punishment
imposed by the authorities, or by heavy voluntary penalties on earth: see Denkard IlI.
175, De Menasce 1973:184-5.) Although all acts which benefited the good creations
were regarded as meritorious, the Pahlavi books lay special emphasis on the need to take
care of one’s fellow-man: ‘These two instruments are best for men: to be oneself good
and do good to others” Denkard VI. 116, Shaked 1979:49). This often takes the form of
charity:

It is necessary to keep the door open to people. For when a man does not
keep the door open to people [who presumably need ‘bread’, see below],
people do not come to his house. When people do not come to his house,
the gods do not come to his house. When the gods do not come to
someone’s house, no fortune [khvarrah, Avestan khvarenah] adheres to
him. For people are after bread, gods are after people, and fortune follows
the gods.

(Dénkard V1.187, Shaked 1979:75)

Meritorious acts will benefit both the recipient and the soul of the benefactor, and also the
divine beings and all good creations. Sins of omission or commission, on the other hand,
may harm the entire world:

When myazd, gahambar [i.e. ritual acts], and acts of charity to good
people diminish, there is increase of evil government for men, pain for
corn plants, bad husbandry, diminution of the fertility of the land, and bad
rains. When the virtue of consanguine marriage diminishes, darkness
increases and light diminishes. When worship of the gods and the
protection and advocacy of good people diminish, the evil government of
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rulers, and unlawful action increase, and evil people gain the upper hand
over the good.
(Dénkard V1.C82, Shaked 1979:173)

Moral goodness does not, however, merely consist in taking care of the creations guarded
by the Heptad (i.e. Ahura Mazda and the six Amesha Spentas); by realizing the qualities
represented by the divinities, and by the Amesha Spentas in particular, the believer
should allow these to dwell in his own being as ‘guests’ (mehman, see Kreyenbroek
1985:125f.). There does not appear to have been a consensus among Sasanian thinkers as
to the human qualities and characteristics connected with each divinity (Kreyenbroek
1985:125f.), but the following enumeration—where the word ‘law’ (dad) is used for the
‘spheres’ of the divine beings—may be representative:

The law of Ahura Mazda is love of men; the law of Vohu Manah is desire
for peace; the law of Asha Vahishta is truthfulness; the law of Khshathra
Vairya is support of one’s kinsmen; the law of Spenta Armaiti is
reverence and humility; the law of Haurvatat is generosity and gratitude;
the law of Ameretat is consultation and keeping the measure [payman: see
below].

(Dénkard V1.114, cf. Shaked 1979:47, 215, E45h)

If the moral philosophy of Zoroastrianism thus shows a remarkable degree of continuity
and consistency, there was also development and change. Because such elements as
fatalism and a belief in astrology had come to be accepted as part of Zurvanite
Zoroastrian teaching, for instance, the perception of the Zoroastrian ethos must have
undergone considerable changes in Zurvanist circles. Theories about destiny, it seems,
merely postulated that one’s efforts are not always rewarded by success in this life,
although they will ‘go to one’s account’ in heaven (Ménog 1 Xrad, XXII, cf. XXIII, LI).
This is not formally in contradiction to the older view that positive efforts in this world
may be thwarted by the powers of evil, but the concept of moral choice, for example, can
hardly occupy the same place in a system of ethics based on a preoccupation with
fatalism and astrology as it might in one that is founded on a pure ethical dualism.

Similarly, while the opposition between good and evil remained a central doctrine in
Sasanian religious thought, in defining these concepts later moralists appear to have laid
increasing emphasis on matters of ritual and purity (see above). One source, it is true,
states:

Keep further away from causing harm and affliction to people than from
the corpses of men, because it is easier to wash and cleanse the filth and
pollution which attaches itself to the body than that which comes to the
soul.

(Dénkard V1.E31b, Shaked 1979:199)

The general tone of the Pahlavi books, however, suggests that a system of ethics which
regarded harm to sentient beings as graver than sins against purity may not have been
common to all Sasanian thinkers. In answer to the question ‘which sin is the most
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heinous?’, for example, the Méndg 1 Xrad (XXXVI) first mentions two forms of
forbidden sexual activity, and the murder of a righteous man as the third; this is followed
by such sins against the religion as ending a consanguineous marriage, upsetting the
arrangements for an adoption, extinguishing a sacred fire and killing a beaver. According
to the same source (XXXVII), the most meritorious virtues are generosity, righteousness,
gratitude and contentment. While Zoroastrians of an earlier age would presumably have
agreed with the Ménog 1 Xrad in regarding such deeds and qualities as sinful or virtuous,
the order of priorities found there seems to reflect the concerns of a social establishment
which valued stability, and in particular those of the priesthood.

As far as sinners or members of different faiths are concerned, the entirely hostile
attitude implicit in Zarathushtra’s statement: ‘for that (man) is wicked who is very good
to the wicked one’ (Y. 46.6) is occasionally found in the later tradition (see Boyce
1970:337); however, in the more complex society reflected by the Pahlavi books, some
thinkers evidently attached greater importance to the concept of charity: ‘One ought not
to withhold from people of bad repute and all other people who are to be regarded as
heretics the material elements (which are) for using and possessing’ (V1:288, Shaked
1979:111), and: ‘Even if a poor man is of bad religion or not of righteous behaviour, one
ought to give him something” (VI. 292, Shaked 1979:113).

The concerns of the age also appear to be reflected by the debate about the moral
implications of wealth. Fundamentally, Zoroastrianism holds that the ‘right measure’
(payman) is to be observed in all things, and that excess and deficiency are generally
sinful: “‘Religion is the right measure.” ‘Sin mostly consists in excess and deficiency.
Virtuous work mostly in right measure’ (VI. 39, 38, cf. Shaked 1979:17). Where wealth
was concerned, however, a generally accepted definition of what constitutes the right
measure was evidently lacking. According to the Ménog 1 Xrad (XV), poverty through
honesty is better than ill-gotten opulence, but lawfully acquired wealth, if spent in proper
pursuits, is best of all. A Dénkard passage, however, states:

Unless a man be examined and known in the most important things, one
should not deny him goodness solely because of his wealth and opulence,
and one should not thus praise a man for goodness because of his paucity
of wealth and indigence.

(V1.71, Shaked 1979:27)

Elsewhere in the same text it is said:

Poverty is best.... A man who stands in poverty not out of constraint but
solely because of the goodness and praise of poverty, banishes Ahriman
and the demons from the world.

(V1.141, Shaked 1979:57)

Both passages implicitly or explicitly suggest approval of at least a moderate form of
asceticism-an impression which is confirmed by a group of stories extolling the virtue of
priests who live in extreme poverty (Dénkard D2,3,5, Shaked 1979:177-83).

Although the extant evidence suggests that during most of its history Zoroastrianism
did not encourage asceticism, the concept of the pious poor man (Avestan. drig(h)u,
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Pahlavi driyosh, New Persian darvish) goes back to the Gathas, where Zarathushtra uses
it of himself (Y. 34.4, cf. 53.9); it occurs in the most sacred prayer of Zoroastrianism (Y.
27.13), and it is found throughout the Avesta (Y. 57.10, 10.13, Yasht 10.84, 11.3). It
seems likely that it came to play a more prominent role in Zoroastrian philosophy at a
time when, for whatever reasons, some believers were attracted to an ascetic way of life.

The interest which the Sasanian books show in the moral aspects of poverty may
perhaps serve as a final illustration of the fact that, whenever circumstances allowed
thinkers to formulate a Zoroastrian philosophy, the latter tended to reflect the current
concerns of the faithful. Zarathushtra’s rejection of the dominant religious ideas of his
time, which led him to formulate tenets of great philosophical depth, may have been
prompted in part by social injustice. Early Zoroastrian moral and social philosophy
appears to reflect the deeply felt but simple values of a struggling community forced to
withstand the onslaughts of the powers of evil in their daily lives. When outside pressures
grew less, the central opposition between good and evil was increasingly held to manifest
itself in matters of ritual and purity. The later preoccupation with poverty in turn suggests
that, in the course of time, some believers may have felt the need for a more tangible
expression of their struggle to achieve righteousness, and turned towards some form of
asceticism. Although the centuries following the Islamic conquest of Iran may well have
made heavier demands than any other age on the philosophical skills and learning of
those Zoroastrian priests who attempted to define and defend their ancient faith, these
were not primarily concerned with the issues discussed in this chapter; few new insights
in this field can therefore be attributed to the post-Sasanian period. By the tenth century,
moreover, the Zoroastrian communities had clearly become too poor, and in many cases
too oppressed, to take an active interest in questions of social and moral philosophy.
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4
CONTEMPORARY ZOROASTRIAN
PHILOSOPHY

John R.Hinnells

A religion is what it has become. Historians too often describe what the religion was at a
given period in past history which they think represents the ‘real’ religion. Theologians
commonly depict an idealistic picture of the ‘true’ faith and describe all variations as
heresies or the falling away from ‘the valid’ or “‘core’ teaching as lesser manifestations of
the religion. The truth is, of course, that all religions change as they evolve and must do
so if they are to continue to be meaningful to the practitioner in a changing world.
Religious philosophies cannot remain uninfluenced by the environment in which they are
practised. This chapter will examine the various influences upon, and forms of,
Zoroastrian philosophy in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, specifically those
within the Indian or Parsi community. This is a very literate community (with a literacy
rate of 99 per cent for males and 97 per cent for females: Karkal 1984) and consequently
produces countless books. This study cannot, therefore, be comprehensive; rather the aim
has been to identify major themes and trends.

The history of Zoroastrianism is a long one, stretching from the end of the Stone Age
on the inner Asian steppes through to the great Iranian Empire described in the previous
chapters. But from that imperial stature it became the religion of an oppressed minority in
Islamic Iran following the Arab invasion in the seventh century AD. There followed a
millennium of pressure to convert to the new faith, of oppression and persecution.
Zoroastrians were forced to retreat to the security of remote villages and the desert cities
of Yazd and Kerman, in an inhospitable region where Muslims did not choose to live.
The survival of Zoroastrianism for 1,300 years in such conditions is a great tribute to the
determination, courage and commitment of its followers. At the end of the nineteenth
century conditions began to ease slightly for them, although they still did not have
equality before the law, were banned from the highest positions of state and were people
who were thought to make unclean whatever they touched. Simple conversion to Islam
could change all this and enable the convert to inherit the whole of the family estate,
whatever their position in the family. Conditions eased further under the Pahlavi regime
(1925-79) (Boyce 1979). Under the Islamic Republic they have not faced the fierce
persecution that has been experienced by the Baha’i but living again under Muslim law
they are restricted at work and treated unequally under Islamic law, and there is fear of
what might happen at any time of social upheaval.

The setting for the faith and practice of Zoroastrians has undergone yet further
dramatic changes. In the tenth century a small group of the faithful set out to find a new
land of religious freedom and settled in north-west India, where they became known as
‘the people from Pars’ or the Parsis. The story of their journey is contained in ‘The tale of
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Sanjan’ or The Qissa-i Sanjan (Boyce 1984:120-3). It relates that the travellers were
guided in their journey by a wise astrologer-priest and that when they were at sea they
were threatened by a great storm, but in answer to their prayers, and after they had vowed
to build a great Fire Temple (an Atash Bharam) if they were safely delivered, the storm
subsided and they landed safely in India. There the local prince gave them permission to
settle providing they observed minimal restrictions (to speak the local language—
Guijarati; to perform marriages at night as was the Indian practice; and, in the case of the
men, not to carry weapons). The new settlers gave the prince a series of statements of
their faith (shlokas) in which they stressed the common elements between their religion
and Hinduism, for example respect for the cow and for purity laws. They were then given
land on which to build a new temple. This, Parsis believe, characterizes their experiences
in Hindu India, namely a freedom to practise their religion untroubled, providing that
they observe minimal conditions of good citizenship.

The Parsis lived in relative obscurity until the arrival of European traders in the
seventeenth century. As the British developed Bombay as a base from which to expand
their trade in western India the Parsis migrated there in relatively large numbers. In the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries they rose to positions of considerable economic and
political power in Bombay, the commercial capital of India to this day. First they
prospered as builders and managers of the Bombay dockyard (the very reason for which
Bombay was being developed), then they were pioneers as middle men in the trade with
China and East Africa. When western-style education became available in the 1820s
Parsis, consistently with their traditional respect for learning, seized the opportunity to a
greater degree than did any other community. Thus in 1860 they occupied half of all the
places in Bombay’s educational system, although they represented only 6 per cent of the
population. The result was that they went on to flourish in the various spheres which
required an education, such as medicine, law, engineering and technology. As Indians
began to involve themselves in politics at the end of the nineteenth century so Parsis
came to the fore, particularly at the turn of the century, notably Sir Pherozeshah Mehta
(1845-1915), often alluded to as the ‘uncrowned king of Bombay’; Sir Dinshah Wacha
(1844-1936), for many years the Secretary of the Indian National Congress; but above all
Dadabhoy Naoroji, ‘the Grand Old Man of India’, the first Indian to be elected an MP at
Westminster (1892-5). He was succeeded in the House of Commons by two more Parsis,
Sir Muncherji Bhownagree (1895-1906) and then from 1923 to 1929 Shapurji Saklatvala.
In India, banking, insurance, the steel industry, airlines, social reform and science were
all areas in which Parsis led the way (Kulke 1974; Hinnells 1978a). As Indian
Independence approached and the battles between Muslims and Hindus became
increasingly violent, so Parsis began to fear for their safety as a vulnerable minority in
what threatened to be two militantly religious nations, India and Pakistan. Some,
therefore, migrated westwards. But the majority stayed. Both in India and in Pakistan
they have in fact remained secure and held positions of political influence as well as
achieving significant commercial success.

As a result of their economic and political enterprise the Parsis have migrated to many
parts of the globe. There are formal Zoroastrian Associations in Hong Kong, Singapore,
Australia, Kenya, France, England, America and Canada. Typically these diaspora groups
are composed mainly of young people, well educated, ‘high flyers’ in their careers
(business, law, medicine, accountancy, engineering, the pharmaceutical industry). Since
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the fall of the Shah they have been joined by a number of Iranian Zoroastrians; again it
has been mainly the well-educated and well-placed families, mostly from cosmopolitan
Tehran, who have migrated. They have settled in Canada (especially VVancouver, but also
Toronto) and America (mainly California and New York) (Hinnells forthcoming).
Although the various communities typically have a low birth rate so that absolute
numbers are declining (Karkal 1984), the dispersion means that Zoroastrianism is now
practised in more countries around the world than at any other time in its history. These
transformations in Parsi fortunes both in their homeland and in migration first to a
continent of greatly contrasting philosophies and from there to a global dispersion are the
background to an explosion of philosophical thought, a fragmentation and a rich
diversification of interpretations of the tradition. Just as Christianity has assumed very
different forms in the modern world, from American television evangelism to the Eastern
Orthodox churches, from the liberation movements in Latin America to Indianized or
Africanized forms, all of which are very distinct from, say, the Church of England, so too
has Zoroastrianism been diversified, though not to the same extent as Christianity.

ZOROASTRIANISM IN BRITISH INDIA

As in ancient times Zoroastrianism had evolved as it became the religion of three world
empires (see Chapter 3 above), so too in the nineteenth century it grew to meet the new
intellectual stimuli of life in the British Empire. Until the renewal of the East India
Company’s Charter in 1813 only Company officials and related traders were allowed
entry into India. It was established Company policy not to ‘interfere with the religion of
the natives’ in case any unrest should interrupt the smooth flow of business. Partly as a
result of this, and partly because the majority of Parsis were then still living in rural
Gujarat, Zoroastrian beliefs were subject to little external influence. Some Indian
customs, such as the decoration of homes at the time of weddings, had been incorporated,
but the basic world-view does not seem to have changed dramatically. There was some
ignorance of detailed ritual practice which led to an exchange of ‘messages’—the Indian
Zoroastrians sent queries to the Iranian priests, who replied in a series of Rivayats (or
treatises)—but custom and practice led to a general orthopraxy, and in so far as we can
reconstruct the doctrine it had changed little over the centuries (Paymaster 1954; Seervai
and Patel 1899).

Until the arrival of western traders Parsis were mostly poor. Their life style was not
such that they could found priestly seminaries to facilitate a large body of professional
theologians. There were, of course, some very learned priests, for example Neryosang
Dhaval in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, who laboured to produce editions and
translations of texts (Boyce 1979:168ff.). But there are indications that the emphasis
continued to be on the good formless God who created both the spiritual and material
worlds, who was worshipped through the kiblah of fire, on whose side men and women
must undertake a daily battle with the forces of evil and impurity, and who was to be
worshipped through the daily prayers and the great festivals. The great life-cycle rites of
birth, initiation, marriage and death reaffirmed for all in the community the conviction
that God could be experienced in and through the world in which they lived. In view of
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the onslaught which Wilson waged on Zoroastrian teaching it is worth quoting the
account he himself gives of the theology of the high priest Dastur Edalji Sanjana:

The one holy and glorious God, the Lord of the creation of both worlds,
and the Creator of both worlds, | acknowledge thus.—He has no form,
and no equal; and the creation and support of all things is from that Lord.
And the lofty sky, and the earth, and light and fire, and air, and water, and
the sun, and moon, and the stars, have all been created by him and are
subject to him. And that glorious Master is almighty, and that Lord was
the first of all, and there was nothing before him, and he is always, and
will always remain. And he is very wise and just; and worthy of service,
and praise.... God has no form or shape; and he is enveloped in holy,
pure, brilliant, incomparable light. Wherefore, no one can see him.... We
are able to inquire into that Lord by the light of the understanding, and
through means of learning. We constantly observe his influence, and
behold his marvelous wonders. This is equivalent to our seeing that Lord
himself.... That God is present in every place, in heaven, earth, and the
whole creation; and whithersoever thou dost cast thine eyes, there he is
nigh and by no means far from thee.

(Wilson 1843:108ff.)

We Zoroastrians reckon fire, and the moon, and other glorious objects
filled with splendour and light, centres of worship (kiblah); and in their
presence we stand upright and practise worship.

(Wilson 1843:198)

Clearly the doctrine and practice of devotion to the Good Lord and his Good Creation
was part of the Gathic and Pahlavi teaching which was strong long before any western
influence.

With the renewal of the East India Company’s Charter in 1813 missionaries were
allowed into India as a result of evangelical lobbying of the British Parliament. The first
missionary to turn his attention to the Parsis was the Revd John Wilson. He started his
mission in 1829 and opened a school near to the main centre of the Parsi community
because he was aware of the characteristic Parsi desire for education. He converted and
baptized two Parsi youths, an event which caused a great uproar in the community. But
from the perspective of philosophical development his major work was the publication of
a book entitled The Parsi Religion: as contained in the Zand-Avesta and propounded and
defended by the Zoroastrians of India and Persia, unfolded, refuted, and contrasted with
Christianity, which was published in Bombay in 1843. His onslaught on Zoroastrianism,
through articles in the press, sermons and that book, came as a massive cultural shock to
the Parsis. They had typically regarded themselves as the most westernized and
‘civilized” community in the subcontinent and were accustomed to westerners perceiving
them to be such (Firby 1988). What compounded the Parsi distress was that because their
priests had not had a western-style education they were unable to refute his attack. In one
sense many members of the community spent the following hundred years seeking to
refute his charges. In order to understand some of the later developments it is first
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necessary to outline his arguments briefly. Wilson focused his writings on the liturgical
text the Vendidad (a text concerned mainly with purity laws), the Greek and Roman
accounts of Zoroastrianism he had studied in Classics and some Arabic works. The words
of the prophet, as outlined by Boyce in Chapter 1 above and the more philosophical
Zoroastrian texts, discussed by Williams in Chapter 2 above, had not been identified as
significantly distinct, readily available sources. On this basis he argued that
Zoroastrianism was a dualism, because it propagated the belief in two gods (Ahura
Mazda and Angra Mainyu); that indeed it was polytheistic because of the worship of the
Amesha Spentas; that Zoroastrians thereby robbed God of the honour and glory due to
the creator; that the Avesta was ‘a monument to human error’; that Zarathushtra was not
the author of the whole Avesta and his religious authority cannot be great because he did
not perform miracles. Because the Parsi leaders were not at that time well versed in
western-style study of the ancient texts, their priests were not generally effective in their
intellectual response to this onslaught. Henceforth Parsis were to have as a doctrinal
priority the rejection of the charges of dualism and polytheism, and were concerned to
validate the religious authority of their prophet and holy book.

Support for the Parsi cause so conceived came from two western scholars, Haug and
Maulton (1917). Haug in lectures, articles and a book (1862) argued that only the Gathas
were the teaching of Zarathushtra. If the Parsis rejected the later “priestly speculation’
and returned to the pure teaching of the prophet, they would see that theirs was originally
a monotheistic faith, in which evil was due to one of the twin spirits created by Ahura
Mazda, who stood above the divide of good and evil. Thus, he argued, they had a
philosophical monotheism and an ethical dualism. The prophet, he maintained, did not
propound a ritualistic superstitious religion, and they should abandon those parts of the
religion which owed nothing to Zarathushtra. Coming after the onslaught of Wilson here
was an exposition which meant that the community could believe that it truly had a
philosophical system which was respectable in the eyes of modern, westernized people.
Haug, like other commentators, also found much to praise in Zoroastrianism, for example
its characteristic virtue of charity.

There was another path of western learning which stimulated Parsi thought, namely
scientific discoveries connected with the positive and negative poles of magnetism and
with electricity and the whole range of science concerned with unseen sound and light
waves. It is difficult for readers at the end of the twentieth century to appreciate how
exciting these discoveries were at first. One of the writers who applied them to
Zoroastrian teachings, particularly ideas associated with the positive and negative forces
in the world, was Samuel Laing, a finance minister in British India but also an author of
several books in which he tried to apply ‘modern’ science to religion. One of these (1890)
was specifically on Zoroastrianism. In it he argued that the polarity of the life-giving
positive force of good and the negative destructive force of evil which Zoroastrians saw
underlying all life (see Williams on ‘dualism’ in Chapter 2 above) was in fact a
philosophical form of the latest scientific discovery, with its ideas of positive and
negative forces and the polarity of matter in molecules and atoms. He also demonstrated
how polarity could be seen in all forms of life in animals and plants and in the gender
differences of the human species. Zoroastrianism he accordingly presented as the earliest
religion to discover the truth about the duality inherent in the nature of existence.
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Laing also argued (1890: ch. 14) that the ‘sweet reasonableness’ of Zoroastrianism
was manifest also in its forms of worship, quoting extensively from Andrew Carnegie’s
description of Parsis praying before the sacred creations of fire and waters on Bombay
beach at sunset:

as the sun was sinking in the sea, and the slender silver thread of the
crescent moon was faintly shining on the horizon, they congregated to
perform their religious rites. Fire was there in its grandest form, the
setting sun, and the water in the vast expanse of the Indian Ocean
outstretched before them. The earth was under their feet, and wafted
across the sea the air came laden with the perfumes of ‘Araby the blest’.
Surely no time or place could be more fitly chosen than this for lifting up
the soul to the realms beyond sense. | could not but participate with these
worshippers in what was so grandly beautiful. There was no music save
the solemn moan of the waves as they broke into foam on the beach. But
where shall we find so mighty an organ, or so grand an anthem?

Zoroastrian purity laws Laing interpreted as sound ideas of hygiene and fire as the ideal
symbol of him who is pure undefiled light. Coming after the Muslim taunts of fire
worshippers and Wilson’s attack on the doctrines, these arguments regarding
Zoroastrianism and science, and also the stress on the poetic beauty of the religion, came
to play a central part in future Zoroastrian expositions of the faith. The arguments that the
purity laws which Wilson scoffed at were in accord with the modern practice of hygiene
were something which gave intellectual self-respect to many Zoroastrians.

One of the earliest pioneers in Zoroastrian doctrinal reform was K.R.Cama (Hinnells
1983), who started classes for adults and encouraged the study of Avestan and Pahlavi so
that the priests might be better equipped to withstand missionary onslaughts on the
faithful. But the man whose philosophy was more influential was M.N.Dhalla (1875-
1956). Dhalla was born into a poor priestly family and grew up as a staunch Orthodox
Zoroastrian in Karachi (Dhalla 1975). His lectures drew him to the attention of Cama,
who arranged for the youth to study in Bombay. Then in 1905 he travelled to New York
to study at Columbia University under the distinguished Iranist, and devout Protestant,
A.V.W.Jackson. While in the States, Dhalla studied comparative religion. It is probably
significant that he attended the lectures of Spencer, one of the pioneers in the theory of
the evolution of religion from a crude animatism through animism to polytheism to
henotheism and finally to the peak of the spiritual ladder, an ethical monotheism. It is
worth quoting Dhalla’s own account of his experience, for it articulates clearly how the
western-educated Zoroastrian came to see his own personal religious development:

By reading books on anthropology and sociology | began to examine
scientifically, questions relating to superstition, magic, customs,
ceremonies, prayer, priesthood, society, marriage and other allied
subjects. | studied their origins historically, and, for the very first time |
began to see vividly how they have progressed from the primitive stage to
their present condition. My three years and nine months of scientific and
critical study at Columbia  University...eradicated  religious
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misconceptions that had gathered in my mind due to my blinded mental
vision, traditional beliefs and up-bringing. As the clouds of superstition
dispersed, the mist of mental darkness was rent asunder. | was free of the
religion of fear that was the belief of infant humanity and turned towards
the pure religion of love, the religion as preached by the prophets and
uncorrupted by their fanatical followers. Now that | had been enlightened
by scientific study, and now that | had come to know and gain so much, |
no longer adhered to old ideas. My thinking, my outlook, my ideals and
my philosophy of life changed. The purpose and meaning of life
changed—everything changed. | was now eager to become the thinker of
new thoughts, the student of new ideas and the propagator of new
concepts. In 1905 | had set foot on American soil as an orthodox. Now in
1909 | was leaving the shores of the New World as a Reformist.

(Dhalla 1975:1571f.)

In a succession of books (notably in this context 1914 and 1938) Dhalla increasingly
stressed that Zoroastrianism was the high point of the spiritual evolutionary ladder, in
which the world’s first ethical monotheism was revealed to Zarathushtra, but that his
followers, who were not as spiritually exalted, could not live up to the ideals of the
prophet and so reintroduced the ancient nature worship and polytheism of former times;
and that thereafter Zoroastrianism became encrusted with superstitious and magical
beliefs by the priesthood. It was only now, in the early twentieth century, that western
scholarship had laid bare this historical corruption of the pure prophetic philosophy, and
thereby the modern Zoroastrian could return to the original revealed message of the
prophet. This is, of course, a perspective characteristic of Protestant Biblical scholarship
of the day, with its quest for the historical Jesus separated from the later changes imposed
by the church with its elaborate rituals and its priests who corrupted the pure, abstract,
demythologized teaching of the founder.

Just how did Dhalla expound his religion under these influences? Consistently with
contemporary liberal Protestant thought, Dhalla rejected the ‘medieval mythology’. It is
as much what he does not refer to as the new ideas he articulated which is significant for
an appreciation of his religious philosophy. He did not refer, in his devotional works, to
any of the mythology of creation, the concept of a personal evil being, Angra Mainyu, or
the renovation of the universe. In particular he ignored the cosmic myths of creation and
eschatology and the dualism which lay behind them (as described in Chapter 2 above).
This presented substantial theological problems for Zoroastrian teaching, since Angra
Mainyu is seen in it as the source of death and all evil. That belief was no longer
available to Dhalla. In some of his devotional writings (1942), therefore, he speaks of
death as Ahura calling men back to himself. In explaining the death of children he taught
that they were so good that they could not live upon earth but returned to their heavenly
abode (Hinnells 1978). Hell he interprets as a state of mind. His presentation of the image
of Zarathushtra is clearly influenced by that of Jesus, meditating in the wilderness.

Dhalla was referred to by his Zoroastrian opponents as ‘the Protestant Dastur’, and in
part at least one can see why. In his personal life Dhalla was a deeply devotional priest
and he maintained throughout his life a commitment to the rituals, albeit somewhat
modified (the traditional laws of purification, for example, were not stressed). Others
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who grew up at the same time, and some who were influenced by him, rejected the whole
liturgical tradition, but in particular the preservation of prayers in the “scriptural’ but
‘dead’ language of the Avesta. Prayers, it was said, had to be understood if they were not
to become ‘mumbo jumbo’. The traditional idea, and one widely accepted in India, that
prayers were holy mantras, words of power and spritual force, was not acceptable, as it
might have been had the foreign influence been a Roman Catholic rather than a Protestant
Christian one. Similarly the attitude to the authority of priests and the ‘church’ as the
interpreter of ‘holy writ” would almost certainly have been different. Undoubtedly the
devotional importance of complex liturgies as the medium through which the ‘real’
presence of the divine is encountered would have been more acceptable under such an
influence. As it was, the ‘Protestantized’ reformers emphasized the abstract nature of
worship of the spirit as described by Laing above. Of all western writers Laing is
probably the most frequently quoted by the reformists. The spirit of rationalism was so
widespread that one writer, D.F. Madan (1909), argued that since in life we assume that
knowledge gained for oneself is better than that imposed by an outsider, so revelation
was an educationally and spiritually lower level of religion than that which had been
thought through rationally. One result, therefore, of the onslaught of Wilson was the
development of a westernized, specifically Protestant-type religious philosophy among
the Parsis.
ZOROASTRIANISM AND THE OCCULT

It was inevitable that the westernizing trend among Indian Zoroastrians at the turn of the
century would provoke a conservative backlash. For many, what was termed ‘the
Protestant party’ went much too far in rejecting respected traditions and cherished
practices. There was, for example, a real sense of loss at the proposed abandonment of
the Avestan prayers. Parsis were not alone among sections of the various Indian religious
groups who felt that their religious heritage was being rashly dispensed with.
Mythologies are powerful forms of religious teaching, and what was needed after the
rejection of the traditional myths was a new and powerful cosmology which related to the
ideas of the day.

The answer for many educated groups in India at the turn of the century, including a
number of Parsis, was the teaching of the Theosophical Society. This was started by
Helena Blavatsky (1831-91) in New York in 1875 in conjunction with Henry Olcott. Her
teaching was a mixture of Neoplatonism and Jewish and Indian mystical beliefs. She
claimed that her authority was based on messages she received from Tibetan Masters,
highly evolved human beings who had outgrown their need for bodies but remained on
earth to help others (Barker 1991). She taught that the world is a many-tiered layering of
spiritual and earthly reality which parallels the nature of the human self. The ultimate is
not a deity but one’s higher self, and the religious quest is to evolve into a state of
spiritual perfection. Rebirth, karma and vegetarianism are essential steps on this path.
The Society’s base was moved from New York to Bombay in 1879, and there many
Parsis became involved. The centre was transferred to Madras in 1907, and it came under
the leadership of Annie Besant, who identified Theosophy strongly with the Home Rule
League. At that point many Parsis drifted away from the Society. But during those
twenty-eight years a number of Parsis had been deeply involved in the Society, holding
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between them at various times the posts of president, secretary, librarian and treasurer
(Wadia 1931). There were also some noted Zoroastrian expositors of Theosophical belief
(for example Vimadalal 1904; Bilimoria n. d.; Sorabji 1922).

The interaction between the Parsis and the Theosophical Society was a two-way
process. Many Parsis were influenced by Theosophical teaching. In a lecture in 1882 in
Bombay Town Hall, before more than 700 Parsis, including some leading teachers such
as J.J.Modi and K.R.Cama, Olcott pressed the Zoroastrians to preserve their ancient rites
because Zarathushtra and his ancient successors

have transmitted their thoughts to posterity under the safe cover of an
external ritual. They have masked them under a symbolism and
ceremonies, that guard their mighty secrets from the prying curiosity of
the vulgar crowd, but hide nothing from those who deserve to know all.

Olcott proceeded to warn the Zoroastrians that western-educated scholars failed to see the
profound truth which lay at the heart of Zoroastrian prayer and practice. He said ‘But |
am to show you that your religion is in agreement with the most recent discoveries of
modern science.... And | am to prove to you that your faith rests upon the rock of truth,
the living rock of Occult Science.” He made several references to secret collections of
teaching in Armenian or Iranian mountain caves (pp. 12, 14, 39 and 48).

Some of the facts given in the Secret Records...are very interesting. They
are to the effect that there exists a certain hollow rock of tablets in a
gigantic cave bearing the name of the first Zarathust...and that the tablets
may yet be rescued some day.

The lecture was privately published and achieved a wide circulation.

After the Theosophical Society moved its headquarters to Madras and the Parsis
became less involved, the religious needs which Theosophy had met did not disappear. In
its place there developed a ‘Zoroastrianized Theosophy’. The leader was Behramshah
Naoroji Shroff (1858-1927) (Hinnells 1988). He was brought up in Surat, where he
received only an elementary education in Gujarati. At the age of 18, the tradition relates,
he left home and travelled north. He met a caravan of secret Zoroastrians and was taken
by them to a hidden colony of Zoroastrian spiritual masters hidden in caves in Mount
Demavend, near Tehran, apparently thus fulfilling the forecasts of Olcott. This is said to
have been one of three such ‘mazdaznian’ (=worship of Mazda) monasteries, one on the
European-Russian border, one subterranean colony near the Caspian Sea and the one in
Mount Demavend visited by Shroff. His later followers believe that only three persons
have ever been allowed to enter these hidden monasteries: one was an Iranian astrologer,
Rustom Nazoomie, about whom nothing is known; a second was Revd Dr Otoman
Zardusht, the prophet for America, whose Mazdaznian group still continues in Oregon,
and the third was Shroff. Shroff entered ‘Firdaus’ (i.e. paradise) virtually illiterate, a
hesitant speaker who stammered badly. He emerged a fiery orator claiming deep occult
knowledge and a practitioner of Ayurvedic medicine, having been taught, he said, by the
Grand Chief (Ustad Saheb). In Firdaus the hidden Zoroastrians dwell in a paradisal state,
amid streets of rockhewn caves with streams of nectar in an agricultural paradise where
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all is peace, prosperity and contentment. There, the spiritual and material treasures of
ancient Iran are carefully preserved (Mama 1944; Tavaria 1971; Moos 1981 and 1983).

On Shroff’s return to India he spent ten years (c. 1881-91) travelling around India
learning from spiritual leaders of various religions, but he remained silent about his own
experiences until 1907, when he began teaching first in Surat, then in Bombay under the
auspices of the Parsi Vegetarian and Temperance Society (PVTS) and the Theosophical
Lodge. He did not start any separate cult but delivered numerous lectures on Fire and
related topics. He wrote ten pamphlets for circulation, and his teaching was set out in the
monthly magagazine of the PVTS, Frashogard. The movement he thus started is known
as llm-i Khshnoom, ‘the path of spiritual satisfaction’. Broadly the teachings are very
similar to Theosophy in the emphasis on the occult significance of Avestan prayers and
their vibrations, on rebirth, on vegetarianism, on the distinct mystical ‘aura’ surrounding
each person. What is distinctive is the attribution of spiritual authority not to Theosophy’s
Tibetan Masters, but to hidden Iranian Zoroastrian Masters who appeared to fulfil what
Olcott had indicated, the preservation of hidden teachings in an Iranian cave. These
developments also coincided with contemporary political trends. From the early part of
the twentieth century religious tensions were increasing in India as Hindu fought Muslim,
and contemporary with this was the easing of conditions for Zoroastrians in Iran (as
discussed above). The result was a trend towards a yearning for ancient Iran and
speculation among some about a return to the homeland.

There have been various developments of Shroff’s teaching. The first publication in
English was Masani’s (1917). It began by defending the integrity of the whole Avesta as
the word of Zarathushtra pace Dhalla. Zoroastrianism, he argued, ‘is nothing but the
Natural Law of Evolution or Unfoldment of Soul’ (p. 37). On earth, he writes, there are
different levels of souls according to their development, and ‘the different religions are
necessary for different souls in various stages of their spiritual and mental
development...the Zoroastrian religion...can only be followed by the...souls that have
already reached the foremost stage of spiritual human progress’ (p. 78). The great prayers
of the religion, offered in purity by the necessarily advanced soul, have ‘their great
vibrationary effects in removing and annhilating all the major evil forces in nature’ (p.
84). The religious path is for the soul to unfold itself from the lower levels of physical
matter and for it to develop its latent higher spiritual powers. This unfoldment takes many
ages, or hirths. The esoteric teaching of Zoroastrianism leads to knowledge of all the laws
of the universe (notably what he refers to as ‘the laws of polarity and duality’), to an
appreciation of the forces seen and unseen. The rituals, not least the purity laws, help
souls ‘onward in their march in the unseen world” (p. 133). The understanding of science,
especially the polarity of ‘magnetism’ and electricity outlined by Laing (see above), is
used to explain how rituals work on unseen spiritual forces which the soul encounters as
it progresses in the unseen world (p. 135). Part of the discipline required for the progress
of the soul is the need to be vegetarian, otherwise the person swallows dead matter,
which is against the moral order and thus inhibits the unfoldment of the soul (p. 208). The
ideas of involution, enfoldment in matter and spiritual unfoldment strongly recall the
teaching of Sri Aurobindo (Minor 1989). Similarly the emphasis on mantras whose
efficacy depends on the holiness of the reciter’s physical, mental, moral and spiritual
constituents recalls much contemporary Indian thought. The traditional Zoroastrian
philosophy of dualism is being recast in a form which *speaks’ to the Indian situation of
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the day, and in terms evoking contemporary science and therefore rational for the people
of the time.

The Zoroastrian occult science has been developed by many authors since Masani, for
example Chiniwalla (1942), who was a close personal friend and supporter of Shroff, and
Tavaria (1971). In the 1980s there have been several widely popular interpreters of the
Khshnoomic message. One (Dastoor 1984) presented what has become a fairly common
Parsi conviction, that Zarathushtra was not an ordinary mortal: rather, Dastoor argued, he
was a heavenly, or worshipful, being, a ‘descent’ from God. The idea that Zarathushtra
was a yazata, a being worthy of worship (Hinnells 1985b:92-7) because he was chosen
by God as the prophet to whom he revealed his message, was an old one. What is
happening here is that this traditional teaching is being understood in the light of
contemporary Indian philosophy, specifically the doctrine of the avatara. Another author
who has written much is Adi Doctor (especially in the columns of the journal Dharma
Prakash and whose writings are made available among American Zoroastrians by S. and
F.Mehta in their newsletter, the Mazdayasni Connection). But perhaps the most prolific,
and in some ways the most controversial, is Mrs Meher Master-Moos. She claims to have
discovered trunks full of unpublished manuscripts written by Shroff. These she presents
in English translation in a stream of books (for example 1981, 1984a) or in occasional
collections of newsletters (for example 1984b). Common to all these writers is the
emphasis on the occult knowledge which lies at the heart of true Zoroastrian teaching: the
idea of a personal aura or magnetism which surrounds every individual, which is affected
by actions and prayers and which can be characteristic of different races. For this Mrs
Master-Moos places great emphasis on Kirlean photography, which shows the
heat/energy output of a person’s body, what is for her, their aura. It is on this latter basis
that many Khshnoomists argue against any conversion of non-Zoroastrians and that they
consider it totally wrong for a non-Zoroastrian to enter a fire temple. Not only would they
disturb and defile the aura of the temple, but they themselves would not be suitably
protected by the appropriate aura from the spiritual power of the fire and could thereby
suffer harm. In short, a different cosmology has replaced that put forward in the Middle
Persian literature, one which harmonizes contemporary occult or mystical thought with
the deeply revered traditional devotional life and the ancient conviction regarding the
uniqueness of Zoroastrianism.

There has been only one attempt to build a temple specifically for Khshnoomic ideals,
at the holy village of Udwada, where the fire which was consecrated soon after the arrival
of the Parsis in India now burns. Essentially 1lm-i Khshnoom is an interpretation of
modern Zoroastrianism, not a separate cult. Indeed many Orthodox Zoroastrians accept
part of the teaching, not least on the purity laws, without considering themselves
followers of Behramshah Shroff. The astrology which appeared in the earlier forms of
Zoroastrianism has been developed both by Khshnoomic and Theosophical writers.

There has been one well-known Zoroastrian writer in recent times who openly
proclaimed himself a Theosophist, namely Dastur (a high priestly title) Khurshed S.
Dabu. One part of his popularity was, undoubtedly, that he was evidently a profoundly
sincere, truly good man, of an ascetic leaning which was consistent with the ideas of a
holy man which many had in mid-twentieth-century India. His teachings on
vegetarianism and rebirth and his symbolic interpretations of the Middle Persian myths
provided many with a Zoroastrian philosophy they could accept in the light of current



Companion encyclopedia of asian philosophy 70

knowledge. Thus (in 1956:12) he interprets the creation story of the Bundahisn (see
Chapter 2 above) to indicate that Angra Mainyu is ‘the destructive and ephemeral
principle in the Cosmos’, who is permitted a limited time in which to fulfil his role; he
‘does unpleasant work assigned to him, under the supreme authority of God’. He argues
that all forces need opposites: ‘In electricity and hydraulics there is a law: “The greater
the resistance, the greater the pressure.” ‘Angra Mainyu is not, he argues, to be
understood as a being, Satan, but as a negative force which has its temporary necessary
role of opposition to the force of good. Although Zoroastrianism has not generally been
an ascetic tradition, there were clear antecedents for such an interpretation. Another
aspect of Dabu’s person and teaching was his devotion to a personal God (not for him the
Impersonal Absolute of much Theosophical teaching). A number of his teachings were
consistent with traditional Indian approaches to religion, not only the ideas of rebirth,
asceticism and vegetarianism but also his ideal of celibacy for the truly religious life and
his interpretation of prayers as mantras (1969:32ff.) which used ideas and language from
ancient Indo-Iranian times. He stressed that because of the Indo-Iranian ancestry of both
Zoroastrianismn and Hinduism the two were “‘cousins’ (1969:36ff). He has not been alone
in offering a parallel between Zoroastrianism and Hinduism: indeed this so much a theme
of some Zoroastrian writing that it is worthy of a section on its own.

ZOROASTRIAN PHILOSOPHY IN A HINDU SETTING

It is not surprising that as the rule of the British in India was coming to an end, and even
more so after Independence, the intellectual framework within which Zoroastrian
philosophy functioned became that of Hinduism. Mention has already been made of the
acquisition of some Hindu customs over the hundreds of years in which Zoroastrianism
has coexisted with Hinduism. One obvious superficial example is the use of the red
kumkum mark on the forehead on auspicious occasions. Perhaps the most fundamental
impact has been that of caste on traditional Zoroastrian perspectives of the different
classes in society (see Chapter 3 above). There has been little or no trend towards internal
sub-caste groups (though a potential for that may be seen in the division between layman
and hereditary priest), but the Parsis have often been seen by others and by themselves as
an endogamous caste group in Indian society. In the twentieth century the process of
interaction has been at a more philosophical level than before.

There has been the occasional Hindu author who writes about Zoroastrianism, most
notably Jatindra Mohan Chatterji; he has written eight books on Zoroastrianism, the most
popular among Parsis being one written in 1967, the main thrust of which is to interpret
the Gathas in the light of the Vedas and Upanifads. The reverse process has been far
more common: many Parsis have sought to expound their philosophy in terms of the
dominant Indian philosophy. The central themes underlying most of these expositions are
the understanding of the interaction between the world of the spirit and the world of
matter, an attempt to interpret the ancient teachings on ménog and getig, and the
interaction between divine and human nature, specifically the Gathic idea that the world
and mankind embody in some sense the divine world of the Amesha Spentas (see Chapter
1 above).

Some Parsi writers explicitly state their indebtedness to Hindu teachers, for example
Wadia (1968) to Swami Virjananda and Jhabvala (n.d.), who quotes Aurobindo Ghose. It
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is not surprising that Parsis should turn to such teachers, partly because of their
consciousness of the shared Indo-Iranian heritage, partly because of their perception of
their history in India and partly because of the overwhelming presence of Hindu thought
there. Increasingly in the twentieth century Zoroastrian writers have looked to Hindu
ideas in order to elaborate their own beliefs. Thus in 1926 Taraporewala used Hindu
ideas of purufa and prakrti to explain ideas on good and evil, and set forth his belief in
the idea of karma and rebirth (1926:43 and 52).

There have been a number of writers on the periphery of the community who have
written for a wider non-Parsi audience, for example Jal. K.Wadia (1968) and P.D. Mehta
(1976). Wadia, for example, uses Hindu terms more than Zoroastrian ones in what he
describes as his attempt to ‘penetrate into the very depth of man’ to understand the
different ‘Flows of Conscious Energy’ constituted of consciousness (Chit) and energy
(Ananda). But the reader of his chapters on, for example, ‘The Sanskaric elements’ may
be inclined to interpret his work as that of an Indian, not a Zoroastrian, writer. There has
been little reaction to his book within the community. Both he (1973) and Mehta (1985)
later wrote books with a more explicit Zoroastrian emphasis. Indeed the very purpose of
Wadia (1973) was to explain the main Zoroastrian prayers in a ‘meaningful’ way for his
readers. He writes on the subject of the Amesha Spenta, Asha, which it is the duty of
every Zoroastrian to embody, that ‘it is only on the light of Divinity penetrating through
the veil of Maya that man gets into a state of Ashem’. The use of the concept of the veil
of Maya or illusion is a very Hindu way of interpreting the Zoroastrian conception of evil
blinding men to the good in creation. But it is not only a simple exchange of words from
another language: something of the associated ideas comes with the vocabulary imported
from outside Zoroastrianism. Thus Wadia, like a number of Indian Zoroastrians, believes
in rebirth and so reinterprets the traditional explanation for the cause of suffering.
Physical and worldly sufferings are traditionally in Zoroastrianism the assaults of evil,
but Wadia interprets them as being the natural impurities of man and of the karmas which
developed these impurities. Later he writes about the forces, what others may describe as
the “‘aura’, in terms of the ‘Shaktis’ of Hinduism. In the concluding chapter of the book he
gives an exposition of the role of fire in Zoroastrian worship in which fire is referred to as
‘a valuable gift’ to ‘the larger Aryan community” and explained in terms not only of the
fire in the sanctuary but also the fire within man. He writes of a “certain kind of Shakti
which can awaken inner spiritual or Divine Fire within man’ (Wadia 1973:29).

A speaker and writer whose Hindu-influenced teachings have been at once
controversial and influential within the Zoroastrian community, not least the Zoroastrian
communities outside India, is the high priest Dastur Framroze Bode (who died in 1989).
His lectures in India and on visits to London and America were commonly well attended.
The book which sets out most clearly his use of Hindu terms and ideas was published in
1978 and is a collection of essays and lectures. In an article reprinted from the American
Theosophist in 1968, he writes on ‘the Seamless Web of Consciousness’. The theme of
his paper is in one sense very Zoroastrian, namely how to embody the divine forces (the
Amesha Spentas) and reject evil, but the language and imagery is very much that of the
Hindu environment in which he lived in Bombay. Thus on p. 98: “‘Our present state of
consciousness is the result of ignorance (avidya), bewildered limited consciousness
(maya) and form-creating karmic activities (sa*skara). All appearances are maya when
seen from the universality of consciousness.” He then turns to what he calls
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the coiled serpent-power, the Kundalini Shakti, in the unfoldment of
consciousness. To awaken this ‘sleeping power’, control, raise, and unite
it with its Master Consciousness at the summit, to merge the psychic
energies of the body into the power of the Soul is the goal of Kundalini
Yoga. This union results in an ecstatic Samadhi in which the whole
system is flooded with Anand and the individual consciousness becomes
one with the Supreme Consciousness.

Although he thus uses Hindu terminology, and occasionally Buddhist phrases, he wishes
to argue that such teachings are true to the deeper meaning of the words of Zarathushtra,
whom he describes as ‘the Founder of the Mystical Magian Brotherhood ...the Master
Adept in the science of spiritual Self-Unfoldment, who mystically apprehended all the
Divine Laws governing the Universe. He was a Ratu—Illustrious Master of Spiritual
Wisdom’ (Bode 1978:30).

It is not possible for a historian to see this as consistent with traditional Zoroastrian
teaching. It is also a philosophical system at complete variance with that expounded by
Dhalla. It is, however, an attempt to interpret the meaning of life for people brought up in
a Hindu environment where such ideas are not so much abstruse philosophy as the
common assumptions (for example rebirth) of most religious people with whom Bode’s
followers met. The westernized, Protestantized Zoroastrianism ‘does not speak to them in
their situation’. From an external perspective it might be said that what Bode was doing
was using contemporary language and idioms to convey the idea of the Gathas that one
should make the divine powers, the Amesha Spentas, indwell in oneself. What is worth
emphasizing is that the vocabulary and imagery used by these various authors was not
simply accidental. What they were each trying to do in their own way was to make the
Zoroastrian philosophy from another age and another culture powerful in the lives of the
followers they knew.

There are countless small ways in which Indian Zoroastrians are affected by or follow
Hindu teachings. At a personal level many practise yoga. Many visit the shrines of
popular holy men, most of all the Babas (Sai Baba of Shirdi and Satya Sai Baba in
particular). In Bombay many will go to public lectures given by Indian religious teachers
of various types. In one sense what is happening is that Parsis are being drawn into ‘the
new religious movements’ of India. Academic studies of western new religious
movements suggest that the membership is drawn mainly from the young to middle-aged,
middle-class, urbanized, reasonably well-educated people who come from a religious
background but are not finding satisfaction in the received wisdom of their tradition.
Many such Parsis follow the equivalents of these ‘new movements’ in India. The
common feature of those movements which Parsis tend to join is that they do not involve
a rejection of the old religion in order to be converted to the new, unlike Christianity and
Islam. Each of these new movements exhorts followers to see mystical truth in their own
religion. Parsis do not, therefore, have to reject their community membership.



Contemporary Zoroastrian philosophyy 73

THE ‘MIDDLE GROUND’ AND MODERN ZOROASTRIAN
PHILOSOPHY

Written expositions do not necessarily reflect the ideas of most Zoroastrians. Although
Khshnoomic writing is fairly widely respected, relatively few would call themselves
Khshnoomists. Although Bode’s audiences were quite large, not many followed his
Hindu interpretations. No single author or even ‘school’ reflects the philosophy of the
majority of Indian Zoroastrians. What follows is a subjective assessment of the sections
of various writings which reflect the broad beliefs of most Zoroastrians.

One of the most ‘traditional’ writers in the twentieth century was Dastur Rustom
Sanjana, a Bombay high priest. His two main books were written in 1906 and 1924 and
were, therefore, contemporary with the work of Behramshah Shroff and with the early
years of Dhalla’s writing. He asserted (1924) the divine inspiration of the whole Avesta,
not just of the Gathas. He attacked agnosticism and scepticism and emphasized the link
between religion and morals (1924:1). He attacked Theosophy for its belief in an
impersonal God and in reincarnation (1924:51ff.). He was the last writer, until the 1980s,
to assert belief in resurrection (1924:V). Salvation in a blessed hereafter is dependent
upon observation of the purity laws, self-love, happiness and marriage but also upon a
very strict moral code. What he is interesting for, and where he is characteristic of many
writers who came after him, is in what he does not refer to. He does not allude to the
mythology found in the Pahlavi literature regarding creation (though he does stress that
Ahura Mazda is the good creator (1924:167ff.)) or to the renovation. In particular he does
not expound the idea of Angra Mainyu as an independent evil being; rather he believes
that *Angramainyu denotes nothing but the evil spirit or thought of man’ (1906:142). The
doctrine of the twin spirits he interprets as ‘the two principles of volition within man.
Man has a dual mind, that is, a mind capable of presenting to itself everything in its
opposite aspects, good and evil’ (1924:210). In this he reflects a belief found in Dhalla.
Both writers consequently struggle to find a logical explanation for the suffering of the
innocent and the death of children. He acclaims Zarathushtra not only as the first but as
the greatest prophet in the history or religion (1924:11).

Indeed, Zoroaster was the greatest spiritual force produced by our world.
He was a colossal religious genius. He was the greatest Law-giver, the
greatest Teacher, the greatest of prophets, the unique Prophet who
revealed perfectly the Mind and Will of of Ahura Mazda.

(1924:87)

The emphasis of the prophet’s teaching, he declared, was that ‘men should believe in one
God, Ahura Mazda, and honour and glorify Him’. Zarathushtra also taught a doctrine of
immortality and a code of ethics ‘the fundamental principles of which were universal
charity and peace of mankind’ (1924:93). ‘The Religion of Zoroaster is superior to all
other religions of the world in its intense sense of Righteousness (Asha) and its
conviction of a Righteous Personal God’ (1924:135). He then proceeds to argue that
unlike most religions Zoroastrianism, while stressing the goodness of God, does not teach
a crude anthropomorphism. His attack on Christianity was strong, presumably because he
felt that Christian teachings were deflecting his co-religionists from their true path. In
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particular he attacks the Christian doctrine of salvation as ‘the bargain of the believed and
saved, which leaves little room for the individual to do’, and so he concludes that the
Christian doctrine is for parasites (1924:297-9). One of the fundamental divides between
many forms of Christian teaching and Zoroastrian doctrine is that the latter assumes that
the sole basis on which an individual is sent to heaven or hell is the balance of good and
evil thoughts, words and deeds. Sanjana was a priest, and his devotional emphasis was an
important dimension of his teaching. Inner and outer purity, he argued, are interrelated.
Nature, he said, never produces a tree without bark, or a fruit without a skin. Ceremonies
and rites are the bark and skin of all inner purity. If one takes off the bark the result will
be quick decay and corruption. ‘The exterior is the index of the interior’ (1924:302). For
Sanjana external purity had to be balanced by inner (or moral) purity and a life of
devotion.

There are several themes in Sanjana’s writings that characterize much of popular
Zoroastrian literature. The reverence for the prophet is an obvious one. One of the most
widely read accounts of the life of the prophet, his miracles and stalwart fight for good in
the face of evil onslaughts, as the ideal model for his followers to emulate, is in
Rustomjee (1961), a story often seen as a parable or allegory for the difficulties
individuals must follow in their daily lives (Hinnells 1985b:92-7). A characteristic
feature of Sanjana and of other writers is to ‘demythologize’ the received tradition. Few
‘ordinary’ Zoroastrians know of the myths in the Pahlavi literature, as outlined by
Williams in Chapter 2 above, just as few westerners know or understand the doctrinal
formulations of the various Councils of the church on the subject of the Trinity. Even the
scholarly Parsi writers who do know them rarely expound them: rather they emphasize
the religious and moral messages implied by the myths; they handle the tradition by
demythologizing. Perhaps the best of many examples is J.J. Modi in a catechism for
children (1962). Modi was a widely respected Parsi scholar indeed he was awarded a
doctorate by Oxford University and knighted for his services to scholarship. He took care
not to take sides in the public disputes between ‘Orthodox’ and ‘reform’ teachers, largely
confining himself to historical and literary studies. His scholarly studies included Middle
Persian literature, but in the widely used catechism he produced in 1911, none of the
myths appear. He asserts simply (1962:6) that Ahura Mazda ‘has brought the whole
Universe into existence. Whatever we see in this world has been created by Him. He is
the Source of the existence of all.” Similarly he refers in general terms to a belief in an
afterlife without any discussion of heaven or hell:

All who are born will one day die and will have another life hereafter....
After old age comes death. Sometime a person dies earlier without
attaining to old age. All then go in the presence of their Creator in the
invisible world. They live there. The body perishes but the soul lives
on.... As, when we were born, we had our being from Ahura Mazda, so,
when we die, we shall go back to Him.

(1962:11)

The extent to which Modi ‘demythologizes’ the tradition is evident in the following
extract from the question and answer style of catechism:
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Q.—What do you mean by ‘Responsibility’?
A.—We shall be judged properly in the court of God, for all that we think, for all that
we speak, for all that we do in this world.

Q.—What do you mean by saying that ‘we shall be judged properly in the court of
God’? Do you mean that we shall be judged after our death?
A.—No. We have learnt that God exists everywhere and at all times. So His court
exists everywhere and at all times. We are therefore judged by him on all proper
occasions. We shall be requited for our deeds in this life or in the life hereafter.

(1962:12)
His catechism does not provide any cosmological explanation for the place of fire in
Zoroastrian worship. It is explained simply in the following terms:

We look to fire generally with reverential feelings, as the manifested form
of the power of heat and light permeating this world and also as a symbol
of the splendour and glory of the Creator. Then in the case of the Fire-
temples, the religious ritual in its concentration adds some elements of
moral thoughts and spiritual value. Hence it is, that we look to this
consecrated fire with greater reverence.

(1962:38)

Instead of explaining suffering as the weapon of an alien external force of evil he says
‘We should affirm our faith in God, and bear those sufferings with a confident hope, that
those sufferings are a trial for us and that everything will be right in the end’ (1962:40).
In this catechism he says virtually nothing on ritual purity, but that topic is taken up in his
larger, more scholarly work (1922) describing and explaining the various Parsi rituals. It
was written mainly with a western audience in mind, which is why the purity laws are
consistently explained as being important for reasons of hygiene and keeping at bay ‘the
germs of impurity’ (1922:64, 70). Keeping separate from what is impure is described as
keeping away ‘infection’ (1922:49, 71). Living writers who also present this abstract
interpretation are Sidhwa (1985) and Shahzadi (1986).

One group of writings which requires comment is that produced by a number of the
high priests, dasturs, in the last few years. Led first by Dastur H.D.K.Mirza, the three
high priests living at the time of writing (in the early 1990s) have all produced scholarly
works of reference, largely but not exclusively concerned with editions and translations
of liturgical texts: Kotwal (1969a and b); JamaspAsa (1969; 1971; 1982). The former has
also worked with an American academic, James Boyd, to try to explain rituals both in
detail and with their theological significance (1977). Another recent publication to try
and explain the thinking behind Zoroastrian rituals, this time by a layman, is Choksy
(1989). Kotwal and Boyd have also collaborated on a translation of a nineteenth-century
Gujarati catechism with a modern commentary by Dastur Dr Firoze Kotwal (1982).
Dastur Dr JamaspAsa has edited a substantial library of editions of Pahlavi texts. Dastur
Dr Mirza has also been responsible for a historical survey of the religion (1974) and
pamphlets (1980 and 1983) giving an overview of the historical position of the
community. In one sense the works referred to in this paragraph do not belong in this
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chapter as they are textual and historical studies, but it is important to take note of how
the priestly leaders have fulfilled their perceived role of the pursuit of scholarship and the
obligation to disseminate this in publications. Some lay people have also been engaged in
this work, notably B.T.Anklesaria (Boyce 1986) and T.R.Sethna (1975; 1976; 1977).

There is another strand of modern Zoroastrian literature which seeks to emphasize the
rational, reasoning nature of Zoroastrianism, ignoring the myths and explaining away
much of the ritual (Kapadia 1905; Wadia 1912; Masani 1938). With such a perspective
there is relatively little cosmology or cosmogony, but rather Zoroastrianism is presented
as an ethical monotheism, an abstract moral philosophy, centred on the exhortation to
practise good thoughts, good words and good deeds. What constituted ‘the good’ was
largely left unsaid: instead there was a bland ethical code thought likely to attract the
western reader, for whom these books were mostly written. But there are two
publications from the 1980s which have sought to do more than present this greatly
simplified non-mythological picture. One is Mistree (1982), the other Motafram (1984).
Both seek to explain a more Orthodox Zoroastrian perspective to co-religionists
searching for spiritual guidance.

Mistree’s book is of particular importance because the author is a charismatic teacher
who has had a significant impact on the community, not only in the Indian sub-continent
but also on his ‘missions’ to his fellow-Zoroastrians who have migrated overseas to
America, Australia, Britain and Canada. His teaching has proved popular in various
sections of the community but particularly with the educated youth. Mistree studied at
Oxford and later under Mary Boyce of the School of Oriental and African Studies,
London. In some circles he is bitterly criticized for what is seen as his input of western-
influenced academic scholarship. His approach adheres closely to the Gathas as
expounded by Boyce in Chapter 1 above, and similarly his views on the doctrines of good
and evil are taken directly from the Pahlavi books described by Williams in Chapter 2
above. His teaching is consistent with that of Boyce (1975) in his emphasis on the great
continuity of the Zoroastrian tradition. Thus the Pahlavi texts, in Mistree’s view, are not
expositions of priestly corrupted superstitions, but are seen rather as invaluable guides to
the heart of Zoroastrian spirituality, cosmology as well as ethics. At the same time that he
believes in a separate force of evil he is also concerned to present Zoroastrianism as a
monotheistic religion. It is because they think that he weakens the monotheistic emphasis
with the teaching of dualism that some oppose him. Mistree thus expounds the view that
God is not yet all powerful, but is rather ‘latently omnipotent’ (1982:28). He emphasizes
that this does not mean that Ahriman is equal to, or as powerful as, God.

It is empirically verifiable that the will of Ahura Mazda continues to
overwhelm the imperfections and inequalities in this world. The process
of ‘creative evolution’ is an ongoing one, for it is within the cumulative
power of man [the chosen soldier of God] to rid the world of disorder,
poverty, misery, pain, suffering and eventually death.

(1982:29)

He goes on to affirm the Orthodox position: ‘In Zoroastrianism, an absolute distinction is
maintained between the origin of good and its antithesis, evil.” He then explains this in
the following words:
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In other words, the factor of separation results in the relative world in
which existence mirrors its antithesis, non-existence. Non-existence on its
own cannot exist; and that which cannot exist on its own cannot create,
and that which cannot create knows not how to affirm, and that which
cannot affirm is devoid of wisdom, and therefore is deemed to be the
postulated nature of evil. Evil therefore clearly cannot come from God, as
it is devoid of wisdom. Thus, there is a fundamental duality which
absolves God from any taint of evil ... Evil in Zoroastrianism is not a
reality in itself, but is an existential paradox experienced by man, through
the imbalance reflected in the physical world. It is only in the relative
world that the states of excess and deficiency are observable and
discernible, thereby giving an apparent existence to evil which does not
and, in fact, cannot stem from any other source .... Evil only mirrors a
denial of that which is existent and intrinsically good. Being parasitic, it
does not and, in fact, cannot exist on its own. In other words, evil is ex
nihilo; i.e. it arises from and out of nothing, and therefore has no real
existence.

(Mistree 1982:29)

Whereas some authors who have studied, or been heavily influenced by, western thought
have played down the importance of rituals, Mistree sees these as a vital part of spiritual
practice and progress towards a mystical experience. Ritual he defines as

the medium through which a person is able to relate to the unseen spiritual
world. It is through a ritual that an individual existentially experiences a
link between the physical and spiritual worlds. A ritual also enables one to
maintain a continuity of religious experience with the past.... Upon the
proper enactment of a ritual, a qualitative appreciation of the goodness of
God begins to emerge, which in turn generates an inexplicable harmony
that momentarily brings the participant in contact with the divine centre—
the the source of all reality!... The priests will be able to generate the
ritual power...necessary to transpose the physical experience of the ritual
into a spiritual reality, only if the recitation of the prayers is accompanied
by the right intention balanced with a virtuous mind.

(Mistree 1982:60)

Rituals he sees operating at three levels:

i. the physical sensate world which is represented by the materials and implements (alat)
used;
ii. the psychological world within which are involved the emotions, feelings and
participation of the celebrant;
iii. the spiritual world within which the celebrant becomes aware of an intangible,
experiential dimension of reality.
(Mistree 1982:61)
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Rituals, he explains, give joy and strength to the spiritual beings and in the physical
world “increased purity, goodness, strength, peace and prosperity leading to the quicker
destruction of Angra Mainyu’.

A more recent publication is Motafram (1984). This work consists of three books
offering an ‘Elementary’, an ‘Intermediate’ and an ‘Advanced Course’. They were
commissioned and published by the Bombay Parsi Punchayet, which is nowadays largely
a body administering substantial charitable trust funds, but its status as a paternalistic
body concerned to oversee the welfare and property of the community means that it is the
nearest institution in the Indian sub-continent to a ‘governing body’ for Zoroastrians.
These books do therefore have certain authority, although it may be doubted whether they
have quite the widespread acceptance of (or provoke the strong adverse reaction against)
Mistree’s. Motafram’s ‘Elementary Course’ presents a doctrinally ‘bland’ picture of the
religion. His starting point is the picture of Zarathushtra, whose life provides the role-
model and moral lessons which his followers should emulate, for example to reform the
religion form the ignorance and superstitious beliefs which had developed; to be
determined and resolute in the face of strong opposition; to practise an unflinching
pursuit of duty; to remain steadfast in the faith and to follow the noble ideals of the
religion. Motafram then proceeds to draw out the theme of two worlds, the spiritual and
the material, re-expressing the ideas of menog and getig of the Pahlavi literature. Much,
he argues, lies beyond the material world that we cannot see. ‘We can see light rays, but
the high frequency radiations as cosmic rays, gamma rays, X-rays, ultraviolet rays are not
visible to the naked eye. Shall we say they do not exist?’ (1984:9). From the example of
these unseen vibrations and colours Motafram draws the conclusion that there is much in
the spiritual world which we cannot see but with which man must be ‘in tune’. There is a
heavy emphasis (1984:13ff.) on the practice of good thoughts, words and deeds, and the
consequences of such a practice, but the terms ‘good’ and ‘evil’ are not defined: only
their destination is pointed out, to the best or the worst existence in the hereafter.
Essentially he is returning to the traditional picture of heaven and hell in contrast to the
number of modern authors who have tried to explain these ideas away. He distinguishes
between the purity of the body and that of the soul. The former is elucidated in terms of
avoiding putrefaction, but the latter is said to be the more important and consists of
keeping away from evil propensities like lust, anger, avarice, temptation, pride and
jealousy. Although these ‘definitions’ of evil are consistent with modernizing tendencies
to make the religion more ‘abstract’ (or utilitarian), at this point the interpretation is
consistent with the abstract dimensions of the ancient Iranian teachings as elucidated in
Chapter 1 above. Family and social duties are stressed and the characteristic Zoroastrian
virtue of charity is heavily emphasized (1984:24ff.) However the Zoroastrian cosmology
is interpreted, the practical moral philosophy has hardly changed over the centuries and
continents. But it is interesting to note that some of the traditional mythology (for
example the bridge of judgement) is included, and, remarkable among recent Zoroastrian
writers, he states that resurrection is part of the Zoroastrian heritage (1984:42). It could
be misleading to describe Mistree and Motafram as Zoroastrian ‘fundamentalists’
because that term has in the modern world taken on connotations of aggressive
extremism, when used, for example, in connection with Christians, Jews and Muslims.
But the term is appropriate in that they are both returning to what, from the historian’s
perspective, is the original or the fundamental (in the sense of ‘foundational’) tradition.
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In Motafram’s ‘Intermediate Course’, as well as referring to western philosophers and
occasionally to Hindu teachers, he makes more reference to the traditional Middle
Persian texts and myths than does any other author, except perhaps Mistree. One example
of a Hindu idea that is taken over is the teaching on the saviours. These are part of
traditional teaching in that the term is used of Zarathushtra and his three posthumous sons
to be born in successive millennia as history approaches its climax, but Motafram’s
account is adapted to the idea of the avatara. For example, he writes 1984:59):

Whenever evil reigns supreme on the face of the earth and the moral
fabric of mankind in general disintegrates, the law of Asha comes into
operation and the Supreme God with the intention of saving mankind
from the intensity of the worsening situation, sends saviours and
benefactors.

The Upanifads and Swami Vivekananda are quoted in an exposition of the threefold path
that the worshipper should follow, that of work, devotion and knowledge 1984:86ff.).
Introspection is presented as a necessary first step on the path to disciplining the mind:

Beginning should, however, be made by withdrawing the mind from sense
objects for a while, and making it steady. Day by day, the mind will be
trained to reflect upon itself, and will reveal its secrets, and a man will
learn gradually to control, and skillfully manage the internal forces, and
be in tune with the external ones which are the gross counter parts of the
former.... One who calls himself a Raj Yogi proposes to do the same.
(1984:65)

The theme of prayer and vibrations is pressed much further in this book (ch. 7): thus he
refers not only to the vibrations associated with the sacred prayers but also to the ‘fact
that the law of vibrations can be experienced in everyday life as each individual whose
mental and soul vibrations are properly attuned exudes a kind of magnetic influence. He
has an aura round his face as in the case of prophets’ (1984:49). Motafram also expounds
an idea accepted by many who follow an esoteric Zoroastrian teaching, namely that of the
ethereal body: ‘Surrounding our physical body there is an envelope of very subtle and
tenuous material. This is the so-called ethereal body which is rendered impure by the
impurities given off by the physical body and a man’s aura is defiled’ (1984 111:50). The
sudre, or sacred shirt, he believes ‘absorbs these impurities, it helps to keep the ethereal
body clean. It also acts as a protection from the power of external evil forces’ (1984
I11:51). Thus on this level of teaching the sacred shirt and cord are seen not merely as
symbols but also as spiritual, or occult, armour.

Motafram is but one example of a number of Parsis who thus offer a ‘demythologized’
ethical monotheism as the popular exposition of their religion but then give a more
esoteric interpretation which blends together occult, Hindu and ‘scientific’ strands of
thought at what is seen as a ‘higher’ level. Such teachers offer to ‘spiritually developed’
souls a new mythology, but it is one which continues to focus on the issue of the
fundamentally opposed powers for good or ill, for life-giving and life-denying, positive
and negative forces. The various expositions of modern Zoroastrian philosophy wrestle in
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different ways with the challenge posed to them by Wilson with his accusations of
dualism and polytheism. Despite the variety of teachings in the modern period there is in
fact a common thread and a continuity of basic convictions, however different their
presentations. In each form of Zoroastrian teaching there is a fundamental assumption
that unseen spiritual forces are interwoven with the material world so that the latter must
be protected and respected. Parsis rarely accept the Hindu view of the material world as
maya or illusory. It is much more common for them to emphasize the teaching that man
must care for the world because of the doctrines that the material world is God’s creation
and that the Amesha Spentas are represented by, or present in, the different creations.
Hence, many now add, Zoroastrianism is in harmony with current ecological thinking.

ZOROASTRIAN PERCEPTIONS OF RELIGIOUS TRUTH AND RELIGIOUS
AUTHORITY

Implied in many of the differences between Zoroastrian writers are contrasting
perceptions of religious authority. Thus for many westernized Zoroastrians there was an
emphasis on the authority of western-style scholarship and reason; the Theosophists
looked to the teaching of Blavatsky and Olcott; the Khshnoomists turned to Shroff and
the esoteric teaching said to emanate from hidden Zoroastrian groups in Iran; for others a
valid spiritual insight is found in the writings of Hindu holy men. It is possible to indicate
in very general terms how these perceptions of authority have changed from one period to
another. Langstaff (1983) demonstrated how twentieth-century Indian Zoroastrian
philosophy can be seen to pass through three historical periods: (a) before the First World
War, when western (Protestant) thought was dominant, though challenged by occult
teachings; (b) the inter-war years, when western influences declined, the occult teachings
remained but Hindu influences began to emerge, as did the calls to return to the Iranian
homeland as conditions there eased and concurrently communal tensions erupted in
India; (c) post-Independence India, when western influences declined and Hindu
influences increased. Again the occult tradition continues through the period. Religion is
not a static phenomenon; any religion, including Zoroastrianism, must change to some
degree if it is to remain meaningful to its adherents who live under very different
conditions in different intellectual ‘environments’ and with different ‘peer-group
pressures’. This is particularly so in the rapidly changing scene of twentieth-century
India. Motafram also offers a different perspective on the various teachings, seeing them
as different levels each appropriate to the different spiritual development of individuals.

One reason for this variety of modern Indian Zoroastrian religious philosophies is that
there is no widely recognized centre of religious authority which determines what is ‘the
true faith’. For ‘the Protestant Party’, authority rests simply in the Gathas, the words of
the prophet stripped of all later corruptions. This is true also for many Zoroastrians living
in Islamic Iran (with its attitude to the authority of the written revealed word from God
through the prophet). In the Hindu environment of India others emphasize more the
authority of the priest as a man of spiritual power, whose words and acts, when recited
with devotion and in purity, convey a spiritual force or power which results in the ‘real’
presence of the heavenly beings (Kotwal and Boyd 1977). For yet others, notably Mistree
and Motafram, the Middle Persian texts are also sources of authority. For some the word
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of the various Hindu holy men, for others the scholarly conclusions of western academics
carry weight.

A focal point of debates on the locus of religious truth and experience tends to be the
attitude to conversion. For some the belief that Zoroastrianism teaches a special religious
truth means that the possibility of conversion from another religion to Zoroastrianism is
possible, indeed desirable. The most prolific speaker and writer on this theme is Dr Ali
Jafary (who himself comes from a Muslim background), who works as religious teacher
in one of the Zoroastrian Associations in California (1976 and 1988). The issue of
whether Zoroastrians should actually seek converts is discussed mainly among the
diaspora groups in America. More widely discussed there, but also in Britain and
Australia, is the question of whether the community should ‘accept’ the offspring or
spouses in a mixed marriage where the partner agrees. Without such an acceptance many
see the religion dying out as numbers diminish in India (Karkal 1984) and intermarriage
increases. Among traditional Zoroastrians in the diaspora, but especially in the ‘old
countries’ of India and Pakistan, there is widespread feeling, led by the high priests
(notably, K.M.JamaspAsa, F.M.Kotwal and H.D.K.Mirza—see Hinnells 1987), against
the acceptance of anyone either of whose parents has married out of the religion. The
arguments are, briefly, that a person is born into a particular religion because that is
God’s will and that to change religion is going against ‘fate’, and because it results in a
conflict between upbringing and the developed self, it is likely to lead to psychological
damage (Antia 1985). This argument hinges upon the conviction that there is valid
religious truth in all religions (Dhalla 1950), and that any individual should be religious
in the tradition into which they are born. There is, therefore, the acceptance of the relative
truth of any religion, since none contains a unique truth which alone is required for
salvation. One further element in the argument is that proselytism has been the biggest
single cause of oppression and persecution throughout human history, hence conversion
is an evil which should be consistently repudiated (Dadachanji, quoted in Hinnells 1987).
Khshnoomists believe that Zoroastrianism has a special place because it is, in their
teaching, the religion into which the souls are born of those who have reached their last
birth before release from the round of rebirth (Masani 1917). For them, therefore,
Zoroastrianism is not a possibility for ‘outsiders’ in this life, but is rather a state into
which they will be born when their souls have progressed further on the spiritual path.

CONCLUSION

While Zoroastrians have wrestled with the challenges to their religious philosophy, with
the idea of good and evil, with the interconnectedness of the spiritual and material
worlds, what has remained constant is their moral philosophy. What in practice constitute
the good thoughts, words and deeds have changed but little over millennia and
continents. Foremost is the duty to care for the Good Creation, humanity, the physical
and animal worlds. Truth and honesty, industry and learning, traditionally respected by
Zoroastrians, are the very qualities which contributed to the Parsi rise to wealth and
influence in British India. They are also characteristic of the Diaspora communities. The
virtue they are probably best known for in India is charity. Indeed there is a saying
‘Charity, thy name is Parsi; Parsi thy name is Charity’, and Gandhi once commented that
the best protection of the Parsis in the turbulent times of pre-Independent India is their
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record of cosmopolitan charity (Hinnells 1985a). However Zoroastrians may
philosophize, what they practise has remained constant. The moral philosophy and the
daily practices have remained undimmed from the early times down to the present.

(Note: 1 wish to record my sincere thanks to my colleague Dr A.Williams for his
constructive comments on an early draft of this chapter, though the responsibility for any
errors remains wholly mine.)
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Part |1
INDIAN PHILOSOPHY



INTRODUCTION

India has long been the recipient of religious and philosophical ideas from migrating or
invading peoples from the North and the West. It is not, therefore, surprising that India is
the birthplace of one of the most sophisticated and diverse philosophical traditions in
Asia. What is perhaps the most striking feature of this tradition is its originality and
rigorous development of themes ranging from social and political philosophy to abstract
metaphysics and philosophical logic. Ideas and traditions were absorbed from outside,
but Indian philosophers built upon them and adapted them into a structured and lively
debate which lasted more than two thousand years.

Influences from outside India have been quite diverse. During the period 2000-1000
BC the indigenous population saw a continual influx of Aryan people, people coming out
of the culture of central Asia. This was probably the most significant stage in the
foundational development of the religious tradition of Brahmanism or early Hinduism,
for it was during this time (and the five hundred years that followed) that the four Vedas
were composed. A further influx of people was to follow in 600-500 BC, this time the
Zoroastrian (or Parsi) people, who found a congenial refuge in India’s tolerant society.

Alexander’s invading forces brought Greek culture into India, especially in the North,
for the period 300-100 BC. The extent to which Alexander’s invading forces brought
with them Greek philosophy is still much debated. From AD 800 to AD 1800 the most
important migrating and invading people were from Islamic cultures. From AD 1800 to
India’s independence in 1946 British culture left its mark on many aspects of social life
which are vitally relevant to philosophical enquiry: education and its curriculum, the
political and legal systems, and the preferred language of the scholars and political
leaders. It says much for the vitality of India’s own indigenous social and religious
traditions that they have been able to absorb and assimilate many features of such diverse
influences.

Towards the end of the composition of the Vedas—at around 800-500 BC—came the
composition of the Upanifads as both a reflection on the Vedic tradition and the
introduction of some strikingly new ideas concerning the nature of the individual soul
(atman) and its connection with the ultimately real (Brahman). The Upanisads introduced
also the doctrine of the cycle of birth-death-rebirth (sa#sara) and the hope of an escape
from this cycle into mok#a or mukti. The Bhagavadgita attempted a synthesis of previous
Vedic and Upani®adic ideas, whereas many rival systems of thought flourished at the
same time. Of these latter, the two most durable have proved to be Buddhism and
Jainism.

From that time to about AD 1800 the philosophical community took the form of
schools, both orthodox (following or at least in theory consistent with the teachings of the
Vedas) and non-orthodox (where Buddhism manifested the most extreme variations on
possible implications of the teachings of the Buddha). After the formulation of the
original satras of the six orthodox schools, there soon emerged a pairing of these schools
as Sankhya-Yoga, Nyaya-VaiseSika and Mimamisa-Vedanta, and a large corpus of
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works followed which were commentaries and sub-commentaries on the satras. These
texts developed and defended their school’s major tenets against the developing texts of
rival schools.

From the latter part of the nineteenth century, Indian philosophers have attempted an
accommodation with western thought. This has taken two forms, represented in the cases
of Radhakrishnan and some contemporary scholars. Radhakrishnan found inspiration in
Vedanta philosophy and in Kantian and post-Kantian philosophy of the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries, and sought to combine these traditions with his own thinking.
Contemporary philosophers in India take a different approach. Working in university
departments where the emphasis has been very heavily on the analytic tradition of the
west, some leading scholars are attempting a recovery of the indigenous philosophical
tradition, yet with an analytical approach. Though Indian philosophy has its mystical
side, and though the general setting of the philosophical schools is within the
soteriological context of seeking mok¥a by way of jfiana or intellectual knowledge, there
is much in the Indian tradition which may fairly be called analytic philosophy.

B.C. and I.M.



5
THE ORIGINS OF INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

John Brockington

The Vedas have generally been regarded as the ultimate authority in Hinduism, both by
those who belong to that religion and by others from the outside. The same is broadly
true for Hindu systems of philosophy. So much is this the case that non-orthodox systems
of thought are in large measure defined as those that reject the authority of the Vedas. It
is therefore appropriate to begin an examination of the origins of Indian philosophy with
the Vedas, while not overlooking the fact that there were other, though less immediately
obvious, sources for Indian thought.

The religion that is recorded in the Vedic hymns is an élite form of that brought into
India by the Aryans who began to settle in north India soon after the middle of the second
millennium BC, and has recognizable affinities with the early religion of other Indo-
European-speaking peoples; indeed, in some respects it shows greater similarity to such
religions than to developed Hinduism. These hymns, the sa®hitas, form the first of the
four categories which evolved within the Vedic literature (the whole of which is for
Hindus ‘the Vedas’, although western writers tend to use the term to denote these hymns
alone). They were grouped into four collections, of which the oldest in terms of

compilation is the Rg Veda, which can be assigned to around 1200 BC on the basis of its
language and also of its clear links with the Iranian religion, especially in the form which
precedes Zarathushtra’s reforms, so far as we can discern it from the Avesta. Probably the
next is the Sama Veda, although the Yajur Veda cannot be much later, and finally comes
the Atharva Veda.! It must be emphasized that this order is based on the date of
compilation and that individual hymns may be much older than that. The Vedic literature
was then further developed, also over an extended period, by the group of texts known as
the BrahmaZ®as, which differ from the hymns by their prose form, their later language and
their more elaborate ritual; they form the second category. Within the Brahma®fas is
contained the third category, the Araftyakas, of which the Upanifads were in their origin
a further development, although they became increasingly independent later.

The hymns of the Eg Veda are thus our earliest textual evidence for the religious
beliefs of the Aryans. They were transmitted orally for many centuries, initially because
this was the way that they were composed but subsequently because they were regarded
as too sacred to be reduced to writing, but the hymns have nevertheless been preserved
with remarkable accuracy as a result of elaborate methods of recitation introduced to
safeguard their exact wording. The picture that they give us of the religious thought and
practices of their time is hardly complete, however, for they reflect the interests of the
priestly group concerned with the ritual worship of the major gods, while the total length
of the collection (just over a thousand hymns, containing in all a little over ten thousand
verses) means that there is not in any case the space for a comprehensive picture, given
the nature of the hymns as primarily poems of praise and petition to the various deities.?
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The collection is divided into ten books, each of which is a separate grouping. The
earliest block seems to consist of books 2—7, each containing the hymns composed by
one family of seers and all following the same arrangement of their hymns by deity
addressed and by length of hymn. These were then bracketed (probably in a two-stage
process) by the first and eighth books. The ninth book consists exclusively of hymns to
Soma, collected together here because of the importance of Soma in the ritual, as we shall
see shortly. The hymns of the tenth book were then the last to be added and, while a few
of them are as early as any in the other books, they are in general distinctly later, as their
language and metre reveal quite as obviously as their content.

Indra was clearly the most popular deity in the pantheon for the poets of the R g Veda,
for nearly a quarter of all its hymns are addressed to him. He is also described in more
anthropomorphic terms than the other deities, with his bodily strength, his great size and
his weapons being often alluded to, for he is clearly the apotheosis of the Aryan warrior.
His conflict and victory over the serpent VTtra is frequently mentioned in the hymns and
this is now usually regarded as a creation myth (one of several that we find in the hymns),
but the style of the allusions to it tends to stress Indra’s martial character. More generally,
he appears as the king of the gods (paralleling the way that the Aryan chief was both
leader in battle and head of his clan). Nevertheless, although the order of the hymns in the
“family” books 2—7 generally reflects the relative ranking of the deities (as shown by the
number of hymns addressed to them), the hymns to Indra follow those to Agni, reflecting
one of the major constraints on the nature of the collection as it has come down to us: its
use in the ritual.

Agni’s prominence in the Rg Veda (RV), where he is invoked in over two hundred
hymns, is based essentially on his character as the sacrificial fire. He is the actual fire on
the altar (his name is also the standard term for “fire”) and in that capacity conveys the
sacrifice to heaven and brings the other gods down to the sacrifice. He is therefore the
mediator between men and gods and so the counterpart among the gods of the priests
among men. His linking with the human priests leads to his being credited with other
aspects of their role, so that he is regarded as poet, sage and seer, as well as attending
Indra in much the same fashion as a priest accompanying a human chief and using his
weapons of incantations and rites against a common enemy. On the other hand, the fact
that he is at the same time both one, as the god, and many, as the individual fires, both
immortal and reborn daily from the kindling sticks, leads in one of the latest hymns in the

collection to speculation on the relationship between the one and the many (EV
10.88.17-19).
The importance of the ritual to the selection of the hymns actually represented in the

Rg Veda is still more clearly seen in the figure of Soma, the deified personification of a
plant which was central to Vedic ritual (just as the equivalent haoma was of great
importance in early Iranian religion). The physical basis of both Agni and Soma was a
major restriction on the growth of any mythology associated with them, and Soma’s
exploits, such as they are, are derived almost entirely from Indra, because he is the great
soma drinker, and from Agni, because he is also a god of ritual. The elaboration of
imagery in the hymns, gathered together almost entirely in the ninth book, is in fact
centered on the pressing and straining of the juice from this plant. The exhilaration
produced by drinking the resulting liquid is clearly indicated: it is a divine drink, which
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confers immortality (amf'ta) on gods and men, and Indra needs to be invigorated by it
before performing his major exploits. It is a relatively easy progression from here to the
idea that Soma is necessary to Indra’s activity and so is some kind of cosmic power, who
produces the world and wields universal sway; this appears to underlie the claims that
Soma is not only lord of plants but also king of the gods, of the whole earth and of men.

The identity of the soma plant has still not been conclusively established, with many
different candidates having been put forward over the years.* What is clear is that,
because of where it grew (both the Avesta and the Vedas state that the plant grew on the
tops of mountains, while details of the Vedic Soma ritual indicate that it had to be bought
from outsiders some distance away), there were increasing difficulties over time in
obtaining it and eventually substitutes began to be used. Over the same period the ritual
was steadily becoming more elaborate as the priestly influence, with which the emphasis
on Soma is so closely linked, became more and more dominant. The two developments
may, indeed, be interconnected, for it is not unlikely that the ineffectiveness of a
substitute in producing the effects of Soma was compensated for by the elaboration of the
ritual producing its own exhilaration, in such a way that the sense of ecstasy and
communion with the gods was now produced by purely ritual means. In the still longer
term, this may have contributed to the emphasis in later stages of Hinduism on the
achievement of certain states by manipulation of one’s own consciousness.

These three gods are the most prominent among the pantheon of the gods, the Devas,
who were traditionally numbered as thirty-three. Among these the most significant single
grouping is that of the Adityas, the twelve sons of Aditi (‘boundlessness, freedom’), who
is one of the few goddesses of any significance in this overwhelmingly male pantheon.
Alongside the Devas are another group, the Asuras, although at this stage both terms can
be applied to the same individual and there is little sign of the structural opposition
between the two groups which characterizes the next stage of the religion. However, one
of the figures most often called asura is Varulta, a more remote figure than Indra (who
has perhaps replaced him as the most important of the gods) and the guardian above all of
T'ta, the principle of order in the universe in both its natural and its moral aspects.

Even within the period represented by the composition of the hymns of the four

Vedas, there were significant developments. The tenth book of the R g Veda presents a
considerably different picture from the earlier books,* and this is supplemented by the
material of the Atharva Veda, which was in all probability compiled at a later date than
the other three Vedas and, because of its general lack of connection with the sacrificial
ritual, was only with some reluctance accepted as authoritative alongside them.

The earlier books of the Rg Veda present their cosmological views in mythological
form on the basis of analogies with procreation or with the craftsman’s activity. Although
such views are still found in the tenth book, there is a definite trend there towards
philosophical rather than mythological speculation. The two may well, of course, be
combined at this stage; a good example is hymn 10.72, in which the poet declares that he
will proclaim ‘the births of the gods’, then goes on to assert that: ‘In the first age of the
gods, being was born from non-being’, but ends the hymn again on a more mythological
note. Both in this hymn (BT haspati, ‘the lord of ritual power’, in verse 2) and elsewhere
terms that were in origin epithets, often of Indra, are turned into independent but more
abstract deities. Another example is found in the pair of hymns 10.81-2, where
Visvakarman, ‘the maker of all’, is represented as creating the world through sacrifice
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and as having on all sides eyes, faces, arms and feet, but where another explanation is
also given in terms of a “first embryo’, a world egg floating on the waters of chaos, out of
which Visvakarman emerges.

The image of an original sacrifice is much more forcefully presented in hymn 10.90,
to purufa, the cosmic person. The poet first describes this purufa as having a thousand
heads, eyes and feet (much as Visvakarman in 10.81.3) and then declares that only a
quarter of him is manifest in creation—a clearly panentheistic approach. When the gods
performed a sacrifice with this purufa as the victim, there were produced birds and
animals (the material for sacrifice), the hymns, the classes of mankind, Indra, Agni, the
wind-god Vayu, the atmosphere, heaven and earth. Noteworthy are the problems that the
poet has in expressing his ideas: the gods are there to perform the sacrifice (since an act
requires an agent, a verb requires a subject), but the major gods including Indra are
produced from it, and “Viraj was born from him and Puru$a was born from Viraj’, where
the poet is no more ignorant of basic biology than was the poet of 10.72 (who similarly
declares that Dak$a was born from Aditi and Aditi from Dak%a) but rather both are
struggling to say that the creative power and the created world are interdependent.

A still more pointed expression of dissatisfaction with existing explanations for the
origin of the world is seen in hymn 10.121, where impressive definitions of a creator
deity in each verse end with the question, ‘to which god shall we offer worship with an
oblation?’, implicitly suggesting that none of the existing pantheon measures up to such a
description while at the same time affirming the efficacy of the ritual. Admittedly, the
hymn as it is recorded goes on to answer its question in the last verse by naming
Prajapati, ‘the lord of creatures’, but this verse is a later addition and the deity himself

otherwise unknown to the Eg Veda though frequent in the Brahma®fas. This trend of
rejection culminates in hymn 10.129, which begins: ‘Non-being did not exist, nor did
being at that time; there was no atmosphere nor firmament beyond it. What enveloped it,
where, whose the protection? Was there water, profound and deep?’ After declaring
explicitly within the hymn that the gods are later than creation (cf. 10.90 above), the poet
ends on a note of agnosticism: ‘he who is its overseer in the highest firmament, he no
doubt knows or else he does not.” No longer are the gods or even one creator deity seen
as agents of creation, but we now have asat, non-being or the unreal, and sat, being or the
real, evolving together—a further shift in thinking from 10.72.2-3.

Such trends are not exclusively confined to the tenth book of the R g Veda, of course.

A close parallel to the statement in Rv 10.90 that only one-quarter of Puru%a is manifest
is found in 1.164.45-6, where Vac, ‘speech’, but especially ‘sacred speech’, similarly has
only one-quarter manifest and is declared to be That One, which seers speak of variously
as Indra, Mitra, Varulta, Agni and so forth. The context is again a ritual one and the form
is that of the riddling contests (brahmodya) in which the nature of brahman was
enigmatically revealed as underlying such rituals. Interestingly, this hymn recurs in the
Atharva Veda, while one of its motifs, that of the two birds perching on the same tree
(1.164.20-2), is found in the Upani¥ads and later.

The Atharva Veda (AV), despite its more popular character (seen in the lack of
connection with the ritual on the whole and in the proliferation of spells instead), does in

fact contain a greater number of speculative hymns than the Rg Veda.’ It is interesting to
note that it uses the term brahman to denote both its own incantations (in itself a shift in
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emphasis from the other Vedas’ use for the power underlying the sacrificial ritual) and
the universal principle, or more exactly the term now covers both meanings at the same
time, as when Brahman is the origin of both sat and asat and is also connected with Vac
(AV 4.1.1-2). It also makes use of various other images of the ultimate cosmic principle,
of which several are material and even mechanical in nature. There are a couple of hymns

to Viraj, the principle of extension (AV 8.9-10, cf. Ry 10.90.5, quoted above), and one

on the creation of purufa (AV 10.2, while Rv 10.90 recurs as AV 19.6). A pair of
hymns (AV 10.7-8) contain the glorification of skambha, ‘support’, a form of the cosmic
tree, seen as the framework on which the universe is erected and within which exist both
the non-existent and the existent; the second hymn of the pair concludes with a
declaration of atman, here still apparently ‘the breathing one’, as the cosmic principle,
while another hymn (AV 11.4) regards pra?'a, ‘breath’, as both the breath of life in the
individual and the wind animating the universe. The next hymn (AV 11.5) then celebrates
the brahmacarin, the Vedic student, who is treated as an incarnation of Brahman and is
said to fill his teacher with tapas. One line that was not developed subsequently is that
seen in a pair of hymns (19.53—-4, in fact one hymn arbitrarily divided) in which Kala,
‘time’, is celebrated as the first principle, by which everything has been created and set in
motion, from the sun’s course down, including Prajapati, ‘the lord of creatures’; they
include the striking image of immortality as the axle around which everything revolves.

The presence in the Atharva Veda of this larger element of philosophical speculation
in comparison with the other three Vedas is explicable in terms of the practical
orientation that continues to be a feature of philosophy in India. Knowledge of the true
nature of things was viewed as being not only a liberating force for the individual
concerned but also a way of acquiring power over others, especially his enemies, and so
of gaining success. However, despite the somewhat more speculative aspect of such
hymns, the ritual emphasis was still the dominant one in the Vedic tradition and was
tending, as we have already seen to a limited extent, towards a more impersonal view.

The dominance of ritual is particularly obvious in the next category of the Vedic
literature, the Brahma®as, whose name derives from Brahman, the sacred power now
linked especially with the sacrificial ritual, which it is the task of the Brahma®as to
expound. In contrast to the hymns, which are relatively brief, poetic and allusive, the
Brahma®as are voluminous prose works which aim to include everything relevant to their
central theme of the ritual and are in consequence often extremely discursive. Indigenous
tradition divides their contents into the two categories of rules (vidhi) and explanations
(arthavada), the rules being the prescriptions for the performance of the individual
sacrificial rites and the explanations being the mass of mythology and legend, etymology
and speculation by which the authors of the Brahma®as seek to explain the origin,
purpose and meaning of the rituals and so to establish their validity and importance.
While from one angle such explanatory material is peripheral to the prime focus of the
Brahma®as, it does in fact bear witness to a significant strand in their authors’ thinking.
In Vedic thought, as in the Iranian tradition, we find the view that the world is not due to
chance in any sense but governed by an objective order, inherent in the nature of things.
In the Brahma®as these basic laws of the world have come increasingly to be identified
with the laws of sacrifice; thus dharma (the term which now replaces the older fta, the
cosmic law guarded by VaruT'a) denotes especially the sacrificial act which controls and
maintains the cosmic order.
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The idea already found in a few of the later hymns of the Rg Veda that sacrifice
created the world evolves in the Brahma®as into the view that the correct performance of
sacrifice regulates the maintenance of the world through the power inherent in it,
Brahman, by a direct cause-effect relationship. The result of concentrating on the
sacrificial act itself was to make the gods to whom it had originally been directed less and
less relevant, for if the ritual was so potent in itself it was the mechanisms involved and
not its nominal recipient which were significant, while those who officiated at it also
became more important still. Systems of classification became even more important in
consequence, for it was thought that knowledge of the relevant interrelationships between
superficially diverse phenomena enabled the extension of influence or control from one
category to another.

This trend does not see the elimination of the deities but rather a shift of emphasis,
whereby the older gods as recipients of the sacrifice decline in importance as those more
closely connected with the ritual and its symbolism gain prominence. Prajapati, ‘the lord
of creatures’, thereby becomes in some ways the main deity, whose role, however, is
completed in the act of creation, and Vi$Tu comes to be regarded as the personification
of the sacrifice and to be equated with both Prajapati and Puru®a (developments which
may well be significant in his rise to become one of the two contenders, along with Siva,
for the position of supreme deity in classical Hinduism). In some later parts of the
Brahma®as, indeed, this trend goes a stage further and a growing preoccupation among
their composers with the ultimate basis of this ritually maintained cosmos is discernible.
This ultimate is identified either with certain ritualistic principles (such as Vac or Agni)
or with a divine creator embodied in the sacrifice, by some authors named as Prajapati
but increasingly identified directly with the creative principles of the ritual and thus with
Brahman. Despite their ritualism and formalism, the Brahmafas can be seen as having

more in common with the Upanifads than with the Rg Veda to the extent that they
emphasize the importance of a full understanding of the inner meaning of the matters
discussed, in effect of knowledge. Their extensive debates on the ritual and its
significance, cluttered though they are with so much that strikes the outsider as tedious
and repetitive, nevertheless should be seen as the forerunners of the cosmic and
metaphysical speculations of the Upani¥ads.

Between the Brahma®as and the Upanifads comes the third category of the Vedic
literature, the Ara’tyakas, which form the concluding sections of several Brahma®as.
Their name, meaning literally ‘belonging to the forest’, has commonly been interpreted to
mean that they were not for general circulation and were studied outside the normal limits
of society, whether because of their esoteric nature or their mystical power; this is
broadly valid, provided that it is not taken to mean that they were specifically related to
the third stage of life, that of retirement to the forest, in the system of the four stages of
life that only later evolves in orthodox thought. Most of the Ara®yakas are in reality
composite works, containing material appropriate to the other three categories of Vedic
literature, but they do form something of a transition between the mainly ritualistic
Brahma®as and the mainly speculative Upanifads (some of which are embedded within
Araftyakas in the same way that the Ara’tyakas are incorporated within the Brahma®*as).
The overall message of the Araf'yakas is an admission that by no means everyone could
take part in the expensive and complex ritual which forms the subject matter of the
Brahma®as, for they largely ignore the practical detail of the ritual in favour of its



Companion encyclopedia of asian philosophy 94

symbolism. Meditation on the inner meaning of the sacrifice rather than its performance
is thus their keynote, and in line with this they tend to substitute a simpler ritual; the
Kauitaki Araftyaka, for example, expounds the pra#fagnihotra, “the fire oblation through
one’s breath’, as a replacement for the basic ritual.

By this time the traditions recorded for us in the Vedic literature must already have
been considerably influenced by interaction with the ideas and beliefs of indigenous
groups with whom the Aryans came into contact after their arrival in India. It is therefore
tempting and plausible to see some of the major innovations that are found in the Upani#
ads as springing from such sources. The problem is that the hypothesis is incapable of
verification or falsification in the absence of any really firm evidence. There are a
number of features of, for example, the Indus Valley Civilization, the highly urbanized
culture preceding the Aryan arrival (c. 2500-1700 BC), which may well survive to
reappear in later Indian culture, but these can only be presented in broad terms in the
absence of any readable records; when it comes to the transmission of ideas, inference is
a rather hazardous process.® The presence of the Great Bath complex on the citadel of one
of the two largest cities of this Indus Civilization, Mohenjo-daro, no doubt points to the
centrality of water in the people’s lives and may well prefigure the emphasis on ritual
purity and bathing in tanks attached to temples in more recent Hinduism, but it may well
also have been influenced by the importance of water for the arable farming on which the
rise of this culture is based. From the finds of figurines of various sorts it can be inferred
that the people had a cult of a mother goddess as well as of male deities, but it seems
doubtful whether this is the source of the goddess cult in later Hinduism when one takes
into account the relatively late emergence of that cult. None the less, it remains highly
likely that the religion was affected by a large influx of deities or spirits and of new
concepts from non-Vedic sources during and after the Vedic period, with a substantial
amount first attested in the Upanifads. The earliest term to denote such often localized
beings, occurring already in the Eg Veda, is yakfa, denoting basically some kind of
apparition of whatever sort. Both these strands come together in one well-known passage
of the Kena Upani?ad, noted below.

In terms of the categorization of Vedic literature the Upanifads are, as we have seen,
the fourth of the groupings and tied to the Brahma®as through the Ara¥yakas. In reality,
the older Upanifads have as much in common with the speculative hymns of the tenth

book of the Rg Veda and parts of the Atharva Veda, although the closeness of their
connection with the preceding Vedic literatures varies. The name Upani¥ad is interpreted
as meaning either ‘a sitting down near’, in the way that pupils would sit around their
teacher, or as ‘a setting alongside’, that is, the making of connections and equivalences
(in a more sophisticated version of the Brahma'as quest for control through
categorization). The oldest Upani¥ads, which may date from the eighth century BC, are
truly Vedic in being closely linked with their BrahmaZ*as and in being written in the same
prose style, though with occasional verses. These are the Bfhadaraityaka, Chandogya,
Aitareya, Taittiriya and Kau¥itaki Upanifads; the first two in particular were formed by
the fusion of several texts which were perhaps once separate Upanifads, and what is
essentially the same text is sometimes found in several of them. They contain the
teachings of about a hundred individuals, who seem from the links between them to cover
a period of rather over a century.’
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The next group consists of Upanifads which are also linked to Brahma®*as but by a
less integral connection. They are the Kena, Isa, Kafha, Svetasvatara, Prasna, Mui“?‘ aka,

Mahanaraya®a, Mand ikya and Maitri Upanifads; the earliest in this group are metrical
in form, but this gives way to a mixture of prose and verse and then prose. These two
groups contain the major early Upanifads, but there are many more Upanifads with a
purely nominal or totally non-existent connection with Vedic schools and the title has
been taken by many works right up to modern times if their authors wished to lay claim
to esoteric knowledge.

The Upanifads are mostly in dialogue form and in some instances record great set
debates reminiscent of the debating contests (brahmodyas) found earlier. Perhaps the best
known instance is that where King Janaka of Videha performs a sacrifice and organizes a
debating contest with an enormous prize, to which the sage Yajfiavalkya stakes his claim
even before the start of the contest. Janaka himself appears more directly elsewhere as a
participant in discussion and he is, in fact, only one of a number of protagonists in the
Upanifads who come from kfatriya, aristocratic, backgrounds; theological and
philosophical speculation was evidently by no means limited at this period to the
professionals from among the Brahmans and indeed, since some of the greatest
innovations found in the Upanifads occur in passages linked with the k¥atriyas, it has
been argued that they were the means by which ideas from outside the Aryan community
were penetrating into the literature.® Equally, such occasions demonstrate that
participants in Upanifadic debates were still very much part of society, although, for
example, Yajfiavalkya is recorded as having subsequently retired to the forest, when his
intention to distribute his property between his two wives leads one of them, Maitreysi, to
demand and receive instruction on the nature of the self as being what leads to
immortality (B hadarafyaka Upanifad 4.5).°

Nevertheless, the context of the earlier speculation in the Upanifads is still very much
the ritual world of the Brahma®'as modified by the shift in emphasis already started in the
Ara'yakas towards what underlies the sacrifice rather than the sacrifice in itself. Hence
speculation now focuses at the cosmic level on the nature and identity of Brahman, the
sacred power operative through the sacrifice and now regarded as the power underlying
the cosmos. Hence, too, the earliest speculation in the Upanifads on the nature of
Brahman is basically materialistic, with this principle identified either as food or as
breath or as both. Yet this ritually derived type of speculation leads in due course to the
more characteristically Upani¥adic view that the world has Brahman as its inner essence
and emanates from Brahman.

Paralleling this cosmic speculation and quite possibly springing from the same sense
that there must be more than could be found in the sacrifice, there also emerges the
concept of the atman as the permanent self or soul within the individual. Originally the
term was probably synonymous with pra¥*a, ‘breath’, and thus denoted the vital force in
an individual, but in the Upanifads it comes to be used increasingly for the inner spiritual
principle. Certainly, pra?a is also used in the same sense and in fact several UpaniZadic
passages talk about pra¥a or its relationship to the organs of the self (speech, breath,
sight, hearing and thought), corresponding to the five forces of nature (fire, wind, sun, the
directions and the moon). Such correspondences are still important to the compilers of the
Upanifads, who continue to some extent to embrace the logic behind such identifications
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in the Brahma®fas, and must underlie that further leap of thought which is so often
considered the most important innovation of the Upani¥ads: the identification of the basic
principle in man with the basic principle of the universe, of atman with Brahman. Within

the Upanifads themselves this equation is connected especially with the name of Sﬁ‘!“.f
ilya, who first declares it in the Chandogya Upanifad (3.14).

No less important an innovation, however, is the concept of rebirth, which appears
first in a passage found both in the B hadara’yaka Upanifad (6.2) and, in a slightly
fuller form, in the Chandogya Upanifad (5.3-10). The setting for this is the inability of
the young Svetaketu, son of Uddalaka Arulli, either to answer the five questions put to
him by the Paficala prince, Pravahana Jaivali, about an individual’s fate at death or to get
an answer from his father; the instruction subsequently given by the prince to Uddalaka
puts forward a theory of rebirth in which the conditions of rebirth are determined solely
by one’s knowledge, according to the Bfhadaraf'yaka Upanifad version, or by karma
(literally “action’, but usually used in the religious context to mean the results of one’s
actions), according to the Chandogya Upanifad version. A more developed view is found
already in another passage in the B hadarafyaka Upanifad where a different thinker,
Yajfiavalkya, unequivocally asserts that rebirth is determined by one’s actions (karma)
and that release is achieved through knowledge (4.4). The rapidity with which this
revolutionary concept became accepted is remarkable and it is quite plausible that this
idea of selves entrapped in a cycle of rebirth but capable of liberation from it is a
contribution to Indian thought from non-Aryan sources, especially when one considers
that it is taken as axiomatic in both Buddhism and Jainism; but when this concept is
related to the other speculation of the Upanifads in the Brahman-atman equation, it leads
ultimately to the belief that there is only one atman as later propounded by the Vedantins,
while the Sarikhya system retains the more archaic emphasis on a plurality of selves.

Although Brahman and atman are the main focus of attention in the Upanifads, there
are many other speculations put forward and there is nothing like the uniformity of
outlook that is asserted by later orthodoxy, and especially by the Vedanta system (which
by its very name claims to be the continuation of the Upanifads, which form the ‘end of
the Veda’ or Vedanta). A brief look at some of the individual Upanifads and at the
figures appearing in them will illustrate this variety.

The Bfhadara?yaka Upanifad, which is the largest and probably the oldest of the

Upanifads, reveals its composite character in the way that its first part looks to Sﬁ‘ldilya
as its great teacher and opens with the themes of the symbolism of the horse sacrifice and
of death (building on the view, first found in the Brahma®as, that repeated death is an
evil that can be warded off), whereas its central part has Yajfavalkya as its main
authority. Yajfavalkya, a great intuitive and mystical thinker, appears only in the Bf
hadara’'yaka and Chandogya Upanifads, whereas his teacher Uddalaka, a more critical
and analytical thinker, occurs also in the Kau¥itaki Upanifad. He is, as we have seen,
linked with Janaka of Videha, and on another occasion he explains to Janaka about the
three states of the self (BAU 4.3). In its normal waking state the self participates in the
everyday world, where it is most influenced by externals; in the dreaming state, the self
projects and operates in its own interior world; but beyond these two and more basic than
them is the state of deep sleep, for here the dichotomy of experience into a conscious
subject and an external object is replaced by a unitary and blissful state. This unitary state
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also forms the climax to his discourse with his wife Maitreyi, already mentioned, where
he concludes:

For where there is indeed duality, there one smells another, there one sees
another... there one knows another; but where the whole of this has
indeed become the atman, then how and what would one smell, then how
and what would one see...then how and what would one know? How
would one understand him through whom one knows all this? How
assuredly can one know the knower?

(BAU 2.4.14, cf. 4.5.15)

The best-known part of the Chandogya Upanifad is undoubtedly Uddalaka’s teaching to
his son Svetaketu on the sadvidya, ‘the knowledge of the existent’, contained in the sixth
chapter. Uddalaka begins by declaring that individual objects are only the matter of
which they are made and that only formless matter is real, and goes on to challenge the

view of Eg Veda 10.72 that in the beginning being emerged from non-being; these first
two sections may well be one source of the later Safikhya theory of causation that the
effect pre-exists in its substantial cause. He next expounds this being, sat, as first the
essence of the universe and then the essence of man. In the second half of the chapter
Uddalaka then drives home his views with a series of illustrations drawn mostly from the
natural world; for example, he tells Svetaketu to split a banyan fruit and then to split one
of the seeds inside and declares that the subtle principle inside the seed which he cannot
perceive is the essence of the tree. Each of these illustrations culminates in his ‘great
saying’ (mahavakya): “You are that’ (tat tvam asi). Although Uddalaka does not use the
term ‘Brahman’, talking here about this being which is identified with the atman and with
satya, ‘truth’, the Vedanta later uses this as one of the key texts for the absolute identity
of atman with Brahman.

The three chapters of the brief Aitareya Upanifad each examine a different facet of the
atman: the first consists of a cosmogony with atman as the creator rather in the Brahma®'a
style, the second deals with the triple origin of the atman, and the third defines the atman
as intelligence. The second section of the Taittiriya Upanifad, the best-known of its three
parts, defines Brahman as truth, knowledge and infinity, and then analyses man on five
levels—the five sheaths—from the physical, vital, mental and intellectual up to the
blissful aspect of the true self, which is ultimately identical with Brahman. The Kau#taki
Upani?fad, the last of the five Upanifads that are fully integral to their Brahma®as, is less
original and indeed reproduces a considerable amount of material from the Bfhadara
yaka Upani#ad, though with some development of the ideas.

The Kena Upanifad is notable on the one hand for the emphasis in its first half on the
inscrutability of Brahman, which is nevertheless everywhere, and on the other for an
extensive allegory in the second half of how even the gods are ignorant of Brahman.
Brahman appears to the gods, who do not understand what this apparition (yak¥a) is, and
so Agni and Vayu go out to challenge it with their powers of burning and blowing, but to
no avail (since in challenging Brahman, they are cutting themselves off from the power
that underlies everything). When Indra finally goes out to discover what the yak?¥a is,
Brahman has gone and instead Uma, daughter of the Himalaya (and later wife of Siva),
reveals to him that it was Brahman.



Companion encyclopedia of asian philosophy 98

The brief Isa Upanifad (so called from its opening word, iéavasya, ‘enveloped by the
Lord’) reveals even in its name the new emphasis which begins to be apparent in this
second group of Upani#ads, while in the extent of its quotations from the Bf hadarayaka
Upanifad it provides the first example of what becomes a standard device within the
Hindu tradition, a definite appeal to tradition precisely at the point of any innovation, in
this instance the more theistic approach in contrast to the more impersonal tendencies of
the previous Upanifads. As always, of course, the shift to a new outlook did not occur all
at once, and some later Upanifads continue the more impersonal outlook of the earlier
ones, for example the three Upanifads that are assigned to the Atharva Veda, the Prasna,

Mu?@aka and Mai".fakya Upanifads. The last of these is notable for developing the
older notion of the three stages of waking and sleep by the addition of a fourth stage,
which is both the sum of the other three and at the same time opposed to them. These
four stages are also identified with the four quarters of the sacred syllable o®™ and with
the three times and what transcends temporality; thus, after successively realizing the
correspondences of the first three quarters, one arrives at a fourth state (which is also the
whole) and merges the immanent with the transcendent. Incidentally, it may be noticed
that this exactly reverses the proportions that are immanent and transcendent from the

quarters of Puru%a or Vac in the Eg Veda.

The Kafha Upanifad is noteworthy for the mythological framework that it shares with
the Taittirtya Brahma®a, in which the pious young brahman Naciketas goes voluntarily to
the abode of Yama and is then granted three boons by his host in recompense for having
been kept waiting three days. Naciketas’ third boon is to ask about man’s destiny after
death, and Yama’s eventual reply concerns the atman which is not born and does not die,
but is eternal and indestructible, and it includes a series of stages in the ascent to the final
goal, which places the purufa beyond the unmanifest (avyakta, a state of non-
differentiation, which is equivalent to Brahman), thus incorporating a personal element,
even if not a strongly theistic one.

The Svetasvatara Upanifad, again quoting extensively from older Vedic literature (as
does the Mahanaraya®a Upanifad), is clearly theistic, being intent on establishing the
existence and supremacy of the Lord, whom equally clearly its author regards as Siva. It
seeks to demonstrate that Siva is the one meant by older references, for example in the

tenth book of the & g Veda, to Prajapati and so forth as the creator whose face, eyes, arms
and feet are everywhere. In a similar fashion the Mahanarayaa Upanifad uses such
quotations to reinforce its belief in a personal supreme deity, who is for it, however, the

Narayala of its title, a name of Vi$Tuy, also identified with the Puru$a of &V 10.90.
Perhaps because of the focus on Vi¥Tu with his earlier links with the sacrifice, the
Mahanaraya®'a Upanifad presents a slightly archaic picture, with its attempt to
harmonize the ritual and reflective ways of life and the prominence given to the ‘fire-
oblation with breath’ (praf*agnihotra), both reminiscent of the Ara?'yakas. We see here no
doubt the influence of more popular religious attitudes, for which in some ways fuller
evidence comes before long from the two Sanskrit epics, the Mahabharata and the
Ramaya®a. Similarly, Buddhist influence has frequently been detected in the latest of
these major Upanifads, the Maitri Upanifad, for it begins with an expression of world-
weariness that is similar to Buddhist meditations on the loathsomeness of the human
body and with a grim picture of cosmic dissolution. There was clearly a continuing
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inflow of ideas and attitudes from non-Vedic sources into the orthodox tradition that did
not cease with the innovations of these major early Upanifads but was to influence both
the religious and philosophical expressions of Hinduism profoundly.

Not only do the epics provide much evidence for the next stages in the growth of
Hinduism as a religion, but the Mahabharata also includes the Bhagavadgita (Mbh. 6.23—
40), a text which has come to be in more modern times their main religious text for many
Vai$avas and indeed many other Hindus, a text which also lays claim to the status of an
Upanifad and is regularly, almost obligatorily, commented on by Vedantin teachers. As
we have seen, the somewhat earlier Mahanaraya®a Upanifad makes Naraya®a the
supreme deity, but KI'$Ta, the expounder of the Bhagavadgita, presents himself as the
supreme, identical to or more often superior to Brahman, and sets forth a way to
liberation and a view of life with which the ordinary man in the world can identify. He
starts from Arjuna’s dilemma as he faces the prospect of fighting relatives and so begins
with the concept of the atman as eternal and indestructible, so that it does not die with the
body but transmigrates from body to body until it achieves liberation; hence Arjuna will
not be killing what really matters, the atman. Throughout the Bhagavadgita KF#1a
draws heavily on the Upanifads (quoting, for example, in this part from the Kafha
Upanifad) as well as on other parts of Vedic literature and on less easily identifiable
strands of thought, in order to combine and synthesize into an overall theistic framework
the various ideas then current. The result is not a completely consistent work, but one that
as a work of popularization has gained wide currency.'

KT$M3 goes on to suggest that all activity is a sacrifice provided that it is undertaken
in the right spirit of detachment, which is specifically an absence of selfish motivation.
He thereby provides at the same time a reinterpretation of sacrifice and of the
renunciatory way of life, which had obviously become substantially more popular in the
interval between the early Upanifads and the time of the Bhagavadgita (which is often
assigned to the second century BC but is probably rather later than that), as among other
things the rise of Buddhism, Jainism and other unorthodox movements testifies. He
argues that withdrawal into inactivity is not the answer, but rather, following the example
of the deity himself, all have the duty to maintain the world order, and in particular to
perform the activities for which their particular position in society has fitted them. Since
desire is more basic than action, actions as such have no particular effect, provided that
the individual acts unselfishly: disinterested action, rather than mere inactivity, is the true
spirit of renunciation. KF$14a is thus also providing a new aspect to the doctrine of karma
by stressing the motivation involved. Although there had already been suggestions in the
Upanifads that it is desire that leads to actions, such views are more prominent in
Buddhism, and in part the message of the Bhagavadgita seems designed to counter the
popularity of the heterodox movements by providing a more accessible religious text for
the ordinary person; its inclusion within the Mahabharata with its massive audience is no
coincidence.

Having examined the way of activity (karmamarga), KT #2a then moves on to the way
of knowledge (jfianamarga), the type of intuition that can be traced as far back as the

speculative hymns of the Eg Veda but which he carefully defines as knowledge of the
deity, before reverting for a while to the topics of Brahman and atman and to ideas of
meditation as the means to achieve insight. The middle third of the Bhagavadgita is then
taken up mainly with the nature of the supreme deity and his attributes, of which the high
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point is KF'$1a’s revelation to Arjuna of his universal form, which produces in Arjuna a
spirit of humble adoration, summed up as the way of devotion (bhaktimarga). The
concept of bhakti is further developed in the last third of the Bhagavadgita, but the form
of such devotion consists mainly of the loyal service and subservience of the devotee to
the supreme, without any real hint of the intimacy which was to mark the bhakti
movement at a much later date. This way of devotion is open to all and is ranked higher
than the way of knowledge, open only to a few because of its difficulties, and to the way
of activity; the other two ways are not rejected but are definitely placed at a lower level—
one of the earliest uses of the principle of ranking to avoid confrontation between
potentially opposing views, while ensuring that the favoured view is supreme.

In many respects the Bhagavadgita marks the start of the period of development of
classical Hinduism, with its accommodation of many different trends and emphases into
an overall framework provided by the brahmans as the great guardians of tradition within
the Indian context. The first phase of innovations in thought marked by the later stages of
the Vedic literature and by the emergence of Buddhism, Jainism and the other heterodox
movements is over; religious life is entering a period of rapid growth of sects centring
around the worship of Vi$Itu or Siva (or a little later of the goddess) and developments
in philosophical thought are beginning to find expression in the basic texts of the six
systems, to be examined in Chapters 7-11 below.

NOTES

1 Since a substantial part of the text of both the Sama Veda and the Yajur Veda is drawn from

the Rg Veda, they are of less interest in tracing the history of ideas. Indeed, the main
interest of the Sama Veda lies in its form rather than its content (of which over 95 per cent is

taken directly from the Rg Veda), for it consists of a handbook of the chants or samans used
by one set of priests in the sacrifice along with the musical notation. While the Yajur Veda is

partly drawn from the Rg Veda, there is also new material composed directly for the ritual
context, which was the raison d’étre for the compilation of all three collections. By contrast,
the Atharva Veda is much more independent (although even so about a seventh of its hymns

come from the Rg Veda).

2 The character of the collection as a whole is well presented in the extensive selection of
hymns contained in W.D.O’Flaherty, The Rig Veda (Harmondsworth: Penguin Books,
1981); another recently published selection is W.H.Maurer, Pinnacles of India’s Past,
University of Pennsylvania Studies on South Asia 2 (Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1986).

3 Suggested identifications in the past have been Sacrostemma species, Ephedra species,
rhubarb, millet, hops and cannabis (in fact well known in the Indian tradition as bhatg),
among others. Somewhat more recently, R.G.Wasson put forward the proposal that it was
Amanita muscaria, the fly agaric, a hallucinogenic mushroom growing in the mountains of
Afghanistan, in his Soma: Divine Mushroom of Immortality (New York: Harcourt Brace
Jovanovich, 1968). The most recent attempts to identify the soma plant that | am aware of
are those by Harry Falk in his ‘Soma | and 11’ (Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African
Studies 52 (1989), 77-90) and by D.S.Flattery and Martin Schwartz in their Haoma and
Harmaline: The Botanical Identity of the Indo-Iranian Sacred Hallucinogen ‘Soma’ and its
Legacy in Religion, Language, and Middle Eastern Folklore, University of California
Publications, Near Eastern Studies 21 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1989). Falk
puts forward a number of cogent arguments in favour of the traditional identification as
Ephedra, while Flattery argues on botanical and pharmacological evidence that
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harmel or wild rue, Peganum harmala L. (Zygophyllaceae), a common
weed of the Central Asian Steppes, the Iranian Plateau, and adjacent
areas, was the original intoxicant plant represented in the Iranian
religious tradition by the term haoma and in the religious tradition of
India by the etymologically identical term soma.

4 This is especially true of the third of the units into which it can be divided, from 10.85
onwards, but also to some extent of the second unit, 10.61-84.

5 The Atharva Veda is extant in two recensions, the Saunakiya and the Paippalada recensions,
which vary considerably in their arrangement and to some extent in their content; it is the
Saunakiya recension which is usually meant when the Atharva Veda is cited, and references
here are to that recension.

6 The Indus Valley Civilization or Harappa Culture was clearly literate, as is shown by the brief
inscriptions on the enormous numbers of seals discovered at its sites, but so far no attempt at
decipherment has achieved general acceptance. It remains plausible that the language
represented is an ancient form of Dravidian. Asko Parpola, who has been active in attempts
to decipher the script, has recently examined the religion in his ‘The Sky-Garment: a study
of the Harappan religion and its relation to the Mesopotamian and later Indian religions’,
Studia Orientalia 57 (1985), 1-216.

7 Such is the calculation of Walter Ruben in his Die Philosophen der Upanischaden (Bern: A.
Francke, 1947), where he suggests that they represent about five generations in time,
covering very approximately the period from the mid-ninth century to the mid-eighth century
BC.

8 We may even be able in part to distinguish this material by its form if we are to accept Paul
Horsch’s suggestion (in his Die vedische Gatha- und Sloka-Literatur (Bern: Francke Verlag,
1966) that gathas and slokas—verses quoted in the Vedic prose and explicitly distinguished
from the mantras by these terms—are of anonymous origin but come mainly from k*Fatriya
circles. He notes that the term gatha, which goes back to Indo-Iranian times, was gradually
replaced by the word $loka in the Brahma®as, the process being completed by the Upani'!1
ads, and he argues that this corresponds to a brahmanical reaction against the gatha tradition
as impure and profane.

9 The most accessible translations of the Upanif‘ads are those by Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan, The
Principal Upani'fads (London: Allen & Unwin, 1953, frequently reprinted), and Patrick
Olivelle, Upanifads, World’s Classics (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press,
1966); but selections can be found in most of the anthologies of Hindu religious or
philosophical literature.

10 Translations of the Bhagavadgita abound. One of the best, which also includes a study of the
text, is that by Franklin Edgerton, The Bhagavad Gita translated and interpreted, Harvard
Oriental Series, 38—9 Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1944 (reprinted 1952).
Some worthwhile recent ones are those by W.J.Johnson (World’s Classics; Oxford and New
York: Oxford University Press, 1994), Barbara Stoler Miller (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1986) and Robert Minor (Columbia, MO: South Asia Books, 1982).
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6
NON-ORTHODOX INDIAN
PHILOSOPHIES

Karel Werner

Besides philosophies derived from or developed within the mainstream of the orthodox
Vedic tradition in ancient India there were trends of thought in existence from earliest
times which originated outside Vedic orthodoxy and were cultivated in parallel with it.
They seem originally to have thrived predominantly in the eastern parts of northern India
(today’s West Bengal and Bihar, known in later Vedic times as Magadha) and therefore
away from or on the fringe of the early Vedic civilization which flourished in the ancient
land of Saptasindhu (extending from the territory of the old Punjab, now in Pakistan, to
the upper Ganges and Jumna). The ancient Magadha was the domain of Vratyas, a loose
confederation of tribal Aryan fraternities with their own religious, mythological and
philosophical tradition only partly overlapping with the Vedic one. Because of the
absence of an organized priestly class among Vratyas there was more variety and
freedom in the approach to questions of a religious and philosophical nature and most of
the later recorded non-orthodox teachings originated or were first documented in their
area. As well as the Vratya philosophy there developed schools of thought which can be
classified as various forms of scepticism, relativism, agnosticism, materialism, and
deterministic and voluntaristic salvationism. The most notable among them were
Lokayata, Jainism and Buddhism.

VRATYA PHILOSOPHY

With the spread of Vedic orthodoxy, the bulk of the Vratya lore was absorbed into it in a
brahmanized form, influencing it in turn and substantially contributing to the blossoming
of Upani®adic philosophy. The sources for Vratya teachings are the Atharva Veda and
scattered references in the other three Vedas and in later Vedic and Brahmanic literature.
The mystical philosophy of Vratyas can be classified as metaphysical monism
expressed in the imagery of cosmogony, which was reflected in the communal ritual and
in salvationist aspirations. The term ‘Vratya’ referred originally to a primordial
cosmogonic power which manifested itself in the individualized form as Ekavratya, also
called Mahadeva, the great god. From him emanated the cosmic Brahmacari (divine
wanderer), who established the Earth, thus producing polarity, and by impregnating her
gave rise to multiplicity. This cosmogonic drama produced by the divine trinity (Vratya,
Ekavratya and Earth) was re-enacted in the social context in fertility rites by a Vratya
team of three (a master called magadha, a young pupil or brahmacari and a female
attendant, pu#tscali, in ritual cohabitation, maithuna), which ensured the duration of the
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universe and life in it and the continuity of the community. At the individual level the
aspiration of reaching the status of the cosmic Ekavratya, often referred to as the
achievement of immortality, led to the renunciation of worldly life. The aim was the
individual reversal of the cosmogonic process and the return to the primeval cosmic
transcendence. In practice this meant that one became a celibate brahmacari and, when
one became accomplished, one was known as ekavratya or arhat, and also as kesin, ‘the
long-haried one’ (Hauer 1927; Werner 1989). The line employing esoteric magic rites
with sexual elements continued in obscurity and re-emerged in some varieties of later
Tantrism.
LOKAYATA MATERIALISM

The emergence of materialist philosophy in India was preceded by religious and

philosophical scepticism. Already some verses in the R g Veda have been interpreted as
expressing doubts about the existence of gods since it was not certain that anybody had
ever seen them. The Upanifads testify that some people denied survival after death and
the existence of the other world (Ka?ha 1,20; 2,6). Buddhist and Jainist sources have
preserved a story about King Payasi, who was doubtful about life after death because
none of those he had asked before their death to come back and tell him that they were
alive elsewhere did so and he could not detect a soul leaving the body by observation or
by weighing the body before and after death. The Pali canon (especially Digha Nikaya
1,2) gives the names and summaries of teachings of heads of six ‘heretical’ schools.
Philosophical scepticism in the form of radical epistemological and logical agnosticism is

attached there to the name of Safijaya Bela!tha, who abstained from making any definite
statement about anything because it was not possible to guarantee its truth. Ethical
scepticism or relativism, with a touch of naturalist determinism, was advocated by Para®}
a Kassapa, who denied the validity of the concepts of merit in doing good and of guilt in
performing evil deeds. Good and evil were not results of ethical causation, but just
happened (as natural processes).

Fully fledged materialism is ascribed to Ajita Kesakambali, who denied life after death
and the validity of any transcendental knowledge claimed by allegedly perfect teachers.
A human being is a product of the four elements, which dissolve after death; the person
ceases to exist. The early existence of materialist philosophy as a school of thought
advocated on the grounds of logical argument may be further inferred from the Maitri
Upanifad (7,8) which is probably slightly post-Buddhist. It warns against contacts with
those who use false logic and confusing arguments to press believers in the Vedas; their
doctrine, denying the existence of the self or soul (atman), supported by false proofs,
puzzles people, who then cannot distinguish Vedic lore from ordinary human knowledge.
This warning could be equally applied to Buddhists, with their anatman/anatta doctrine.
However, the Upanifad further says (7,9) that the false doctrine was, in fact, taught by
BT haspati, the teacher of gods, to demons to bring about their destruction. Whatever the
merit of this story, a work called B haspatisiitras, now lost, must have existed, since
several quotations from it have been preserved by later authors and it was widely referred
to as the source of materialist philosophy.

References to popular as well as philosophical materialism can be found also in Jainist
scriptures, Buddhist jatakas (stories of the former lives of the Buddha), the epics, the
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writings of the Chinese Buddhist pilgrim Hiuen Tsang, who travelled in India during the
years 530-45, and even in dramatic literature, for example in the philosophical drama
Prabodhacandrodaya (The Rise of the Moon of Awakening) by KF$Ta Misra (probably
from the eleventh century). The crucial tenets of the doctrine of materialism were
philosophically attacked even by the great Sankara in his commentary to the Brahma
Satras (3,3,53). Before refuting them he summarized them with competence and without
the denigrating remarks which were usual with many other opponents of materialism.
The most extensive and systematic source of Lokayata philosophy is the work
Tattvopaplavasi#tha (The Lion of Annihilation of Principles) by Jayarasi (dated around
the year 700), which frequently draws on the lost B haspatisiitras. Some believe that it is
the one and only surviving truly Lokayata text, but doubts have recently been expressed
about this view. Although Jayarasi proclaims himself to be a follower of BT haspati, his
argumentation often brings him close to the position of a sceptic if not an agnostic
(Franco 1987, Introduction). Other systematic expositions of Lokayata philosophy can be
found in philosophical manuals which undertake to summarize the doctrines of several
philosophical schools, both orthodox and non-orthodox. A short account of Lokayata

philosophy appeared in the manual *Saddaréanasamucchaya (A Collection of Six
Doctrines) by Haribhadra (ninth century), which is supplemented by a more extensive
and reasonably accurate summary in Gufaratna’s commentary. But the most
comprehensive and systematic treatise can be found in the work called Sarvadarsanasar
graha (A Compilation of All Doctrines) by Madhava (fourteenth century) under the
heading ‘Carvakadarsala’ (‘The doctrine of Carvaka’). At the end he quotes eleven
stanzas from the lost work of BT haspati.

The name of the school—Lokayata—means ‘worldly’ or ‘concerned with the world’,
i.e. the world accessible to the senses, which is regarded as the only real one. The
followers of the school are sometimes referred to as Barhaspatyas after the above-
mentioned mythical teacher of materialism, BFhaspati. Another name for them is
Carvakas, the followers of Carvaka. Madhava mentions that Carvaka followed the
teachings of BThaspati and was the jewel of all nastikas. His reputation as a great
Lokayata teacher is testified to by the fact that his name became virtually synonymous
with the doctrine. The expression nastika means ‘the one who says “is not”” (i.e. denies
the existence of something). It frequently denotes Lokayatas and others who deny or
doubt the existence of other worlds, but it is also applied to all non-orthodox doctrines
which deny the authority of the Vedas such as Jainism and Buddhism.

Lokayata ontology is determined by what can be called its radical epistemological
empiricism, which recognizes sensory perception as the only valid avenue of our
knowledge of reality and, indeed, as the only valid proof of the existence of anything.
Whatever cannot be perceived does not exist. Talk of higher invisible worlds, of an
afterlife with its rewards and punishments, and of God as the highest ruler of the world, is
a product of fantasy or an invention of deceitful priests in order to gain comfortable
livelihoods out of a credulous populace. Logical proof (in the form of a syllogism) for the
existence of the unseen is invalid, because the validity of the general premiss is only
assumed and cannot be proved unconditionally. This rules out not only what in Europe is
known as the ontological proof of God, but also the acceptance of inference as a valid
source of new knowledge, since inference is a process perceived in the mind, which is,
however, fully dependent on sensory input for its material, a view reminiscent of Locke
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and Hume. Opponents pointed out that Lokayatists themselves used inference in refuting
other doctrines, but from at least one fragment it transpires that the Lokayata rejection of
inference was not so absolute. Purandara (dated to the seventh century) admitted the
validity of inference within the perceptible world if verification by sensory perception
was at least conceivable. But he rejected its use and validity wherever the conclusion
pointed towards the assumption of some transcendent worlds beyond sensory perception
(Dasgupta 1940:536-7; Chattopadhyaya 1968:28-30). However, this explanation does
not deal with the obvious difficulty that the Lokayatas themselves derive their dogma of
the non-existence of the unseen transcendent from an inference in which the general
premiss (what cannot be perceived does not exist) itself cannot be proved, but is a meta-
physical postulate.

A further problem arises with Lokayata metaphysics when we consider its basic tenet
that the world, which is purely material, is composed of a combination of four elements,
namely earth, water, air and fire. All things in the world, including man, are the result of
different patterns in which the elements combine to produce them. Traces of the doctrine
of four elements forming the foundation of the material world can be found as far back as

the Rg Veda, but it may be of older (Indo-European) origin as it existed also in ancient
Greece (and, of course, in medieval alchemy), unless we assume a traffic of ideas
between India and Greece in antiquity. It is fully spelled out in the Upani®ads, with a
fifth element, ether, added (Bfhadara’!yaka 4,4,5; Taittirtya 2,1). This doctrine then
became accepted by virtually every school of Indian philosophy with various other
elements added by different schools to account for mental phenomena. The Lokayata
school, of course, rejected all additional non-material elements, but accepted the four
‘material’ ones while further rejecting ether on the grounds that it cannot be perceived by
the senses and therefore it does not exist. The difficulty here is that the four material
elements cannot be perceived in their pure form either. This objection was not raised by
the opponents of Lokayata, no doubt because of the universal acceptance of the doctrine
of the elements. These elements were, in fact, understood in most systems not as some
kind of dead building stones of the world, but as dynamic natural forces or categories of
material existence. Thus Buddhism explains earth as solidity, water as liquidity, air as
vibration and fire as heat/light (and, like Lokayata, excludes ether). While no detailed
explanation of the Lokayata views of the four elements has been preserved, it could be
that they understood them in a similar way to Buddhism and regarded them as
perceivable.

There is some evidence that Lokayata accepted the atomic theory (Dasgupta
1940:540), although doubts have been expressed on the matter. Either it regarded atoms
(unlike Nyaya and Vaise3ika) as the smallest perceptible particles or concluded that,
while atoms were not perceivable, it was enough that their conglomerates were.

Lokayata psychology does not accept the existence of a soul or self (atman) separate
from the body. The proof is seen in statements in which one clearly identifies oneself
with the body, such as ‘I am fat’ or ‘I am thin.” At the same time it is asserted that the
expression ‘my body’ does not prove the existence of a separate, immaterial owner of the
body, but is only figurative. The emergence of consciousness is explained by the use of
an analogy. When elements combine in a certain configuration to produce a person,
consciousness emerges, as does the power of intoxication in a mixture of appropriate
ingredients through fermentation. When eventually the elements forming the body
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dissolve at the death of a person, his or her consciousness disappears and he or she is
gone for good.

It would seem that some Lokayatists were not satisfied with the simple identification
of the individual with his or her body because of the complexity of the vital and mental
processes regarded by some other schools of Indian philosophy as independent cosmic
forces of a higher order. Therefore one can assume that there were several schools of
Lokayata, some of which may have been influenced by these other philosophies. An
Advaitic work of the fifteenth century, Sadananda’s Vedantasara (verses 121-4),
enumerates four schools of Lokayata. The first of them is identical with the one just
described and its view is illustrated by a reference to the teaching on different levels or
sheaths of self in the Taittiriya Upanifad (section 2), which was embraced and further
elaborated particularly by the system of Advaita Vedanta. This first school of Lokayata
limits the person to the level called in the Upanifad ‘the self made of the essence of food’
(annarasamaya atman). The second school identifies the self with the power of sensory
perception (indriya), which is supported by such sayings as ‘I am blind’ or ‘I am deaf.’
Senses do figure as cosmic forces or independent intelligences in most other Indian
systems and Vedantasara here refers, somewhat unphilosophically, to the story about the
quarrel of the senses in the Chandogya Upanifad (5,1,7). There is no corresponding level
in the Advaitic teaching, because it regards the senses as being derived from the vital
force which is manifested in breath (prafa). The third Lokayata school is said to identify
the self with this vital force, since as it ceases to function, the senses also cease to
perform and the person is gone, even though the body may still be seen for a time. One
experiences oneself as the vital force when one realizes that one is hungry, thirsty, etc.
This school would seem, therefore, to have believed in the existence of a ‘vital self’ (pra’
amaya atman). The fourth school is even credited with the acceptance of the existence of
the mind (manas) as the real, although—of course—perishable, self. It corresponds on the
Aduvaitic level to the mental or ‘mind-made’ self (manomaya atman). In modern English
one would probably use, for the purposes of the fourth Lokayata school, the expression
‘brain’ rather than ‘mind’. The proof of the existence of mind is seen in Cartesian-like
statements such as ‘I am considering this or that’ and in the fact that when the mind is in
deep sleep, the vital force does not manifest itself in sensory perception, which does not
operate in deep sleep. In the absence of other sources for the existence of differing
schools of Lokayata philosophy it is impossible to assess the reliability of Sadananda’s
account or to imagine the type of arguments which may have been conducted within the
Lokayata school when it embarked on elaborating its tenets in detail and started splitting
in conse-quence.

The ethics of Lokayata follow from its basic tenet, which denies any form of
individual survival after death. The logical conclusion is that one should live as agreeably
as possible. The aim of life is to experience pleasure, which should not be rejected just
because it is often associated with hardship or suffering. One ought to enjoy pleasure in
the highest measure while thoughtfully avoiding or removing accompanying hardships
and evils, just as one removes bones when eating fish. There is no reward or punishment
beyond death. The highest bliss comes from the embrace of a beautiful woman. Hell is
only pain caused by hardship in this world, like swallowing a fishbone. Final liberation
comes with the death of the body, and it is not necessary to seek it through the acquisition
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of special knowledge. Performing sacrifices, learning Vedas, asceticism and applying
ashes to one’s body is the way of life of those who lack intelligence and manliness.

Although the hedonistic aspect of the Lokayata ethics was often overemphasized in
the preserved accounts which come invariably from opponents, and granted that there
must have been some realistic grounds for the exaggeration, it is nevertheless also clear
that, as in the case of the Greek equivalent of Lokayata, the philosophy of Epicurus, there
were also positive aspects to Lokayata. There is some evidence that intellectual pleasures
were also prized and that the pursuit of sensory pleasures was incompatible for many
with perceiving, let alone causing, suffering to others, especially by Killing. Hence a
further reason for the Lokayata condemnation of animal sacrifices. Some Lokayatists
seem even to have condemned war for the same reason (Chattopadhyaya 1968:31-5).

As the preoccupation with refuting Lokayata philosophy in orthodox and other
philosophical writings in India lasted for several centuries, it has to be assumed that it
must have had a significant following during that time and that it must have reached a
considerable degree of theoretical elaboration, especially in the field of logical argument.
The fact that Lokayata original sources have not been preserved is probably due to the
circumstances after Indian creative philosophizing passed its peak and India concentrated
under Islamic and other foreign domination on preserving, in the first place, her orthodox
religious heritage and those philosophies which were compatible with it.

JAINA PHILOSOPHY

Besides its own tradition of a succession of teachers Jainism had some historically proven
links to the teachings called Ajivika whose main protagonist, known from Pali Buddhist
sources as Makkhali Gosala, is regarded by some as a magadha (Basham 1981:8) so that
a Vratya connection could be assumed. In its elaborated form, pieced together from
fragmentary quotations, the Ajivika philosophy can be described as a kind of fatalistic
optimism or salvationist determinism. Fate or destiny (niyati) governs the world process
(sanisara) as well as individual lives. In the end each individual will reach salvation
(mok¥a) after a very long, though fixed, period of purification in the course of
transmigration through all forms of life, of which there is a large, though again fixed,
number in sa#tsara. Some Ajivika sects seem to have conceived the state of liberation
(nirva®a) as not necessarily final, since some souls could again get contaminated by
passions and return to sa#sara. Nothing is known about the Ajivika ontology of the early
period, but later sources indicate that seven elements or categories of being were
accepted: in addition to the four material elements there were the non-material elements
of joy, sorrow and life (or soul, jiva); the teaching of elements was also somehow
combined with the atomic theory. In Ajivika epistemology and logic there are overlaps
with Jainism and to a minor degree also with Buddhism, but a consistent picture can
hardly be reconstructed.

Jainism perceives itself as an eternal teaching brought to mankind periodically by
accomplished teachers called tirthasikaras (ford-makers: for crossing the stream of sa#
sara to the safe shore of nirva®a). There have been twenty-four of them and the name of

the first one, Rﬁabha, is mentioned in the Vedic Kalpasatras in connection with radical
teaching on non-violence. Some measure of historicity is ascribed to the twenty-third one,
Parsva, believed to have lived in the eighth century BC, but the actual historical
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personage to whom the known Jaina teachings are ascribed is the last tirtharikara,
Vardhamana, called Mahavira (‘great hero”) or Jina (“victor”), of the sixth century BC. In

the Pali canon he was named Nigalﬂha Nataputta, and it transpires that he was an older
contemporary of the Buddha and died some years before him. Jainism as a doctrine is
geared to individual salvation and its philosophy serves that ultimate purpose, but it has
elaborated some of its philosophical tenets in great detail, often eclectically borrowing
from other schools of thought. Because Jaina sources were codified relatively late,
influences from later developments in Buddhist and Hindu teachings were considerable
and therefore make a reliable reconstruction of original Jaina views rather difficult and in
some respects uncertain.

Jaina ontology is based on the assertion of a plurality of substances. A substance
(dravya) is an eternal entity which possesses unchangeable characteristics or qualities
(gu¥as), but on which certain changeable modes, modifications or states (paryayas) can
occur. The highest substance is jiva (animate substance, soul, spirit-monad), and there is
an infinite number of them. By itself, in its pure form, a jiva, often called also atman, is
perfect, omniscient, eternal, formless and in possession of unlimited energy and infinite
bliss. When subject to influences (asravas) from the phenomenal world of modalities
(saMisara), the jiva takes shape, assuming a body born from his or her actions
(karmasarira), loses his or her perfection and becomes a mundane pilgrim (sa#sari)
through innumerable forms of life which are determined by his or her desires and actions.
These forms include not only higher and lower celestial beings and inhabitants of
invisible worlds, humans, animals and all forms of organic life, plants and even invisible
micro-organisms, but also minerals and elements (units of fire, water or air). The
phenomenal world of sa#fsara, inhabited by bound jivas, is composed of ajivas,
inanimate substances of two kinds: (1) the formless (arapi) ones, namely time (kala),
which governs its sequential nature, space (akasa), in which everything is contained,
motion (dharma), or the power of attraction and repulsion, and rest (adharma), or the
power of inertia; and (2) the kind of substance which has form (rapi) and is called
pudgala, usually translated as ‘matter’, sometimes as ‘body’. It would seem that pudgala
in the singular refers sometimes to the abstract notion of matter and at other times to a
particular material entity or body, while pudgalas in the plural always denotes concrete
bodies or material objects and diverse stuffs. The smallest, imperceptible particle of
matter is an atom (affu, or parama®u); there are four kinds of atoms: of air, fire, water
and earth; and their combinations produce aggregates or compounds (skandhas, or sas
ghatas), thus forming objects and fine and gross stuffs. The sa#tsaric world process is
beginningless and eternal and in its totality unchanging as it comprises the whole of time.
In detail, however, for the bound individual consciousness, it unfolds in the flow of time
in ever-recurring world periods of evolution and devolution reflected in human history as
periods of progress and degeneration.

As a salvationist doctrine Jainism aims at providing means for the development of the
highest knowledge or omniscience, the natural property of the soul in its pure state. Jaina
epistemology is therefore subject to the metaphysical stance which postulates such a
state. However, its pragmatic starting point is the everyday satitsaric situation of a soul
bound by the limitations of a human body. It therefore pays due attention also to the
normal epistemological and logical procedures. The two levels of Jaina epistemology are,
of course, intermingled, and there is some development of views in evidence without a
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sufficiently coherent theory being presented. Basically, Jaina epistemology accepts two
kinds of cognition (jfiana), direct (pratyak¥a) and indirect (parok¥a), each being fivefold.
Direct cognition includes (1) the fivefold sensory cognition (matijfiana) and also,
unusually, the so-called (2) auditory cognition (Srutajfiana), which means cognition
through understanding verbal messages, signs and symbols by way of the cognitive
capacity of the mind (manas); these two kinds of direct cognition are possessed by all.
Next comes (3) limited clairvoyant cognition (avadhijfiana) of spatially distant and past
and future objects and events which some people have in differing measure. A yogi can

develop (4) cognition of the contents of other minds than his (mana‘fr paryayajfiana), and
the liberated soul gains (5) the direct cognition of everything or absolute omniscience
(kevalajfiana).

Each act of direct cognition is preceded by a kind of indeterminate or general
awareness of the existence of the object to be cognized. It is termed “viewing’ (darsa¥a).
This can be taken in the context of sensory cognition as sensory perception preceding the
clear cognizance of the object, but Jaina epistemology accepts this kind of preliminary
viewing or ‘dawning’ of knowledge as preceding all direct cognitions, including the
transcendental kinds.

Indirect cognition includes (1) recollection (sm{ti) or the capacity to invoke in one’s
mind objects of past experience; next is (2) recognition (pratyabhijfia), which is a kind of
combination of perception and memory, as when we see an object and recognize that we
saw it yesterday also; then there is (3) inductive reasoning (tarka) and (4) inference
(anumana), which deal mainly with syllogistic operations extended to five parts instead
of the usual three, but more sophisticated logical operations were also developed over the
centuries; and last there is (5) trustworthy testimony (agama), which comes from a
liberated omniscient person and can be verbal if such a person is encountered (for
example a tirtharikara) or written; only Jaina scriptures are recognized as true agama; this
channel of cognition provides indirect knowledge of truth to faithful followers who have
not yet developed higher direct cognition.

Since transmitting absolute knowledge by an omniscient person on to the level of
indirect cognition, verbal or scriptural, cannot be adequately accomplished in conceptual
terms, Jaina logic developed for the purpose the doctrine of relative pluralism or multiple
modalities (anekanta) and the method of conditioned predication (syadvada). Basically,
anekanta translates the totality of omniscient knowledge into the notion of the complexity
of reality which cannot be expressed in terms of one or other of the possible modalities or
standpoints (nayas) and therefore it, in a way, accepts and respects them all, thereby
providing a synoptic instead of a one-sided view of reality. This is illustrated by the well-
known story of blind men inspecting an elephant. The method of syadvada gives
expression to the doctrine of anekanta in predicative form. Jainism uses this method when
dealing with metaphysical entities such as the soul, but it can be well enough illustrated
in the context of subatomic physics. An electron is said to be a particle from one point of
view and a quantity of energy behaving like waves from another angle and it can, in a
way, be described or defined, yet what it is like by itself cannot be explained.

Because of the salvationist character of Jainism, its metaphysics is closely connected
with its ethics. Its main concern is the soul, whose existence needs no proof because it is
directly experienced in every process of cognition as the conscious subject. Because the
soul in its pure state is omniscient, its consciousness is infinite. In sa#fsara the
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consciousness is obscured or limited by the soul’s actions (karmas), which stick to it like
dust particles to the body and burden it so that it sinks to the appropriate position within
the universe and takes an incarnation which is determined by the ethical quality of its past
actions. Liberation (mok#¥a) is achieved when the soul rises above involvement in actions
and all actions accumulated from the past are exhausted. Good actions promote the soul’s
temporary well-being in sa#isara, but do not lead to liberation. Of bad actions injury to
life is the most detrimental one. Jaina ascetics take great pains to practise non-injury
(ahi#isa), to the point of straining their drinking water to avoid swallowing small
organisms, and sweeping the footpath before them to avoid treading on small insects. In
the last stages of the path abstention from action may extend to stopping the intake of
food and drink to the point of starving to death, at which liberation is reached. But one
may reach it during one’s lifetime as well, thus becoming a perfect one (siddha) or a
tirthasikara. Jainism developed an elaborate methodical path to liberation which overlaps
in many respects with the Buddhist one and with Patafijali’s Yoga.

Discarnate siddhas in the state of nirva®*a enjoy four infinite accomplishments: infinite
knowledge, infinite vision, infinite strength and infinite bliss.

AN INTRODUCTION TO BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY

Buddhism emerged, like Jainism, out of the background of Magadhan non-orthodox
philosophical and ascetic movements. Unlike Jainism, it cannot be linked to any
historically known predecessors except those referred to by the Buddha himself, as is
reported in the Pali canon; they can be regarded as representatives of what later became
known as Yoga, and traces of their teachings can be found not only in Buddhism, but also
in later Upanifads, in Patafijali’s Yoga and even in Advaita Vedanta.

Buddhism, again like Jainism, regards itself as an eternal teaching (dhamma, Sanskrit:
dharma). It is rediscovered from time to time by an individual striving for truth and
salvation who, on reaching this goal, becomes a buddha (an awakened one or enlightened
one) and assumes the task of a universal ‘teacher of gods and men’. The names of several
previous buddhas are given in the Pali canon, but only the last one is a historical
personage. His real name was Siddhattha Gotama Sakya (Sanskrit: Siddhartha Gautama
Sakya), and he became known as the Buddha. The chief method he used for teaching was
discourse (sutta). Memorized versions of his discourses were recorded in the Pali
language, which may be near to the language he actually spoke, in what became known
as the Pali canon, together with materials on the discipline (vinaya) of his monks and also
with records of analytical texts on what can be termed early Buddhist philosophy and
psychology (abhidhamma). The Pali canon was written down in the middle of the first
century BC in Sri Lanka by monks of the Theravada school of Buddhism. Other versions
of the Buddhist canon were recorded in northern India in Sanskrit, adopted some time
after the Buddha’s death to facilitate discourse with Hindu opponents, but only fragments
have been preserved. They show considerable agreement with Pali sutta and vinaya texts,
while the Sanskrit abhidharma texts, which are preserved in several versions and much
more fully, all differ substantially from the stance of the Pali abhidhamma and from each
other, thus suggesting a later, sectarian, origin for this analytical type of texts. By the
same token, the agreement within the scope of the sutta texts suggests a measure of
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reliability for them as being near to what the Buddha actually taught and therefore as
preceding sectarian divisions.

Basically, the Buddha appears to have discouraged philosophizing and taught a
practical way to salvation or liberation, refusing to give a direct answer to questions of a
metaphysical character on subjects beyond ordinary experience. Conceptual
preoccupation with those questions only hinders progress to liberation, which, when
achieved, will have solved them by direct insight. Nevertheless, in expounding his
practical doctrine, the Buddha gave enough away for a basic philosophical picture of
reality both at the ordinary and the transcendental level to emerge, although its tenets are
not always directly formulated and often have to be construed from a type of didactic
rather than informative statements.

With respect to epistemology it can be said that the Buddha stressed direct personal
knowledge accompanied by rational evaluation and reasoned understanding. At the
ordinary level of knowledge it means direct sensory perception by the five senses and the
mind (regarded as the sixth sense), which mediates a reasonably reliable cognition of the
outer world and the perceiving subject’s own situation. Claims for both the existence and
non-existence of realities beyond normal sensory perception and the mind’s grasp made
by various spiritual teachers are to be rationally evaluated as to their plausibility and
likely effect on one’s life and taken on trust only if there is a way to verify them, which
would, of course, mean developing a higher (supra-sensory and supra-rational) cognitive
capacity culminating in enlightenment (bodhi). In the case of the Buddha, and those who
manage to emulate his achievement, this amounts to a global vision or universal
knowledge of the phenomenal world (sa*#sara) and the ultimate reality (nirva®a, Pali:
nibbana), but not to complete omniscience as is claimed in Jainism. Buddhist
epistemology thus does accept higher direct cognition as most other Indian systems do,
but insists also that it be accompanied by higher rational analysis. This is illustrated by
the story of the Buddha’s meditations for some weeks under various trees after his
enlightenment when he pondered over what became known as his teaching of pa.f
iccasamuppada (dependent origination). Out of such meditative musings grew the later
structures of the analytical philosophy and psychology of abhidhamma, but early
Buddhism did not develop a systematic theory of knowledge and formal logic; both were
pursued by later schools of Buddhist thought.

The early Buddhist ontology pieced together from the sutta literature has some
elements in common with Jainism and also with the Brahminic thought of the time, but
differs from them radically in some particulars. In the first place, it views reality, at least
in its phenomenal aspect, as an unceasing process reminiscent of the Heraclitean flux. It
is a global flow (this, in fact, is what sa#fisara literally means) of events. The material
reality is constituted by the interaction of four elements or elemental forces (dhatus):
earth (solidity), water (liquidity), air (vibration) and fire (heat and light). This process of
interaction takes place within the element of space. (Time is implicit in the concept of
flux.) This process is accompanied by the elemental force of consciousness (vififial*a-
dhatu), although it is not quite clear from the texts whether this is the case throughout, so
that some form of consciousness could also be ascribed, as in Jainism, to the elemental
forces and even their conglomerates such as minerals, or whether it joins only the higher,
‘sentient’, combinations or organisms. The ultimate reality is also referred to as an
element, namely nibbana-dhatu, and it is clearly regarded as being beyond time. The
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world process, on the other hand, is subject to the march of time, but it has no
conceivable beginning or end and is viewed as being cyclic, with the implicit
understanding of time as being also in a way cyclic or circular.

The psychology of early Buddhism has as its starting point the analysis of the human
personality in self-experience, without any direct reference to an assumed or postulated
core, substance or soul. It arrives at five constituents, groups or aggregates (khandhas)
which form a person’s self-experience. One identifies oneself with them and clings to
them and therefore they are termed ‘groups of clinging’ (upadanakkhandhas). They are:
(1) bodily awareness or the experience of having a form (rapa); this is the material group
of the four elemental forces which form the physical body. They are then joined or
saturated with various forms of consciousness represented by the four remaining groups.
(2) The experience of feeling (vedana) is the next, and it may be pleasant, unpleasant or
neutral; this group is further differentiated according to the association of the feeling
experience with the sixfold sensory input. (3) The process of perception (safifia) is
experienced through six channels, the five senses and the mind, the latter having a co-
ordinating function responsible for the fact that one not only perceives sensory data, but
conceives a group of them as an object. (4) The experience of inner dynamism of
volitional character is represented by the group of mental coefficients (sartkharas) which
have also the sixfold sensory orientation and range from instincts and urges to desires,
wishes, decisions and aspirations. (5) The group of consciousness (vififia%*a) is the direct
awareness of the concrete process of being conscious of visual and other sensory objects
and of mental images and concepts. The group of consciousness (vififiat*akkhandha) is
therefore different from the element of consciousness (vififiat*adhatu), which is the basis
for all other khandhas and suffuses them as the element of space does with respect to
material elements and their conglomerates.

The five groups of clinging form a structural unity called namartapa (‘name and
form’), a psycho-physical dynamic entity experiencing itself as a person, with a
vacillating sense of self-identity in that one identifies oneself, in turn, with one’s body,
feelings, volitional and other mental processes, while on analysis one has to admit that
none of the khandhas can really be one’s own self (atta, Sanskrit: atman); they are all said
to be anatta. The Pali sutta literature does not make any statement about the absolute
nature of atta and whether it ultimately does or does not exist, in keeping with the
Buddha’s avoidance of any intellectual discussion of metaphysical questions. But some
later schools, including the Theravada, went a step further and produced an elaborate
anatta doctrine which fully denies the existence of any self, whether within the
phenomenal world of satsara or within the absolute element of nibbana, apparently in
conscious contradistinction to the Brahminic-Hindu atman doctrine derived from the
Upanifads.

The constituents of the personality (the khandhas forming the namariipa) constantly
change so that there can be no question of identity, not even in two consecutive moments,
but its continuity as a structural unity is assured by the volitional dynamism of the sa
kharakkhandha: as long as there is desire to go on, the person continues despite all the
changes in its material and mental formations and survives even the total change of its
bodily form, i.e. physical death and a rebirth into another life. In this way all beings
within sa#tsara continue from life to life, without a conceivable beginning and also
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without end as long as they do not make a determined effort to liberate themselves from
this continuous round of existences.

The quality and status of each life of the individual being depend on his or her actions
(kamma, Sanskrit: karma), which brings us to the sphere of Buddhist ethics, but some
further insights into early Buddhist ontology also transpire in the context. As clinging to
the variety of experiences obtained through the functioning of khandhas is what keeps the
personality or namarapa going, it is desire which is the main force and motivation for
acting in a being’s life. It is termed ta¥ha (thirst; often translated as ‘craving’), and it is
said to manifest itself chiefly in three varieties: (1) kamata¥*ha (sensual craving) indicates
that there is constant pursuit of sensual satisfaction and fear of sensory deprivation; (2)
bhavataha (craving for existence) suggests that, in addition to the instinct for survival,
there is also a conscious desire to continue existing as a person; and (3) vibhavata’*ha
(craving for prosperity) refers to the desire to prosper by expansion: by creating a family,
building an empire or enhancing the sense and size of one’s self-importance in any other
way; an alternative interpretation, given by the other meaning of the term vibhava, which
is ‘annihilation’, is craving for non-existence, said to be the case with suicides; although
adopted by many interpreters, including the Theravada school, it appears unlikely, since
suicides normally desire to escape from a particular stressful or hopeless existence rather
than from existence altogether. Further, more detailed, classifications of craving, often
also referred to as lobha (greed), are derived from the type of object or existence desired.

When the satisfaction of a desire is blocked by something or someone, hate (dosa)
may arise, which is also a powerful force in individuals’ lives, motivating many of their
actions. Craving and hate are unwholesome forces in one’s life and lead to dire
consequences. Their functioning is enabled by delusion (moha) or ignorance (avijja) as to
what constitutes real good and leads to lasting happiness—which can come only with the
achievement of nibbana. While desire is allowed to operate, it is always directed to values
within the sa#fisaric realm out of ignorance of their essential unsatisfactoriness and
sometimes even of their overt detrimental character. This is because it is in the nature of
saMisara that all things and experiences within it have the characteristic of dukkha,
suffering, which may be direct and immediate or delayed until the satisfaction from them
vanishes and has to be struggled for again or is no longer within one’s reach, or because
one has become saturated with one particular type of satisfaction, previously seen as
highly desirable, and has to look for other varieties. This is the case because of the second
characteristic of sa#tsara, namely impermanence (anicca), and the third one, lack of
substance within it (anatta). The unsubstantiality of sa#isaric experiences or things and
events is the objective equivalent of the subjective experience of the impossibility of
finding a self, a soul or a permanent substance in the constituents of one’s phenomenal
personality, namarapa, as was explained above.

While succumbing to the pursuit of desires one is tied to sarftsaric existence in
consecutive lives on this earth, in lower worlds of woe (‘hells’) or in higher abodes of
bliss (‘heavens’), as a certain type of being (human, animal, ‘devilish’ or ‘angelic’, etc.)
with a temporary life span and varying fortunes, depending on the quality of one’s
previous volitions and actions. Basically, the clarity, degree of intelligence and moral
quality of mind which one develops determine one’s position on the ladder of beings in
the next life. Being and remaining human is therefore dependent on maintaining such
qualities of mind as enable one to handle a human type of organism and environment. In
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philosophical terms one can say that, unlike in Thomism, in which beings are created as
essentially human or otherwise before they start their existence, in Buddhism existence
precedes essence, because by the quality of their existence all beings determine what type
of being they will essentially become in future. But no type is fixed for ever, and there is
potential in everybody to become anybody or any type of being in the endless round of
rebirths by slow evolution or degeneration or, more quickly, by determined effort or utter
carelessness and depravity. A process of upward evolution is initiated when the amount
of experienced suffering awakens a yearning for brighter circumstances in life rather than
bitterness or further hardening of one’s attitude. It would seem that a certain amount of
discretion is always involved in the way a being acts upon or reacts to suffering, except
perhaps when the bottom of existence has been arrived at, from where there is only a way
upwards, however slow, although discretion can again speed it up from a certain point—
or again slow it down and reverse it. But no amount of evil can bring about eternal
damnation. Similarly, no amount of merit can secure eternal bliss, only temporary
enjoyment of divine status in higher worlds or good fortune on earth. Morality does not
lead to nibbana or final liberation and is in this sense just as binding to life in sa#fsara,
however pleasant it may be for a time, as is immorality, which, of course, leads to greater
suffering.

The mechanism of sa#ftsaric life is described by the formula of dependent origination
(pa?iccasamuppada), a kind of structural causal chain which has twelve links. Its crucial
link is (1) avijja, because it is out of ignorance that beings act out their desires, thus
producing (2) sasikharas or the whole range of volitional coefficients which are the
conditioning factors for the functioning of (3) vififia*a, the concrete consciousness or
awareness of desired objects and experiences which are accessible to it through (4)

namarapa, the psycho-physical personality structure with its apparatus of (5) sal ayatana,
six bases of experience, i.e. five sensory organs with their corresponding objects and the
mind with its contents; the resulting experience of coming together of the perceptors and
their objects is (6) phassa, contact, and it produces (7) vedanas, the various feelings
described earlier, which in turn lead to the second crucial link, namely to the arising of
(8) ta’ha, or craving for more pleasant feelings and avoidance of unpleasant ones;
craving is the condition for the arising of the basic frame of mind of beings, namely (9)
upadana, or clinging to the whole complex of life so that (10) bhava, existence, is assured
and with it comes the inevitable recurring experience of (11) Jati, birth, and its
concomitants (12) jaramaraa, i.e. ageing and death.

Whatever cosmic and metaphysical views have been later read into or developed from
the scheme of paficcasamuppada, it would seem that in early Buddhism it was
understood more or less as a psychological process, largely accessible to individual
rational scrutiny in introspection. It does not suggest any beginning and should most
probably be looked at as a complex and repetitive, circular progression of psycho-
physical processes governed by the principle of causality. But it is obvious that it is
meant also to make it logically understandable how various mental conditions and
volitional states of mind lead to further lives. Although presented in succession, all the
links are operative simultaneously, so that, for example, ignorance accompanies death
and leads inevitably to a new birth and so on. Contemplation of the chain can start with
any of its links and progress in a circle, and it is said that it can be breached anywhere by
removing or overcoming a chosen link, but the best line of attack is at the two crucial
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links. This is then the beginning of the process of gaining enlightenment by removing
ignorance and of liberating oneself from the bondage of sa#tsara into the freedom of
nibbana by overcoming craving.

The possibility of breaching the chain of causation is given by the fact of discretion,
which also exists to a limited degree within the processes of satfisara, allowing one to
steer one’s lives to brighter realms in it and consequently to longer-lasting and more
pleasant experiences than can be had without such conscious effort. But repeated
frustrations caused by the anicca/dukkha/anatta nature of sa#isara, when understood, may
provide enough motivation for using one’s discretion to escape from it altogether. The
method of achieving it was described by the Buddha in the framework of the so-called
Four Noble Truths. The first three of them present the Buddhist philosophy of life in a
nutshell and have already been dealt with, namely (1) that phenomenal existence is of the
nature of suffering; (2) that the cause of suffering is craving; and (3) that it ceases when
craving is overcome or dropped. The fourth truth describes in eight steps the way to the
cessation of suffering. (1) Samma dif Ihi, right viewing, is looking at things, events and
oneself without the usual attitude of self-interest; it is seeing things ‘as they really are’ or,
to employ a European phrase, sub specie aeter-nitatis, instead of in the light of temporary
aims within an individual life. From this follows logically (2) samma saztkappa, right
resolution or right thought, in agreement with the attitude of right viewing. When
perfected, the achievement stemming from these two capabilities is regarded as the
possession of true wisdom (pafifia). The new frame of mind is then incorporated in
practical life into three steps which represent Buddhist ethics (sila). They are (3) samma
vaca, right speech, which involves abstaining from lying, tale-bearing, harsh speech and
vain talk; (4) samma kammanta, right action or abstaining from killing and harming (cf.
ahi#isa), from stealing and from improper sex; and (5) samma ajiva, right livelihood,
gained in a way which does not harm others. The last three steps are concerned with mind
training and the development of transcendental vision (samadhi): (6) samma vayama,
right endeavour, expresses the early Buddhist stance on the role of free will in achieving
liberation: only if one makes the choice and puts in the effort can one reach it, not by
evolution or through the grace of a divine agent; (7) samma sati, right mindfulness, is a
training in consistent and constant goal-directedness of the mind, with the help of
elaborate techniques; and lastly (8) samma samadhi, right absorption, describes and
instructs in methods of developing progressively more and more refined states of higher
consciousness up to the threshold of enlightenment.

The state of liberation (nibbana) is described only negatively as the overcoming of
samisara and metaphorically as the highest bliss. Those who ‘thus arrived’ (tathagatas),
i.e. the Buddha and the buddhas of the past as well as their accomplished disciples
(arahats), cannot be defined in terms of ordinary existential logic (whether, after the
physical death, they exist; do not exist; both exist and do not exist; or neither exist nor do
not exist); their metaphysical status is beyond the grasp of an unenlightened mind. The
Theravada school treats it in terms suggesting that their personalities have been
dissolved. Some suttas report that even in the Buddha’s time the ‘heresy’ of viewing
nibbana on physical death as total annihilation occurred, and it was so viewed also by
some western interpreters (Welbon 1968). But popular worship has always implied some
form of continuation of the Buddha and the arahats, and so later did some schools even of
pre-Mahayana Buddhism such as Pudgalavada. The latest research suggests that a
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positive view of some form of transcendental existence of the liberated ones can be
ascertained even from the Pali sutta sources (Johansson 1969; Harvey 1983, 1986;
Werner 1988). The controversy surrounding this question contributed, among other
problems, to the rise of different sects and schools in the early centuries of Buddhist
history, but was more or less positively resolved in the Mahayana schools of Buddhist
thought.
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,
NYAYA-VAISESIKA

S.R.Bhatt
INTRODUCTION

Historically the Nyaya and Vaise%ika schools are different. They had separate origins and
developed differently in the early phases of their existence and also had different spheres
of interest and expertise. However, on account of their common philosophical standpoints
and methodology a link seems to have existed between the two quite early in their history
which during the course of their development brought them closer, resulting in their
subsequent amalgamation into a single syncretic system.

Roughly speaking the history of the Nyaya-Vaise¥ika system extends over a period of
twenty-four centuries, i.e. from about the fourth century BC, till modern times. Like
Vedanta, it has been one of the living systems of philosophy. Redaction of the Nyaya
doctrines in the form of sttras was done by Gautama around the fourth century BC. He
was succeeded by an array of illustrious commentators and exponents like Vatsyayana
(about AD 400), Uddyotakara (about AD 650), Vacaspati (about AD 840), Bhasarvajfia
(about AD 860), Udayana (about AD 984), Jayanta (about the tenth century AD) and
many others. The sitras of the Vaise¥ika school were formulated by Kaada, about one
century prior to Gautama, and he was followed by thinkers like Prasastapada (about the
sixth century AD), Sridhara (about AD 990 and Sariikara Misra (about the fifteenth
century AD).

As stated above, the Nyaya and Vaise¥ika schools had more or less the same sort of
philosophical orientation and presuppositions; however, their interests were most
pronounced in the fields of epistemology and metaphysics respectively. They borrowed
from and leaned upon each other so heavily that they could not afford to remain separate
for long. Though the synthesis of the two schools began appearing in Udayana, it was
Gangesa (about the twelfth century AD) who is to be given the credit of forging the unity
of the two schools. He is regarded as the founder of the syncretic school known as the
Navya-Nyaya (Neo-Nyaya) school. The Navya-Nyaya school firstly brought about a
synthesis of the two schools by placing metaphysical reflections in an epistemic setting
following their basic commitment that epistemology is the gateway to metaphysics. It
also provided an ‘epistemic-linguistic turn’ in so far as it made subtle, sharp and
exquisitely minute distinctions in the connotations of philosophical terms. In conformity
with its objectives, it gave rise to a new mode of thinking and a new style of expression,
the impact of which went beyond the frontiers of the Nyaya-VaiseSika system and
affected all the then prevalent schools of philosophy and grammar. The Navya-Nyaya
school transformed the character of philosophical reflections from empirical and practical
to formal and analytical.

Though the Nyaya-VaiseSika system has a galaxy of brilliant thinkers, it will not be
possible to discuss all their contributions in this chapter. Only general positions on
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different philosophical issues will be stated in order to provide a holistic picture of the
system.

The Nyaya-VaiseSika system begins with a thoroughgoing empiricist stance and
builds theories regarding reality, thought and language on this basis. The concept of
padartha, (‘category’) which provides the starting point of Nyaya-Vaise¥ika thought,
results in a ‘compatibility-thesis” with regard to the interrelations between reality, thought
and language, as is evident from the very definition of padartha as that which has
existence (astitva), knowability (jfieyatva) and expressibility in language (abhid-heyatva).
The empiricist orientation of the Nyaya-Vaise%ika system finds its expression in the
system’s characteristic boldness in maintaining that our experience is the sole criterion
for determining the nature of reality. It analyses experience and evolves a coherent
system of logic, language, ontology and value-theory based on this analysis.

As a corollary to the empiricist commitment, the Nyaya-Vaise¥ika system puts
forward a vigorous substantialist-realist ontology in contrast to the event-ontology of the
Buddhists or the idealistic ontology of the Vedanta. Its naive realism also offers a bold
antithesis to the subjective idealism of the Yogacara Buddhists. In this venture it derives
substantial support from the system of Pairva Mimamisa, which also presents a scheme of
realist categories.

The empiricist-realist bias of the Nyaya-Vaisefika system provides the philosophical
base for accommodating scientific insights in the form of an empiricist theory of
causation, an account of which will be given later. Its metaphysical pluralism, admitting a
number of categories of different types, is also due to its empiricist bias.

The Nyaya-VaiseZika system is basically mok#a-oriented emphasizing the absolute
cessation of all sorts of suffering as a summum bonum of all living existence. But it also
emphasizes that this goal is possible only after the attainment of material prosperity
(abhyudaya). It further believes that a reflective life is a means to the good life and that

understanding of the true nature of reality alone leads to mok$a which is termed ni‘f’
sreyas, meaning attainment of fullness of life in all its aspects. It argues that nothing can
be accomplished without proper effort and that effort is proper only if it is in accordance
with reality. Hence there is a need for true knowledge of reality. The metaphysical
categories are seven in number. They are substance (dravya), quality (guia), action
(motion, karma), class character (universal, samanya), individual character (unique
character, visefa), inseparability (inherence, samavaya) and non-existence (absence,
abhava). A detailed account of these categories is given subsequently. They are intended
to provide an exhaustive catalogue of all the things that need to be known. The Nyaya list
of categories, which includes the Vaise%ika one, ranges wider inasmuch as apart from
metaphysical categories it comprises those which deal with logic, epistemology and many
other modes of thought connected with discovery of truth through discussion and debate.
The underlying idea is that intellectual deliberation and discussion can also pave the way
for spiritual realization. Thus the Nyaya-VaiseZika system comprises both the science of
reasoning (anvik¥aki) and spiritual discipline (adhyatma vidya).
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THE NATURE OF REALITY

According to Nyaya-Vaise¥ika, reality is a totality of substratum (dharmin), properties
(dharma) and relations (sambandha). The minimum real or atomic fact given in
experience consists of a substratum related to a property by a relation. It classifies the
entire reality into seven types of basic categories which correspond to the constituents of
language and thought. This is why all these constituents of reality, thought and language
are commonly designated as padartha or categories which are existent, which are
knowable and which are expressible in language. It is a postulate of the Nyaya-Vaise¥ika
pluralistic metaphysics that there cannot be a simple entity. The very logical necessity of
a real being possessing distinctive and inalienable identity (anyonyabhava), the forfeiture
of which will make it cease to be real, presupposes that this self-identity must have a
definitive qualificative content. The real, thus, by the very force of its nature, has to be a
complex entity, and nothing real has a simple constitution. Thus the substratum-property-
relation distinction is a basic plank on which the entire Nyaya-Vaise%ika system rests. In
this context it is interesting to note that for Advaita Vedanta only substratum is real and
all properties and relations are phenomenal (maya). For Buddhism all three are
phenomenal (vikalpa) since something real is a pure momentary state of existence
(dharma or svalakfa®a). For Nyaya-Vaise¥ika, however, all three are real and intimately
interrelated. It is significant also that in the Nyaya-VaiseZika system all three are distinct
and different entities with separate essences and real objective existence. Of course
substratum alone is independent, and both properties and relations depend on it.

Substance

All seven metaphysical categories admit of inter-categorial and intra-categorial
differences which impart a pluralistic character to the Nyaya-Vaise¥ika ontology. A brief
account of these categories is helpful in understanding their nature and role in the scheme
of reality. Among them substance is the first and foremost category in so far as it is the
constitutive cause of things which are in the form of products. The world of our
experience is a totality of such things. Substance is a substratum of qualities, action, etc.
It is also the inherent cause of conjunction and disjunction of substances. In its original
form substance is devoid of qualities and action, and it acquires them adventitiously in
the process of creation. So substance can be conceived of as existing in two states: i.e. as
original, in which it is pure, and relational, in which it gets associated with other
substances, qualities and action.

The substances are of nine types. They are earth (pf thivi), water (jala), fire (tejas), air
(vayu), space (akasa), direction (dik), time (kala), mind (manas) and self (atman). Of
these, the first four and mind are infinitesimal (parama®u) in size and the rest are
ubiquitous (vibhu). The first five substances constitute the physical world. Direction (dik)
makes movement possible, and time (kala) is the substratum and one of the causal factors
of all psycho-physical products and worldly behaviour.

The atoms of earth, water, fire and air are substances having respectively the qualities
of smell (gandha), taste (rasa), colour (rupa) and touch (sparsa). All these four kinds of
substances, which are innumerable, have two modes of existence namely eternal in
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infinitesimal form and non-eternal when a product. In the form of a product they can be
classified as body, sense-organ and mass. Body is the medium through which the self
acquires experiences. It is also an instrument of activity. A sense-organ also acts as an
instrument of experience. A mass of matter constitutes inorganic substances, which are
the objects of experience and not the instruments. The proof for the existence of
infinitesimal elements is divisibility of matter up to a logical limit in order to avoid the
predicament of an infinite regress. The ultimate, irreducible and indivisible element of
matter is known as paramau. All material entities have parama®us as their ultimate
components. The process of combination of parama?'us is in the form of geometrical
progression. These parama?!us constitute the material cause of the physical world. The
entire physical world is created out of them.

Space, direction and time are all-pervading and eternal. Space is a medium through
which light and sound traverse. Direction is an instrumental cause of the cognition of
directions like east, west, etc. It is known by subjective experience only. Time is the
instrumental cause of cognitions like priority and posteriority, simultaneity, slowness and
quickness. Some Naiyayikas regard time as a collection of moments (Athalye and Bodas
1974:131).

Mind (manas) is the instrument of experience. It is infinitesimal, eternal and
distinctive to each individual self. It has a double character. It is an organ of sense itself
as all internal experiences are acquired through it, but it is also an accessory to other
cognitive senses, which are known as the external senses. Athalye and Bodas (1974:147-
9) describe the theory of puritat (an organ of the body), according to which puritat is an
intestine somewhere near the heart and conceived as a sort of fleshy bag in which the
mind remains during sleep.

The last substance is self (atman), which is twofold—individual self and Supreme Self
(God). The individual self is a simple, permanent, ubiquitous, spiritual substance which
exists by itself. Each individual self is a unique centre of experience having an
inalienable existence. It is the fundamental ground of all mental functions—cognitive,
volitional and affective. All experiences belong to the self and inhere in it. Body, senses
and mind cannot function without the self. It is their controlling, guiding and animating
principle. It is the substratum of properties like pleasure, the possessor of generated
knowledge and the subject of bondage and liberation. In the early Nyaya-VaiseZika
tradition it is taken to be devoid of consciousness in the original form but acquires
consciousness as its adventitious property. But in the Navya-Nyaya tradition, particularly
according to Raghunatha (AD 1475-1550), self is conscious and self-conscious
essentially and remains so even in the state of mok#a.

The existence of self is a matter of immediate experience and therefore some
Naiyayikas maintain that the self is perceived through manasa pratyakfa (mental
perception) as the ‘I’ in cognitions like ‘1 am happy’. But it is perceived only as related to
some perceptible attribute like cognition and pleasure. Vatsyayana distinctly states that
the pure self, which is unrelated to a body or to attributes like consciousness, can never
be perceived in a normal way, although it can be perceived in a supra-normal (yogaja)
way. Even though it may be admitted that one’s own self can be perceived through
mental or internal perception, the existence of other selves can only be inferred from their
bodily actions. The self is to be inferred, for instance, as an animating principle of the
sense-organs, and as an agent of knowledge. It is the self which imparts sentiency to
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sense-organs and body. The body has no sentiency, for it is not found in dead bodies. The
sense-organs also do not have it, otherwise recollection, for example, could not have
taken place when there is loss of organs. The mind too does not have it, as it is atomic
and cannot have experience of composite objects.

According to the Nyaya-Vaise¥ika tradition, the self is different from body, senses and
mind. That it is different from the body is proved by the fact that the self remains the
same in spite of the changes in the body and we feel no diminution of self even if parts of
body such as legs or arms are cut off. Moreover, awarenesses like ‘my body’ or ‘my
hand’ prove their separateness. The self is also not identical with the senses, and this is
proved by the fact that the deprivation of any sense-organ does not injure the self.
Further, the multiplicity of senses would imply multiplicity of selves in the same body,
and also multiplicity of experiences would not result in identity of consciousness. The
self is different from the mind also because mind, being atomic, is incapable of
simultaneously apprehending many objects.

According to the Nyaya-Vaise¥ika system, the individual selves are innumerable
because of the fact that they are experienced to be so on account of the multiplicity of
bodies with inalienably distinct experiences. However, the same individual self gets
associated with different bodies in different births. This belief in transmigration and
rebirth is based on the ground that there are certain impressions and habits which are
derived from our experiences in previous births. From this phenomenon of transmigration
it follows that the individual self is eternal and immutable, for otherwise it cannot pass
through several births without losing its identity. The ultimate destiny of the self is to
attain mok¥a by acquiring true knowledge of reality and by performing right actions
(dharma).

The other type of self is the Supreme Self, God. The Nyaya-Vaise¥ika system assigns
an important role to God in its cosmology and ethics. God is the instrumental cause of the
world who supervises and controls the world process.

Though the existence of God can be known through transcendental perception and
scriptures, the Naiyayikas also adduced rational arguments to prove His existence. The
basic argument advanced by them is a cosmological proof based on the universally
accepted principle of causality. The argument can be analysed as follows:

1 Every effect must have an agent.
2 The universe is an effect.
3 Therefore it must have an agent.
4 This agent is called God.

According to Athalye this argument is founded on four assumptions:

1 that the relation of causality is universal;

2 that every product must have a sentient producer;

3 that this world is such a product; and

4 that its producer must be an extraordinary Being such as God.

According to the Naiyayikas the first assumption is a self-evident axiom, known to us
intuitively, as it were, and corroborated by experience. The second one is proved by daily
observation: we see that a jar is made by a potter, without whom it could not have been
produced. Creation results from some kind of motion in the atoms, and motion requires
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previous volition and effort. This last being the quality of a sentient being only, it follows
that no creation is possible unless there is a sentient being pre-existing to set the particles
of matter in motion. The third assumption, that the world is a product, is also based on
observation. The objects of the world are products because we see their origin, growth
and decay. These occurrences cannot be spontaneous, and there must be some hidden
agency to prompt them. Besides, they happen with such remarkable regularity that one is
forced to think that the agency directing them must be an intelligent one and not simply
the unseen retributive or karmic force (ad¥ §1 a) of fate or destiny.

The last assumption necessarily follows from the preceding ones because a creator of
this multifarious universe must be omniscient and omnipotent, and in fact must possess
all the attributes usually ascribed to God, otherwise he will be either incapable of creating
or be himself liable to creation and destruction. The foregoing chain of reasoning is, of
course, ineffective against an opponent who denies any one of the above assumptions or
the validity of the common sense on which these are founded. The weakness of the
argument to prove a creator God lies mainly in the third and fourth assumptions, which
are not accepted by many. For instance, it may be asked how we know that this universe
is a product. Individual things in the world may be products, but that does not necessarily
prove that the whole is also a product. The whole does not always share the nature of the
parts. Second, our human experience being limited, how can we conclude that everything
in this world is a product and that there is nothing which is not produced? Third,
Naiyayikas themselves accept several eternal things. Being eternal, they are not products
and can have no creator. Fourth, since every intelligent agent must have a will, God must
also have a will and consequently feelings of pleasure and pain. He cannot therefore be
much better than frail mortals. Lastly, to call this world a product or effect is begging the
whole question. Cause and effect being merely correlative terms, a thing cannot be called
an effect unless and until its cause is proved. The world, therefore, cannot be called a
product unless the existence of its creator is proved independently.

Apart from the cosmological argument, a few additional arguments are to be found in
Udayana’s Nyaya Kusumafijali. One of the arguments is similar to the teleological
argument put forward in western philosophy. The other argument is that the world
depends upon some Being who is its support or sustaining principle. Likewise,
consummation of the world process presupposes a final end which is God. Another
argument is based on linguistic usage. The word ‘God’ has a meaningful usage and its
meaningfulness lies in its correct reference. So God must exist as a referent of the word
‘God’. The next argument is based on the authoritativeness of the Vedas, which implies
God, who alone can impart that quality as their author. Another argument which appears
circular with the preceding one is based on the Vedic statements which declare that God
exists. The last proof is based on our conception of number. Finite numbers are conceived
by finite minds, but for conceiving an infinite number God must exist. There is still
another argument advanced by Udayana which is comparable to the moral argument of
western philosophy. He first attempts to prove that there is necessary and inevitable
retribution for all actions performed by human beings. There is a force generated by
every action which causes and ensures retribution. Udayana then argues that this force
being inanimate must have some intelligent being to regulate it, so God must exist.
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Quality

The second category in the Nyaya-VaiseSika metaphysics is quality or attribute (qua). A
quality depends for its existence on some substance and is a non-inherent cause of things
in so far as it determines their nature and character but not their existence. There are
twenty-four qualities, which stand to substance in one-one, one-many, many-one and
many-many relations.

According to the Nyaya-VaiseSika system, qualities like numbers other than oneness
and remoteness or nearness in space or time are both mind-dependent and object-
dependent. These qualities are present in the objects and are cognized by the mind.
However, they do not exist permanently in those objects. They are produced only at the
time of their cognition.

The process of the production of the quality of duality (dvitva) is still
more striking. According to the Nyaya-Vaise¥ika the quality of oneness
(ekatva) resides in every object permanently. When, however, we see two
objects simultaneously, we have a collective perception of two onenesses.
On account of this collective perception (samuccaya-buddhi), which itself
is one and which is technically called apek#a-buddhi, there is produced an
external objective quality (called dvitya) jointly, i.e. one quality residing
simultaneously in the two objects—each of which is the abode of the
quality of oneness separately. Only after the production of the objective
quality of duality in the two objects, can we have a perception of the
same. It is pointed out that the collective notion (samuccaya-buddhi) of
two onenesses cannot cause the perception of duality, because we see
duality externally and therefore it must exist externally in the objects
themselves. We have here a striking illustration of the principle that our
mind can have no perception of which the counterpart reality does not
exist in the external world. Where a reality corresponding to our
perception cannot be accepted as existing permanently in the external
world it must be assumed to have come into existence even for a few
moments in order to serve as a counterpart of the perception.

(Shastri 143-4)

Action

The third category is action (karma), which is also understood as motion. Action, like
quality, is a property inherent in substance. However, unlike quality, which is enduring,
action is dynamic. While quality is passive and does not take us beyond the things it
belongs to, the latter is a transitive process by which one substance reaches another.
Action is regarded as an independent, direct and immediate cause of conjunction and
disjunction.

In the Nyaya-Vaise¥ika system motion is not inherent in matter. It is extrinsic and is
imparted from outside. In the beginning an unseen retributive force (ad!'Ha) was
regarded as motion-giver, but later on God was accepted to be the unmoved mover. Like
substance and quality, action is also regarded as objectively real. The three are said to be
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existents (satta) in distinction from the next three categories, which are only subsistents
(bhava).

Class character

The next category is class character or universal (samanya). Universal and its cognate
concept class (jati) play a very significant role in Nyaya-VaiseSika metaphysics and
epistemology. Though the exact meaning and relationship between the two has not been
uniform, they may be used interchangeably inasmuch as every case of the presence of
one is the case of the presence of the other. Class character can be understood as the
differential property commonly shared by some individuals. Class can be regarded as a
collection of the individuals sharing that property. Every class character/ class is an
objective entity distinct from those individuals with which it is inseparably associated.
Not only is it distinct from them, but it may also be present, though potentially,
independently of and in spite of the individuals. We experience similarity and
dissimilarity among individual things. Class character is the cause of the conception of
similarity among them, which is present in them wholly and inseparably, say the
Naiyayikas. From this two important features of class character follow. First, class
character inheres in many individuals, but in spite of this it preserves its unitary character,
which is why, though the individuals are multiple, the class character inhering in them is
one. Second, it is never the case that class character inheres partially in its multiple
individuals. However, it has been a matter of great controversy how in spite of being
unitary it can inhere in multiple individuals without an affect on its unitary character.

The Naiyayikas point out that not all notions of similarity are based on class character,
but only those where certain constitutive and regulative conditions are fulfilled. We do
have notions of similarity as cooks, teachers, etc., but at the basis of these notions there
are no universals. On the other hand, in notions like cowness, potness, etc. we have the
corresponding universals like cowness, potness, etc. This led the Naiyayikas to draw a
distinction between class character and imposed characters (upadhi). Cooks, teachers, etc.
are only imposed characters.

Following Uddyotakara, Visvanatha points out three essential conditions of a class
character/class inasmuch as all three are equally essential and inevitable for any entity to
be so. These three are eternality (nityatva), commonness (anekav?ttitva) and
inseparability (samavetatva). The first constitutive condition is that class character is not
a mental construct or a subjective characterization imposed by the knowing mind, which
can only be cognized but not created by the latter. Not only is it independent of the
knowing mind, but it is also independent of the individuals in which it inheres.
Individuals are subject to origin and annihilation and hence are temporal, but the class
character is eternal. The individual comes and goes, but this does not affect its being. It
may be that at a particular point of time a class character may not have any actual
individual as its locus and may thus be empty or potential, but this does not imply its
cessation. In this sense it is eternal. The second constitutive condition is commonness,
which can be variously described as occurrence of class character in multiple loci or as
having multiple membership. The basic idea is that nothing can be a class character
unless and until it is present in more than one individual. This follows from the fact that
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class character is characterized by commonness, and there cannot be commonness unless
a common property is shared by two or more individuals.

The third constitutive condition is inseparability (samavetatva). As distinct from the
accidental properties, which have the relation of separability (sa'yoga) with their loci,
class character, being an essential property, stands in the relation of inseparability
(samavaya). To be a member of any class is to be inseparable from it. This means that
any and every individual cannot be and can cease to be a member of any and every class.
The class or class character constitutes the essential character (svabhava) of its individual
members and therefore, though it may exist without its individual members, the latter
cannot exist without the former. There is an essential dependence of the individual
members upon their respective class.

As a corollary to the above-stated constitutive conditions some regulative conditions
can also be put forward, the presence of which impedes or precludes a property from
being a class character. The enumeration of these conditions is necessary because we
have not only to draw a distinction between separable and inseparable properties, but
within the inseparable properties again a distinction needs to be drawn between that
which is inseparable and essential and that which is inseparable but not essential.
Udayana discusses six such regulative conditions known as impediments to class-
formation (jati badhakas), which can best be understood by using the terminology of
class-calculus.

The first impediment pertains to non-shareability of a property or unitarity of
membership. If a property exclusively belongs to one single individual, it disqualifies
itself from being a class character. In other words, unitarity is a hindrance to
classformation. The second impediment states that two synonyms do not refer to two
different individuals. Multiplicity of members should not be just linguistic but
ontological. Similarly, if two properties completely coincide so that the loci of one are the
same as, and neither more nor less than those of the other, then the two properties cannot
be said to constitute two different class characters. They stand for one and the same class
character. The third impediment is cross-division. According to some Nyaya-VaiseZika
thinkers, the relation between class character and its individual members should be such
that if any individual possesses one class character, then it cannot possess another class
character. To be a member of one class is to be completely included in it, which means
that the individual should be completely excluded from all other classes. This implies that
no two or more classes can intersect or coincide. There has been much controversy in the
Nyaya-Vaise¥ika tradition as to whether or not cross-division is a fallacy. The fallacious
character of the other impediments is quite evident, but there does not seem to be any
absurdity in regarding two classes as partially overlapping. Those who do not regard
cross-division as a fallacy argue that in experience we do find objects possessing more
than one class character. However, this much must be said in favour of the proponents of
cross-division as a fallacy: if one cares for a neat classification, it has to be dichotomous,
and in that case cross-division should be regarded as a fallacy.

The fourth impediment is infinite regress (anavasthiti). It stipulates that membership
of a class is open only to individual entities and never to a class. However, one class can
be said to be included in another class. A lower class is included in a higher class. Thus a
distinction can be drawn between class membership and class inclusion. Class inclusion
is a relation between a lower class and a higher class, whereas class membership is a
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relation between a class and its individual members. The basis of class inclusion is
extension and not similarity, which is the basis of class membership. The reason why one
class cannot be a member of another class is that this would lead to an infinite regress:
there would be class over class ad infinitum, and so no finality. The basic consideration
in denying class membership to classes is that the necessary condition of class
membership is commonness of property, which cannot exist between any two classes,
which have to be mutually exclusive. If two or more classes were taken to have a
common property, this would amount to their sameness (tulyatva).

The fifth impediment is loss of nature (rapahani). It regulates that class membership is
not possible in those cases where such membership would result in annihilation of the
nature of the entities which were to be the members. Such a regulation is needed to
exclude individual character, the ultimate principle of differentiation accepted in Nyaya-
VaiseSika pluralistic metaphysics. The ultimate entities are differentiated from one
another on the basis of individual character which is unique to them. Every individual
character is solely and exclusively present in one and altogether absent in the rest of the
entities. Since every individual character is unique unto itself and absolutely dissimilar
from the rest, whereas it is similarity of nature which is the basis of class membership, to
regard individual characters as constituting a class would amount to saying that
absolutely dissimilars are similar, which is a patent contradiction.

The sixth and the last impediment is absence of relationship (asambandha). One of the
basic conditions for class membership is the relation of inseparability obtaining between
a class and its members. In the absence of such a relationship, class membership is not
possible. So, wherever such a relationship of class membership is not possible, class
formation also is not possible. Relation itself is not a relatum and therefore does not
admit of class membership. Likewise, absences do not constitute a class, simply because
the positive relation of inseparability is not possible among non-existent facts.

Individual character

The fifth category is that of individual character (vise¥a), which stands for the unique
individual character residing in eternal elements on the basis of which their inalienable
identities are preserved (perhaps the VaiseSika school was named after this category,
which is exclusively advocated by it). The differences among composite things are based
on their component parts, but the differences among the simple substances are due to
individual characters (vise¥as). All eternal (nitya) and ultimate (anitya) substances, both
infinite and infinitesimal, have their own individual characters (visefas). This helps in
maintaining their identity and provides a ground for pluralism and atomism. The
uniqueness of individual character lies in the fact that it performs the double function of
differentiating one ultimate and eternal substance from all others and also that of
differentiating itself from other individual characters and everything else.

The theory of individual character (vise¥a) has not found favour with other schools of
philosophy in India, and even some of the Nyaya-Vaise¥ika thinkers like Varadaraja have
not accepted it. The main objection is that if individual characters are needed to
distinguish ultimate individuals, there must be something else to distinguish the
individual characters from others. If, however, it is said that the latter function is
performed by the individual characters themselves by some peculiar inherent faculty,
why not then attribute this inherent faculty to the ultimate individuals themselves. In
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other words, if the individual characters are regarded as self-individuating, then why not
regard the simple substances themselves as self-individuating?
Inseparability

The next category is the relation of inseparability (samavaya), which is another peculiar
concept of the Nyaya-VaiseSika system. The problem of relations has been of great
interest to the Nyaya-Vaisefika thinkers because of its deep involvement in most
metaphysical, epistemological and logical reflections. Broadly speaking three types of
relations can be classified in the Nyaya-VaiseSika system, namely conjunction (sa'
yoga), inseparability (samavaya) and self-identity (svariipa). Conjunction is an intra-
categorial relation pertaining to the category of substance. It is one of the qualities which
stand for the conjunction between one substance and another. This relation has a key role
to play in Nyaya-Vaise¥ika ontology inasmuch as all creation or production is due to
conjunction among ultimate elements. It is a separable relation in which two or more
substances existing independently of one another become so contiguous that there seems
to be no intervening space between them. It is an accidental, non-eternal, external and
separable relation.

Conjunction is defined as contact between two or more initially separate things.
Therefore there cannot be any contact between all-pervading things which are never apart
from each other. This relation is perceived as an attribute of the things related by it. So
long as it exists it is a property of the things conjointed, but it does not affect their
independent existence. Absence of conjunction is disjunction. It is a quality but not a
relation. It is due to a state of isolation or an act of separation. Conjunction is regarded as
of two kinds, namely born of action and produced by another conjunction. The former are
again of two types, namely where there is motion in one relatum only and where there is
motion in both the relata.

Different from conjunction is the relation of inseparability (samavaya), which is a
relation of distinguishability. Kalada defines it as the cause of the notion of ‘here’ in a
locus and connects it to causality. Prasastapada improves upon this by defining
inseparability (samavaya) as a relationship that subsists between two inseparable
(ayutasiddha) entities related to each other as substrate and its content and which is the
cause of the notion ‘This subsists in this locus.” It is a relation which makes two different
entities blend together, giving up their separate existence. This relation obtains (a)
between substance on the one hand and quality, action and universal on the other; (b)
between universal on the one hand and quality and action on the other; (c) between whole
and its parts, etc.

Some Nyaya-Vaise¥ika thinkers take inseparability (samavaya) to be one and eternal.
They do so, perhaps, to avoid the possible difficulties in accepting it as multiple and non-
eternal. Inseparability is accepted as an independent category because (1) it is not a
substance as it has no qualities, (2) it is not a quality or action as it is not limited to
substances, and (3) it is not universal (samanya) or individual character (visefa) as it is
neither the common essence of things nor the individual differential character of
anything. The Naiyayikas have struggled hard to justify the relation of inseparability.
Jayanta does so in answering an opponent who declares that the very idea of a relation
between two inseparables is self-contradictory. How can inseparability and relation be
reconciled? Jayanta points out in reply that inseparability as a relation of
distinguishability distinct from that of separability is incontrovertibly given to us in our
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experience. Inseparability is an inter-categorial relation, and the necessity of its
acceptance arises from the conception of a thing as a complex of different categories.
Earlier Vacaspati Misra also pointed out that parts and whole, qualifiers and qualified,
motion and moving entities, universals and their substrata are experienced as related to
one another. Otherwise, there cannot be any cognition of expressions like ‘It is a white
cloth.’

In Nyaya-VaiseSika metaphysics the world is taken to be a composition of
heterogeneous entities which have independent ontological reality, and hence conjunction
and inseparability are both external relations. Inseparability is a relation of locus-
locatedness (v ttiniyamaka) in which one relatum is the substratum and the other is the
superstratum. The superstratum wholly pervades the substratum (vyapya vItti).
Inseparability (samavaya) subsists in its substratum and relates the superstratum to it. But
in itself it is self-relating (svatantra) and needs no other relation to relate it. As Sridhara
puts it, ‘Being independent it does not subsist in any other relation as conjunction (sa’
yoga) does’ (Nyaya Kanadali, p. 780). The third variety of relation is named self-identity
(svarupa), mainly because it is one with its locus. It is a basis of qualificative cognition.
The self-identity (svarapa) relation can be either positive or negative. The negative one is
between an absence and its locus. In the Navya-Nyaya quite a large number of positive
self-identity (svariipa) relations have been accepted. Ingalls and Guha have discussed
some of them. As Ingalls has rightly pointed out, perhaps the most interesting and
philosophically significant relation is that of paryapti, which is similar to the concept of
number as a class of classes. It is the relation by which numbers like twoness, threeness,
etc. reside in the classes rather than in the individual members of the classes.

The phenomenon of causation can also be viewed as a relation. In fact in the Nyaya—
Vaise®ika tradition it is treated as a form of inseparability (samavaya) relation. The
theory of causation has been put forward to explain change experienced in the world, but
its significance can be gauged by the fact that it has provided a base for the metaphysical
structure and for the conception of reality of every school of Indian philosophical
thought.

The Nyaya-VaiseSika thinkers define a cause as an invariable and unconditional
antecedent condition. In other words, cause is that which regularly and unconditionally
precedes its effect. The concepts of invariability (niyatatva) and unconditionality
(ananyathasiddhatva) have been analysed in great depth by the later Nyaya-VaiseZika
thinkers keeping in view their specific ontology. An effect is defined as the counter-
positive of its prior non-existence. That is to say, an effect is what begins to be and
thereby negates its antecedent non-existence. A cause stands for a sum total of positive
and negative conditions (kara®a samagri) consisting of inherent (samavayi), non-inherent
(asamavayi) and efficient (nimitta) karaas called causal factors. The distinction between
inherent and non-inherent conditions is based on the distinction between properties and
their substratum. The same word karaa is used both for the sum total of the causal
conditions and for the individual causal conditions. The inherent cause is the constituent
stuff in which the effect inheres, for example threads in respect of a cloth. The inherent
cause is in the form of parts while the effect is a whole. The whole, however, is not a
mere aggregate of the parts but a new entity altogether different from its parts. A whole
emerges as residing in its parts by inherent relation. The non-inherent cause is the
mediate causal stuff. It determines the effect only in so far as it stands as an inherent
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attribute of the inherent cause. Its causal efficiency is mediated through its intimate
relation to the inherent cause. The efficient cause is different from the two. It is the
agency that acts on both and makes them produce the effect. In the case of cloth, for
example, threads are the inherent cause, colour of the threads is the non-inherent cause
and loom, weaver, etc. are the efficient cause. An interesting distinction is drawn by the
Naiyayikas between most efficient causal condition (kara¥a) and general causal condition
(kara®*a). The general causal condition (kara#*a) stands for any condition which possesses
causal potency or causal efficiency. The condition which possesses not only causal
efficiency but also causal sufficiency is said to be the most efficient condition (kara®'a).
The moment the most efficient condition (kara'a) becomes a part of the causal
collocation, the effect necessarily takes place. The most efficient condition (kara®*a) is
thus a necessary guarantee for the occurrence of the effect. The differential character of
the most efficient condition (karafa) is its operational capacity, which brings about the
effect.

Consistently with its realistic stance the Nyaya-Vaise¥ika system maintains that cause
and effect are both objectively real. Rejecting the SaMlkhya view that the effect is
potentially pre-existent in the cause and that there is identity of essence between cause
and effect, it holds the view that the effect is a new creation, that it has a new beginning
by cancelling its prior non-existence and that the causal-essence gives rise to the effect-
essence and yet retains its distinctness. In other words, the cause continues to exist in the
effect even after the emergence of the effect, simultaneously and side by side with the
effect. If it were not so, then the ultimate elements would not be eternal. And if they were
not eternal, they would not be ultimate and thus the very foundation of Nyaya-VaiseZika
realistic pluralism would be demolished.

Non-existence

Our experience consists of apprehension of the presence or absence of an entity or event.
Just as presence of an entity is taken to be a fact, its non-existence should also be
reckoned to be a fact. Thus we can talk of two types of facts—positive and negative. The
Nyaya-Vaise¥ika thinkers, therefore, assign the status of objective fact to non-existence
and elevate it to a category of reality, i.e. padartha. As stated earlier, a padartha has to
fulfil the three requirements of existence, knowability and linguistic expressibility, and
non-existence does that.

The category of non-existence plays a pivotal role in Nyaya-Vaise¥ika epistemology,
logic, metaphysics and theory of values. Its pervasive nature can be grasped from the fact
that without postulating non-existence no pluralism and realism can be maintained.

Non-existence is basically relational in nature, and it can be in the form either of
denial of identity or of denial of relationship. The former can be expressed as ‘A is not B’
and the latter as ‘A is not on B.” The former is named as mutual absence and the latter as
relational absence. Mutual absence is reciprocal. So to say that ‘A is not B’ is also to say
that ‘B is not A’, but with the transposition of the relata the nature of the relation and the
content of the relation-apprehending cognition change. So to say that ‘A is not B’ is to
say that B is absent as A. It is B which is negated and therefore it is adjunct (pratiyogi). B
is negated in respect of A and therefore A is subjunct (anuyogi); by transposition the
adjunct becomes subjunct and vice versa, and this changes the nature of the relationship.
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Mutual absence is non-temporal. It is a relation of other-than-ness which holds good
irrespective of time factor. The relational absence is a denial of togetherness. It is a
temporal relation, and therefore it is of four types as follows:

1 Non-existence of a thing prior to its production. It pertains to the past. It is
beginningless but has an end.

2 Non-existence of a thing after its destruction. It pertains to the future. It has a beginning
but no end.

3 Absolute non-existence. It is not like that of a ‘square circle’ but like “absence of colour
in air’. It pertains to the past, present and future. It is beginningless and endless.

4 The fourth type is that of temporal absence, consisting in the absence of an object in
relation to a particular locus at a given point of time. It can be illustrated by the
example of the absence of a flower-pot on a particular table at a particular time. This
absence refers to the non-existence of an object in the present. It is having a beginning
and also having an end.

The Nyaya-Vaisefika thinkers argue that in every case of absence the adjunct stands
related to the subjunct by the relation of qualification, which is a variety of the self-
identity (svariipa) relation discussed earlier, in such a way that the absence of adjunct
qualifies the subjunct. Rejecting the view of Prabhakara of the school of Piirva Mimanisa
that non-existence is not a separate category existing apart from its locus and also
rejecting the view of Kumarila of the same school that non-existence constitutes an
additional characteristic of the locus and therefore there has to be another means of
knowing the non-existence named as non-apprehension (anupalabdhi), the Nyaya-Vaise$
ika thinkers maintain that negative characterizations are as descriptive of the locus as the
positive characterizations. So to apprehend an object or a locus is to apprehend it along
with its positive or negative or both positive and negative characterizations, and there is
no need to postulate non-apprehension (anupalabdhi) as a separate mode of knowing an
absence or non-existence.

THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE

Consistent with its metaphysics, the Nyaya-Vaisefika system presents a realistic
epistemology which provides a foundation for its metaphysics. Knowledge is understood
in this system as a true awareness, the truth of which is well evidenced. Every awareness
has a built-in intentionality towards an object (arthaprakasakatvam) in the sense that it
consists in revealing an object. But in order to acquire the status of knowledge an
awareness has to be true (yathartha). The term yathartha literally means ‘as is the object,
so should be the knowledge’. Garigesa understands it as tadvati tatprakarakatva, which
means that all the knowledge-content must be determined by the object-content. The
Nyaya-Vaise¥ika system adopts a causal approach to knowledge and accordingly it
would mean that all the knowledge-content should be caused by the object-content and
nothing should be an element in the knowledge-content which is not caused by the
object-content. Objective reference (arthaprakasakatva) and truth (yatharthatva) are
necessary conditions of knowledge. The sufficient condition is indubitability (asa
digdhatva). A knowledge not only has to be true but should also be evidenced to be so.
Here comes the role of prama®!a, which, apart from being an originating condition, is also
an evidencing condition. On the basis of its cognitivity-claim knowledge is
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distinguishable, though not separable, from volition and feeling. Within the cognitive
domain, again, knowledge is differentiated from memory, doubt, error, hypothetical
judgement or conjecture.

According to the Nyaya school knowledge cognizes objects that are distinct from and
outside itself. It cannot turn back on itself and cognize its own existence, far less its own
validity. Truth, therefore, cannot be self-evident in any knowledge. Truth is a property of
knowledge in relation to its object. Knowledge is not true or false in itself, but only
through certain extraneous factors. Falsity is due to certain vitiating factors, and truth is
due to certain positive factors which ensure conformity of knowledge to its object. Thus
Naiyayikas draw a distinction between those conditions which give rise to knowledge and
those conditions which impart truth to it. According to them the awareness of knowledge
and the awareness of its truth are different phenomena and are given to us only in post-
reflection. Knowledge is needed to guide our behaviour. In fact on the basis of awareness
all living beings deal with the objects of the surrounding world. For the attainment of the
summum bonum of life a true knowledge of objects is the sure and indispensable means.
With this end in view the Nyaya school deals with all the processes and methods that are
involved, directly or indirectly, in the right and consistent knowledge of reality.

Methods of knowing

The role of the methods of knowing (prama®as) has been given great significance in the
Nyaya-Vaise¥ika tradition. Truth or objective validity of knowledge is due to the
methods of knowing. The methods of knowing not only give rise to knowledge but also
ensure its truth. They are a kara®'a, i.e. most efficient or unique operative cause of
knowledge. This uniqueness consists in its evidential role in respect of the truth of
knowledge.

According to this tradition there are four methods of knowing, namely perception
(pratyak¥a), inference (anumana), verbal testimony (sabda) and comparison (upamana).
All that is real is knowable, and it can be known by any of the methods of knowing under
different conditions. Perception is the first and the foundational method of knowing. It is
the direct and immediate mode of knowing. It gives us knowledge of what is directly
present to the senses. It is the basis of the remaining three methods of knowing inasmuch
as all three derive their starting points from perceptual cognition. It may also be regarded
as the final test of the truth of all knowledge in so far as perceptual verification is the
most handy and reliable mode of confirmation.

The word pratyakfa is used for both the method of knowing and the resultant
knowledge. It consists of two types, or rather two stages, namely indeterminate
(nirvikalpaka) and determinate (savikalpaka). Indeterminate perception is pure
unverbalized experience. It is a conscious but not a self-conscious state in the sense that
there can be no direct awareness of it. Its existence is known inferentially. In determinate
perception an object is known as related to its qualifications. This is possible only if the
object and its qualities are first known separately prior to being related. This
indeterminate stage is presupposed as the ground of the determinate cognition.

Determinate perception is cognition of an object as qualified by certain properties. It is
a judgemental cognition in which the object of perception is known as characterized by
certain qualities and relations. It consists in apprehending an object along with its
differentiating characteristics. It is, therefore, defined as a cognition apprehending the
qualifiers of a qualificand or as a cognition apprehending the relation between the
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qualificand and its qualifiers. The contents of indeterminate and determinate perceptions
are the same. The only difference is that in the latter they are judged and verbalized.
While in an indeterminate perception the object is apprehended as an undifferentiated
whole of universal and particulars, in a determinate perception they are analysed and
organized into a substantive-adjective relationship. Thus they differ not in terms of
content but in the way they are ordering. To cognize a thing once again, to know it as that
which was known before, is also a part of determinate perception. It is an awareness of a
common reference to one and the same object by the previous and the present cognition.
Perceptual knowledge is an outcome of sense-object contact. This contact may be normal
or supra-normal depending upon the way in which senses come into contact with their
objects. Normal perception is again of two types, namely external and mental. It is the
self which is the knower, and it needs mind to perceive mental facts just as it needs
senses to perceive external facts.

In supra-normal perception the objects are not actually present to the senses but are
conveyed to it through an extra-ordinary medium giving rise to a special kind of sense-
object contact. It is of three types. The first and most significant variety is named
samanya lak¥aa, which pertains to perception of classes. As Chatterjee (1965:20 9-10)
puts it,

Samanya lak¥a'a is the perception of a whole class of objects through the
generic property (samanya) perceived in any individual member of that
class. Thus when we perceive something as a pot we judge it as belonging
to the class of pots. But to know that the thing belongs to the class of pots
is also to know all other pots belonging to the same class.... But the other
pots are not present.... It is the perception of this universal ‘potness’ in
the present pot that serves the purpose of contact (asatti) between sense
and all other pots.

Here only one member is perceived as having both specific and generic properties, while
the other members are known as possessing the generic property. Without accepting such
a type of perception generalization is not possible. The second variety, known as jfiana
lak¥ala, is the perception of an object which is in contact with a self. Here past
experience serves as a medium of contact between sense and the perceived objects. The
visual perception of distance and the cognition of ice looking cold are examples of this
type. Illusory experiences can also be explained on this basis. The third kind of supra-
normal perception is yogaja. It is intuitive perception like that of a mystic, a seer or a
saint. It is comparable to omniscience inasmuch as it is instantaneous knowledge of all
things—past, present or future—due to supernatural powers.

Inference
The second method of knowing is anumana, i.e. inference. All Indian systems, except

Carvaka and a few individual thinkers, accept it as a valid means of acquiring knowledge.
The word nyaya stands for a logical theory, and ascription of this name to this school
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indicates that the classical Indian intellectuals looked to the school as the authority
pertaining to matters of detail connected with logic.

The theory of inference (anumana) is not a system of formal logic in the strict sense,
and constants like pakfa, hetu and sadhya employed in it are not terms but things and
properties. Yet it is formal in the sense that its central concern is ‘what follows from
what’. It takes both truth and validity into account and its format is a combination of
deductive and inductive elements. Inference (anumana) is resorted to for acquisition of
knowledge, as also for demonstration of a known truth.

Etymologically, anumana means knowledge which is based on or which follows
previous knowledge. It is knowledge of an object on the basis of the knowledge of its
mark, which is invariably associated with it. Inference (anumana) as a method of
knowing, therefore, stands for knowing an object on the basis of the knowledge of the
mark which is known to be invariably associated with it. Thus in inference (anumana) an
object is known through the medium of two sorts of knowledge which may be taken to be
the premisses.

Among the constituents of inference (anumana) three terms and two relations are
basic. The object of inferential enquiry, that which is to be inferred or proved, is known
as sadhya (major term). The reason or the ground of inference is called hetu, lizga or
sadhana (middle term). That in respect of which the major term (sadhya) is inferred on
the basis of the middle term (hetu) and which is a common locus of the two is called pak?$
a (minor term). The relation between middle term (hetu) and major term (sadhya) is that
of invariable concomitance, and it is known as vyapti (pervasion). It is the logical ground
and the very nerve of the process of inference (anumana). The relation between middle
term (hetu) and minor term (pak#a) is known as pakfadharmata, which is the starting
point of this process. Both pakfadharmata, i.e. the relation between middle and minor
terms, and vyapti, i.e. the relation between middle and major terms, may be said to be the
premisses. When the knowledge of pakfadharmata is characterized by the knowledge of
vyapti, the synthetic product, known as paramarsa, becomes the actual complex premiss
which alone entails the inferential conclusion. Paramarsa is knowledge of the relation of
middle and minor terms along with the knowledge of that middle term with the major
term. There are two more complex terms which play a vital role in the inferential process.
They are homologues (sapak$a) and heterologues (vipak¥a), which stand for positive and
negative trilateral relations involving minor term (pak¥a), middle term (hetu) and major
term (sadhya). Homologue (sapak¥a) stands for a positive instance in which the major
term (sadhya) is decisively proved to be present. The implicit idea here is that the major
term (sadhya) is present along with the middle term (hetu) in a locus which is similar to
the instance where the presence of the major term is intended to be proved on the basis of
the presence of the middle term. Heterologue (vipak#a) is that locus which is definitely
known to be characterized by the absence of the major term (sadhya) and hence by
implication that of the middle term (hetu) as well. In the process of inference (anumana)
the transition from the knowledge of the middle term (liriga or hetu) to that of the major
term (sadhya) is made possible on the ground of a universal relation of concomitance
known as vyapti. The Naiyayikas have done a good deal of hairsplitting in discussing the
nature of vyapti. Ingalls and Goekoop have given a good account of it. The relation
between middle and major terms is an invariable and unconditional one. In the language
of Navya-Nyaya it is such a relation of coexistence of the middle and the major terms that
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the major term is not a counter-entity to any absence abiding in the middle term. In other
words, the middle term can be present only in the presence of the major term, and if the
major term is absent, the middle term (hetu) must also be absent. Thus the invariable
relation (vyapti) can be of two types—affirmative and negative. The invariable relation
can also be understood as a relation of pervasion, i.e. correlation between two terms/facts
of which one is the pervader and the other the pervaded. A term or fact is said to pervade
another when it always accompanies the other. In this extensional sense invariable
relation can be of equal or inequal extension.

As regards the method of apprehending the invariable relations, the Naiyayikas resort
to uncontradicted uniform experience of concomitance. On the basis of observation,
single or repeated, of uncontradicted agreement in presence and/or absence and by further
verification of this uniformity by an indirect method of tarka, i.e. reductio ad absurdum,
invariable relation is established.

Another important ground of inference is pakfata, which is the relation between
middle and minor terms. It regulates the occurrence of the minor term (pak¥a). The minor
term is that about which something is inferred. Validity of inference depends on
invariable relation, and its possibility depends on the relation between middle and minor
terms (pak¥ata). The process of inference takes place when (1) there is absence of
certainty and (2) there is a will to infer. The Naiyayikas point out three possibilities
which are conducive to inference and are known as pak¥ata. They are:

1 absence of certainty and presence of will to infer;
2 absence of both certainty and will to infer;
3 presence of both certainty and will to infer.

One possibility prevents inference: presence of certainty and absence of will to infer.

The logical form of the process of inference consists of five steps, all of which are
constituents of the same process. They are named statement of thesis (pratijiia), reason
(hetu), example (udahararia), application (upanaya) and conclusion (nigamana). This can
be illustrated as follows:

There is fire on the hill.

Because there is smoke there.

And because wherever there is smoke there is fire, as in a kitchen.
The hill is such.

Therefore, there is fire on the hill.

The entire process of inference centres around the middle term, on which depends its
validity or invalidity. A proper or legitimate middle term has to fulfil five conditions, the
violation of which leads to fallacy. The five conditions are:

1 The middle term must be present in the minor term as its property.

2 The middle term must be distributively related to the major term.

3 The middle term must be absent in all those cases where the major term is absent.
4 The middle term must not be contradictory of the major term.

5 The middle term must not be contradicted by some other middle term.
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Comparison and verbal testimony

The third method of knowing is named comparison (upamana). It is knowledge through
description based on knowing the relation between a word and its meaning coupled with
actual observation of the referent. The process of comparison consists of four stages as
follows:

1 receiving of reliable information or description;

2 observation of an object agreeing with the description;

3 recollection of description;

4 identification of the object as the one agreeing with the description.

Since the knowledge here is mainly based on comparison, the Naiyayikas insist that one
has to be very careful in the observation of similarity and dissimilarity because
sometimes comparison may be misleading, however accredited it may be.

The fourth and final mode of knowing is verbal testimony (sabda), which stands for
language-generated knowledge. More particularly, it is knowledge based on
understanding the meaning of the statement or assertion of a trustworthy person.
Language is a significant means of communication, but it is also a generator and
repository of knowledge. The heritage of knowledge is handed down to posterity only
through language.

In a sense all determinate and judgemental knowledge is language-embedded. The
validity of language-generated knowledge depends upon the trustworthiness of the person
or source from where communication is received. Its possibility depends on the rapport
between speaker and hearer or writer and reader on the basis of a common linguistic
framework. Exact communication, proper apprehension and correct interpretation are its
presuppaositions.

According to the Nyaya-Vaise¥ika tradition the word, and not the sentence, is the
lowest unit of language. The essential nature of a word lies in its meaning, and its
meaningfulness consists in its referential capacity. The meaning of a word is sometimes
directly given and sometimes by implication. The relation between a word and its
meaning is conventional and not natural. This accounts for varied usages of one word. As
regards import, a word refers to an individual through a universal or as characterized by a
universal.

In language-composition, which is basically sentence-formation, the sentential
meaning is secondary and construed. There are four syntactical, semantic and pragmatic
rules of sentence-formation and interpretation of its meaning. Though word is a basic unit
of language, a word by itself cannot convey a complete meaning and must be brought
into relation with other words in a sentence. Thus words in a sentence should ‘expect’ or
imply one another. This is technically known as expectancy (aka'kfa) Any
incompatibility between the meanings of different words renders the whole sentence
meaningless. So mutual compatibility and meaning-yielding support is another condition,
known as yogyata. Proximity between different words of a sentence is the third condition,
known as sannidhi. The last condition is due consideration of the meaning intended to be
conveyed by a sentence, known as tatparya.
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The other modes of knowing accepted in the schools of Vedanta and Pirva Mima™sa
have been reduced to these four by the Naiyayikas.
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SANKHYA-YOGA

Indira Mahalingam

INTRODUCTION

This chapter will consider two closely associated orthodox schools of Indian thought—
Sankhya and Yoga. Safitkhya concentrates its efforts primarily on providing an account
of reality, and Yoga, which accepts the Sattkhya account of the nature of reality, provides
a detailed description of the practical steps to be taken by the individual in attaining
liberation from the world of suffering. Because of the closeness of the intellectual
positions of these two schools, they are traditionally viewed as one. The close alliance of
the schools does not mean that there are no divergencies in their views. One important
difference is that Yoga is theistic whereas Sankhya is atheistic.

Since the greater emphasis of Sarikhya is on the theoretical and that of Yoga on the
practical, the section in this chapter on Samikhya will examine, in some detail, its
epistemology and metaphysics and that on Yoga will deal briefly with spiritual discipline.

SANKHYA

Historical background

The Sankhya school is often regarded as one of the oldest schools of Indian philosophy
for a number of reasons:

« The Svetasuatara Upani$ad refers to Kapila ¥ %i (Kapila, the seer), who is regarded by
tradition as the founder of the school.

« The Svetasuatara Upani$ad, the Mahabharata and the Bhagavadgita refer to sankhya.

« Prak?ti (matter) and puru®a (consciousness)—core concepts in Safikhyan meta-
physics—are found in the Mahabharata and in the Bhagavadgita. Also, central ideas
of Satnikhya such as the distinction of prak’ti and puru¥a as object and subject and the
evolution of prak!ti are found in these texts.

Modern scholarship, however, regards the evidence as insufficient to establish a link.
‘Kapila’ is taken to mean ‘red wizard” and hence as a reference to a mythical being rather
than a reference to the founder of the school. The reference to saskhya in these works is
regarded as a use of the term in its lexical sense—i.e. knowledge or wisdom—and not as
a reference to the school.? And doubt is cast on the view that the presence of ideas central
to the school in the epics is supportive of a relationship to the school since these ideas are
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developed against a theistic backdrop. Furthermore, who is to say that Safikhya did not
borrow these ideas and doctrines from the ancient texts and develop them further?

Tradition, as stated earlier, regards Kapila (100 BC-AD 200?) as the founder of the
Sankhya school. It is difficult to back this claim with evidence since his works remain
untraced. A work commonly attributed to him—Sakhyapravacana Sitra—is thought by
modern scholars to have been composed in the fourteenth century AD.

The earliest available work of the school is Isvara KF3Ra’s Saskhya Karika.
Composed probably during the fifth century AD, it provides a terse account of the
system. There are a number of commentaries on the Sarikhya Karika, the best known of
which are Gaudapéda’s Bhafya (AD 500-600), Yuktidipika (AD 600-700) by an
unknown author and Vacaspati Misra’s Safkhyatattvkaumudz (AD 850-975?).

Philosophical background

Like the other Indian philosophical schools the object of Sarikhya’s philosophical
enquiry is to alleviate human suffering caused by the three miseries—(1) misery due to
intrinsic influences such as anger and desire (@dhyatmika), (2) misery caused by others
such as friends, enemies, relatives and animals (adhibhautika) and (3) misery caused by
the supernatural influence of spirits in natural disasters and extreme weather conditions
(adhidaivika).> To this end Sarnkhya offers an account of the true nature of reality,
knowledge of which is said to result in liberation. Any account of reality, however, must
make certain assumptions about the means by which we come to have knowledge of the
world around us and the nature of the process that brings the world as we know it into
being. It will therefore be useful to give a brief overview of Sarikhya epistemology and
theory of causation, since these are the basic tenets on which the school’s account of
reality is founded.

Theory of knowledge

The Sankhya school accepts three means of right knowledge (pramaa)—perception (df
§t a), inference (anumana) and reliable verbal testimony (aptavacana or sruti).*

Perception (df §a)

Perception, according to Safikhya, takes place through images or ideas (akara) of
objects. As for the mechanics, during perception the intellect (buddhi), upon stimulation
by an object through the sense-organs, undergoes a modification (buddhivtti). In other
words, intellect assumes the form of the object that stimulates it. Accordingly, when |
perceive a cow | do not perceive the cow directly but perceive only a representation of
the cow. That is, | am not directly aware of the cow but am aware of it through the
image—the mental construct—I have of the cow.

Such an account raises some interesting questions. If what | perceive is a
representation of the cow and not the cow itself, what status does the cow—that which is
represented—have? Does it exist only as an image, an idea, a mental construct, or does it
have an independent existence? That is, does it exist independently of the perceiver?
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In response to the above questions a number of moves are possible. One could, for
instance, adopt the view that all we perceive and are capable of perceiving are mental
constructs, and that the existence of the world cannot be independently and reliably
established since we can never go beyond the mental constructs. Alternatively, one could
adopt the view that that which is represented exists independently of the representation
since the image must have been produced by an object that exists in the external world. It
is the latter view that is adopted by Sarikhya.

In adopting this view the Sankhyan seems to be committing himself to holding that all
images have objects that exist independently of the object. Such a stance, however, could
cause problems when it comes to hallucinations. For instance, do pink elephants
perceived by an individual under the influence of alcohol exist independently of the
perceiver? The position adopted by Sattkhya—which could be termed representational
realism—can easily explain away pink elephants and similar hallucinations and illusions.
Since perception is not the result of a direct confrontation with the external world but
takes place indirectly through a medium, perceiving objects that are not there or
perceiving objects differently from what they are must be due to defects in that medium.
Just as a short-sighted person sees a rope lying at a distance as a snake because of defects
in the visual organ, so an intoxicated person sees pink elephants when there are none
because of the effects of alcohol on the visual organ and the intellect.

However, a persistent problem with a representational realist account, for which there
is no adequate solution other than a shift in the fundamental stance, is that we can never
know whether objects exist independently since there is no means of comparing the
objects with the ideas of the objects: all that we perceive are ideas. Reports and
descriptions of objects seen by others or the behaviour of others based on their
perceptions could provide the required comparisons. In other words, others’ private
sensations and their responses to those private sensations allow one to conclude that
objects exist independently of the perceiver. However, reliance on what others see and
their behaviour in relation to what they see makes a number of assumptions. For instance,
it assumes that others exist independently of our perceptions of them, that they are like
me in having private sensations, and that their private sensations are like mine.

A possible (but, | believe, an unsatisfactory) solution would be to take refuge in
epistemological solipsism—to say that all that | perceive are private sensations and the
independent existence of objects can never be inferred from the private sensations alone.
But then, for a solipsist, philosophical debates about the nature of reality, the nature of
human suffering, liberation, etc. are all meaningless since others do not exist! To move
from representational realism to epistemological solipsism seems at best a move from the
sublime to the ridiculous.

An alternative solution would be to adopt a variant of realism known as direct
realism—where material objects exist independently of our sense-experience and our
perception is a direct contact with the external object, and where properties such as
shapes, colours, hardness, etc. are intrinsic properties of things outside us as well as
objective. The direct realist account has the advantage of getting rid of the notion of a
mental construct, thus avoiding the problem of transcending the idea for the purpose of
comparison. But direct realism has problems of its own. If shapes and colours are
intrinsic properties and objective, then, according to a direct realist, a table could be both
round and elliptical since X, who looks at the table from the top, sees a round shape and
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Y, who looks at the table from a distance, sees an elliptical shape. But is this not self-
contradictory? The problem could be resolved by refining the direct realist account. One
could say that the table is both elliptical and round but that the individual sees only one
aspect of the table because of the disposition of the nervous system to select one property
from the set of properties. Such an account, however, would be unable to explain
illusions or errors in perception—for instance the rope that is perceived as a snake.

The problem of illusions and hallucinations could be resolved satisfactorily by refining
the direct realist account further—by taking the view that objects do not possess the
sensible qualities themselves but that sensible qualities are perceived from some
perspective—for example a spatial perspective, a temporal perspective, and so on. In
other words, all properties are relative. However, it seems that according to a relative or
perspective realist account perception could never be erroneous!

All in all, the Sanikhya version of representational realism seems to be a better
alternative. Of course, one can never transcend private sensations to establish whether
images of objects are like objects in the external world. But there is nothing stopping me
from inferring from my private sensations and others’ reports of their private sensations
that our ideas are approximations of the objects in the external world. Moreover, the
distinction established at the epistemological level between subject and object, perceiver
and perceived, knower and known helps underpin the distinction between purufa
(consciousness) and prak{ti (matter)—the two ultimate realities of Sarkhyan
metaphysics.

Inference (anumana)

Sankhya, by and large, accepts the Nyaya account of inference.” What is interesting,
however, is the use made by Safikhya of a variety of inference known as samanyatod? 5t
a° (analogical reasoning) in its account of reality, since it allows the possibility of moving
from the perceptible to the imperceptible—as where the movement of the sun (which is
imperceptible) is inferred by analogy with Rama, who comes to occupy different
positions in the room as a result of moving from one part of the room to the other (which
is perceptible). It is largely through this type of reasoning that Satikhya provides its
account of causation, and the existence of prakfti (materiality) and purufa
(consciousness)—the mainstays of Saftkhyan metaphysics.

Though sdmdnyatod."{‘?a plays an important role in providing an account of reality,
the nature of analogical reasoning is hardly discussed by Sankhya. The analogies used by
Sankhya are capable of supporting alternative explanations, and this raises questions
about the effectiveness of analogy as a form of reasoning: its central use in the Sattkhya
method is therefore open to serious doubt. For instance, Sankhya uses the lame man-
blind man analogy to establish the association between prakti and purufa and purposive
activity of prakfti for the sake of purufa’s release. This analogy would work if both
prak’ti and purufa were intelligent like the lame man and blind man, who use their
intelligence for a common purpose. Prakfti, however, is unintelligent (without
intelligence).
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Valid testimony (sruti, aptavacana)

Like the other Indian orthodox schools Samkhya accepts valid testimony (knowledge
from scriptures such as the Vedas) as a source of correct knowledge. According to San
khya this means of knowledge comes into its own where knowledge of objects beyond
the senses cannot be obtained by samanyatod! $ta (inference by analogy).” It is,
however, highly questionable whether Satikhyans did in fact make much use of scriptural
knowledge since they rely largely on sdmdnyatod."f‘fa to provide their account of reality
as apparent from the sections on causation, prak’ti and purufa. As Radhakrishnan
correctly observes,

Satikhya avoids the appearance of being an innovation by its acceptance
of the Veda as a means of knowledge. But...it discards many an old
dogma and silently ignores others. It, however, never openly opposes the
Vedas but adopts the more deadly process of sapping their foundations.®

And it is this lack of reliance on the scriptures and the extensive use of inference to
provide an account of reality which led Safnkara to launch his vehement attack on San
khyan philosophy.’

Causation

Sanikhyans’ account of causation plays a principal part in their account of reality since it
is on the basis of this that they argue for the existence of prak?'ti, out of which the world
of our experience has evolved. As opposed to regarding cause as an antecedent of effect
and each effect as a new beginning (arambhavada), Sarikhya regards cause and effect as
essentially identical in that the cause and effect are two states—the implicit and the
explicit or the undeveloped and developed—of the same substance. Accordingly, San
khya views the effect as pre-existing in the cause (satkaryavada). That is to say, the
effect is not a new coming into being but is a manifestation—a different form—of that
which already exists. So for Satikhya the pot (effect) exists in the mud (material cause) in
a potential form at time t; and does not come into existence when the pot is made by the
potter at time t,. What happens at time t, is simply an actualization of the potential—a
manifestation—brought about by the efficient cause—in the case of the pot, the potter.

In support of the view that the effect already exists in the cause™ Safikhya provides
the following argument:

» Since no amount of effort could bring about an effect which is non-existent, the effect
must exist in the cause. For instance, the effort of even a thousand artists cannot
produce blue out of yellow or oil from sand. Moreover, people seek only those
material causes that are capable of producing particular effects—a person who wants
to produce curd seeks milk rather than water.

» There must be an invariable connection between the effect and the cause, for if the
effect is not connected to the cause, it will make no sense to talk of the cause at all. If
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the cause and the effect are connected, then both of them must exist since sense can be
made of the relationship only if both the cause and the effect exist.

* Experience shows us that it is not possible to produce anything from anything. For
instance, blue cannot be produced from yellow or cloth from reeds, which suggests
that the effect exists before it comes into being in the material cause.

« An efficient cause can make manifest that which is potent in the material cause. If this
were not so, it would be possible to produce oil from sand.

* The non-difference of the cause and the effect shows that the effect is of the same
nature as the cause. For instance, the cloth is non-different from the threads and the
pot is non-different from the mud since they are neither brought together nor separated
(i.e. they coexist). The cloth is simply a different state of the threads and the pot that
of mud.

The existence of a close connection between cause and effect cannot be denied since in
the absence of a connection it would be possible to make wine out of water or silk from
sand—in other words, to produce anything from anything. If the cause and the effect
were regarded as totally distinct, one would be hard put to find a principle that related
the two. A contentious issue, however, is the extent of the close connection of cause and
effect. Are they so connected that there is no difference between cause and effect (for
example threads and cloth) as the Sarikhyans claim? If the cloth is non-different from the
threads, then why cannot one simply wear the threads? By weaving the threads into cloth
are we not bringing into being something new—something that did not exist in the
threads? If that is the case, then how can the effect be said to pre-exist in the cause?
Besides, there are differences between the cloth and the threads—amongst others, we
know that cloth provides better covering and protection against the elements than the
threads, and the consistency and feel of the cloth is not the same as those of the threads.
Surely, the cloth must be different from the threads.

It would indeed be surprising if the Saftkhyans were to deny that there are differences
that exist between the cloth and the threads at the practical level: that the cloth is of a
different consistency from the threads and can be used in a variety of ways unlike the
threads and so on. What they are insisting on is that the properties exhibited by the cloth
must exist potentially in the threads; otherwise the cloth could not have the properties it
has. Against this context it cannot be denied that cloth and threads are in essence
identical; the threads have the disposition, the potential to become cloth if certain
conditions are present—for instance a loom and a weaver. So when the threads are woven
into cloth, the cloth is but an actualization of the potential that exists in the threads. The
efficient cause facilitates this manifestation. The threads take a different form through the
actions of the weaver, but the cloth and the threads are simply different states of the same
substance.

The illustration of threads and cloth fits well with the Samkhyan claim for the
sameness of cause and effect since it is possible, on close scrutiny, to see individual
threads in the cloth. But the same cannot be said of milk and curd since there is no milk
to be seen when the curd is produced. Does this mean that the milk is destroyed? If there
is total destruction of the milk it is difficult to envisage how the curd could have been
produced in the first place, since there would be no milk to produce it from. This seems
to reinforce the Sankhya view that cause and effect are simply different states of the
same substance.
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Account of reality

The Sankhyans’ account of reality is a natural progression from their epistemology and
theory of causation. Satnikhyans, as we saw earlier, are epistemological realists who
accept a distinction between the knower and the known. Comparable to the distinction of
the knower and the known they posit two ultimate realities—purufa (consciousness) and
prakfti (matter). And in accordance with their theory that cause and effect are the
developed and undeveloped states of the same substance, the world with its many forms,
shapes, colours that we experience is regarded as implicit in prakfti and made explicit in
the process of evolution. Upon dissolution the world that we experience returns to prakf
ti.

Prakfti (matter)

Prak!ti is the first principle—the root cause—out of which the world of our experience
evolves. All objects are present in prakfti in a latent form, and the world around us with
its diversities is the product of prak{ti. In other words, the world is a manifest state of the
unmanifest prak{'ti (also known as pradhana).

Prak{ti is composed of three gu¥as (strands or ropes)—sattva, rajas and tamas—
which are responsible for imparting various characteristics according to their
preponderance in the products of evolution. These gu'tas are not qualities that prak!ti
possesses but are the constituents of prak{ti. The gu®*as themselves possess qualities that
are at variance, but they function together like the wick, oil and fire to produce light.
Sattva (real, existent) is illuminative and at the epistemological level results in reflection
and at the psychological level produces pleasure, happiness and bliss. Rajas (foulness) is
active and is responsible for restless activity at the epistemological level and pain at the
psychological level. Tamas (darkness) is responsible for resistance or inertia and at the
epistemological level produces ignorance and uninterestedness and at the psychological
level indifference or apathy.

Our knowledge of the gu¥as is obtained on the basis of the effects they produce in all
things—pleasure, pain and indifference experienced by the things in the world around us.
The manifest prak{ti, according to Sarikhya, is manifold, limited in space and time, and
caused.™ In contrast, prakti in its unmanifested state is one, complex, independent,
eternal, infinite, uncaused and dynamic, but unconscious, unintelligent, imperceptible.*
Its imperceptibility is due to its subtle nature, but its existence none the less is established
on the basis of our experience of the objects around us and inference:*®

» The limited, dependent and finite objects we experience around us cannot be the cause
of the universe; so there must be an infinite cause out of which this finite world has
evolved.

» The common characteristics that produce pleasure, pain and indifference shared by all
things in the universe indicate that there must be a source composed of pleasure, pain
and indifference.

« Since the effect differs from the cause, the effect cannot be its own cause, which means
that there must be a cause in which effects exist in their potential form.

* The unity of the world points to the existence of a single cause.
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Puru¥a (consciousness, pure spirit)

The other entity in Sankhyan metaphysics, other than matter (prak’ti), is purufa
(consciousness or pure spirit). As opposed to prak?ti, purufa as the self, the subject, the
knower is intelligent and makes all knowledge possible. It is not to be confused with the
mind, ego or intellect, since these, as evolutes of prak?ti, are material. Purufa, according
to Sankhya, is eternal, free, beyond space and time, neutral and a non-agent.*

The existence of purufa, like the existence of prak?ti, is arrived at through a number
of arguments based on inference:*

« Just as a bed is assembled for the use of a man who sleeps on it, so the world constituted
of the five elements must be for the enjoyment of another; that other must be the self
or purufa.

« The world of knowable objects, constituted of the three gu¥*as—sattva, rajas and
tamas—presupposes a self, a seer of the gu?as.

« Just as a chariot requires a charioteer, co-ordination of our experiences reveals a
consciousness which makes that co-ordination possible. (The use of the chariot-
charioteer analogy is a figurative one and does not suggest that purufa extends the
kind of active control exercised by the charioteer since purufa is non-active.)

 There must be a subject that is affected by pleasure, pain and indifference—the three
constituents of prak{ti. It cannot be intellect or ego since these are evolutes of prakf
ti, which suggests that there must be a self or an experiencing subject.

» Constant talk of striving for liberation, freedom from this world of suffering makes
sense only if there is an experiencing subject capable of obtaining release.

Purufa, unlike prak’ti, is manifold. Our knowledge of the plurality of selves is gained,
as before, through a combination of experience and analogical reasoning.”* The
dissimilarities in people’s moral outlooks, intellectual abilities, etc. suggest that there are
different witnessing selves; if this were not the case, everyone would be alike. Likewise,
the many births and deaths also point to the existence of many purufas. Moreover, if
there were only one purufa, the release or bondage of that purufa would mean the
release or bondage of all, but experience shows that this is not so.

The individual (jiva) according to Safikhya is puru#a in conjunction with ego or ahas
kara (an evolute of prakfti), senses and the body. As long as jiva through ignorance
regards itself as the reflection of purufa in aharkara, it enjoys and suffers the pleasures
and pains of life. However, when the jiva discriminates between prakti and purufa and
realizes that it is purufa—eternal, free, a non-agent, etc.—it achieves liberation.
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Evolution

The entire world of objects, with their diverse qualities, is a consequence of the evolution
of prak'ti. Like Darwin, who explains the evolution of the diverse organic world in terms
of a few simple life-forms through a process of mutation and adaptation, Sattkhya traces
the world of our experience in its entirety to prak{ti; the world as we know it exists in
prakfti in a potential form. The similarity with Darwin stops here, however. Unlike
Darwin, who provides an account of organic evolution in linear terms, Sarnkhya regards
evolution as a cyclical process such that evolution (sarga) is followed by dissolution
(pralaya) and dissolution by evolution and so on. Evolution occurs when the constituents
(gu®as) of prak?ti are in a state of disequilibrium, and dissolution occurs when the gu?*as
return to a state of equilibrium. This cycle of evolution and dissolution continues till all
the selves (purufas) are freed from this world of suffering.

Sankhya provides a detailed list of the products that evolve from prak’ti.'” The first
product to evolve is mahat (great) at the cosmic level or buddhi (intellect) at the
individual level. Intellect is made of fine matter, giving it the capacity to reflect
consciousness or puru¥a, and it is due to this reflection that intellect acquires intelligence
and consciousness and is capable of ascertainment and decision. Intellect in turn produces
aharikara (ego-sense, self-sense or individuation), which is responsible for the sense of I-
ness or selfhood. At the psychological level ahatikara is responsible for self-love and
agency. Aharikara in turn, depending on the preponderance of a particular gu®a,
produces further evolutes. The sattvika ahatikara produces mind or manas responsible
for synthesizing sense-data, the five sensory organs (jianendriya) of sight, smell, taste,
touch and sound and the five motor organs (karmendriya) of speech, handling,
movement, excretion and reproduction. The tamasa ahaskara produces the five subtle
elements (tanmatra) or essences of sound, touch, sight, taste and smell, and these in turn
produce the five gross elements of ether, air, light, water and earth. The things of our
everyday experience such as hills, insects, animals and human beings are a result of
various combinations of the mahabhitas or gross elements. The evolutionary story of
Sankhya can be diagrammatically expressed as shown in Figure 8.1.

The evolution of prakfti is for an end, and that end is purufa. Just as unintelligent
milk flows out of the cow to nourish the calf,'® prak?ti evolves so that purufa can know
about the true nature of prakti and purufa and be liberated from this world of suffering.

The process of evolution begins when the equilibrium of the gu®as is disturbed. This
is a result of the association of prakfti and purufa. Their association is like the
partnership of a lame man and a blind man—the lame man like purufa is capable of sight
but cannot act (i.e. walk), and the blind man like prak{'ti can act (i.e. walk), but cannot
see. Their cooperation, however, enables them to transcend their weaknesses, thus
allowing them to travel.
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The Sankhya account of evolution is a perplexing one. It raises a number of questions,
some specific to the system and others inevitable consequences of a dualistic account.
The first issue relates to the order of the evolutes of prak?ti. The significance of the order
is unclear since no explanation is provided in support of the order in the evolution of
matter—surprising since the system prides itself on providing reasons. One possible view
is that the evolutes are ordered in terms of temporal priority. This, however, does not
make much sense. For instance, to say that intellect is temporally prior to self-sense or
that sense-organs are temporally prior to sensation is meaningless since there must be a
physical being made up of gross elements in terms of which one could talk sensibly of
intellect, sense-organs, ego and so on. In other words, the evolutes of prak!ti seem to
make more sense if viewed bottom up rather than top down—that is, from gross elements
upwards rather than intellect downwards. A possible alternative would be to view the
order in terms of conceptual priority and to say that an earlier evolute is essential to make
sense of a later evolute. For instance, to make sense of self-sense or aharikara (evolute 3)
one needs buddhi or intellect (evolute 2); similarly essences such as colour and sound
(151;19) do not make sense without the sense-organs of sight and hearing (evolutes 5-
9).

The next criticism of the Sankhya account of evolution is the one put forward by San
kara,”® who, while agreeing with Sankhya that there is a single cause, disagrees on the
question of whether this cause could be unintelligent prak’ti. According to Sankara
evolution makes sense only if the cause is intelligent. He tries to show that analogies such
as that of the cow and the calf and the lame man and the blind man used by Satikhya, if
anything, establish intelligence as a central feature. For Safikara, it is the combined
intelligence of the lame man and the blind man which results in the pursuit of a purpose.
Likewise, milk flows from the cow because of the cow’s maternal feelings for the calf.
To some extent Safikara is correct in saying that conditions in the cow are responsible
for the flow of the milk—for instance hormonal changes in the cow. The sucking action
of the calf is also responsible for the flow of the milk. But Safnkara’s view that milk
flows because of the cow’s volition or will and therefore intelligence is totally incorrect.

An interesting consequence of Safikara’s alternative explanation to the analogies used
by Satikhya is that it affects the reliability of analogy as a form of reasoning—on which
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the Sankhyans rely heavily. The other drawback is the association of prak?ti and purufa,
which is essential for evolution to take place. The manner in which these two absolute
and independent entities—one intelligent and immobile, the other unintelligent and
dynamic—are brought together seems to undermine their account of evolution as a
cyclical process. According to Sankhya the mere presence of purufa is sufficient to
bring about evolution. If this is the case, then it raises an insurmountable problem for San
khya since purufa, being static or immobile, will always be present near prakfti, in
which case evolution could never have begun and can never cease—in other words,
evolution cannot be followed by dissolution and dissolution by evolution as Safikhya
claims.

Liberation

Prak!ti, as stated earlier, continues to go through periods of evolution and dissolution till
all the purufas are liberated. There is bondage as long as a purufa mistakenly identifies
itself with buddhi, ahastkara and manas (the internal organ) in which it is reflected. As
soon as the purufa realizes that it is not the intellect or ego or mind—that it is not prak!
ti—it is liberated.

As for the individual soul (jiva), it attains liberation as soon as it discriminates
between puru¥a and prak’ti. The acquisition of discriminative knowledge does not,
however, immediately result in release of the purufa from the body. The body continues
to exist till the impressions of past karmas which took effect prior to discriminative
knowledge cease like the potter’s wheel that continues to spin for a time because of the
original momentum.?

A criticism that can be raised at this stage is that it is not very clear from the Sankhya
account whether there is one cosmological evolution of prak!ti or whether there are as
many evolutions of prak’ti as there are purufas. If it is the latter, then prak’ti must be at
different stages of evolution at the same time. If it is the former, then the evolution or
dissolution of prak{ti must affect all puru¥as equally. This is a problem that is created by
the Sankhyan ambition to provide an explanation at the cosmic and at the individual level
with the same story.

The discriminatory knowledge which makes liberation possible is obtained through
right knowledge, reflection and spiritual discipline. As for spiritual discipline, Saftkhya
relies on the practical steps developed fully in Yoga.

YOGA

Historical background

The idea that yoga (discipline, mental and physical) is a way of achieving release from
suffering is found in the ancient texts. The texts which refer to sarkhya (i.e. the
Svetasvatara Upanifad and the Bhagavadgita) refer to yoga as well. The question
whether the references are to Yoga as expounded by Patafijali (200 BC-AD 4007?) is open
to doubt. Patafijali’s Yoga Sutra is the oldest text of the Yoga school, and the best-known
commentary on it is Vyasa’s Yogasitrabhafya (AD 400). Some scholars believe that
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Patafijali, the author of Yoga Satra and Patafijali the grammarian (200 BC) are one and
the same on the basis that Bhoja, a later commentator on the Yoga Sitras, refers to the
contributions made to grammar by Patafijali. Modern scholars, however, do not perceive
a strong link between the Patafijali of grammar and the Patafijali of Yoga.

Philosophical background

Yoga, as stated earlier, accepts by and large the epistemology and metaphysics of San
khya. The distinctive feature of Yoga is that, unlike Sarikhya, it accepts God or Isvara.
God’s existence is established on the basis of the law of continuity—i.e. on the reasoning
that where there is a great and a greater there must be a greatest. The argument goes like
this: we see that people possess different qualities such as knowledge and power in
different strengths; so there must be a Being who possesses these excellent qualities at the
highest strengths.

Yoga’s Isvara, however, is a puru¥a among other purufas. He is eternal, omniscient
and omnipresent, but is not the creator of the world; the world of our experience, for
Yoga, evolves out of prak{ti. God, however, brings about the association of prakfti and
purufa which starts the process of evolution in prak?ti. The introduction of God by Yoga
gets round the problem of cooperation between an intelligent puru¥a and an unintelligent
prakfti faced by Sankhya. However, as Hiriyanna correctly observes, ‘such an
assumption is against the very fundamentals of the doctrine, at all events, of the Safikhya
phase of it’.?

Isvara plays an important role in the realm of spiritual discipline. Devotion to Isvara is
a necessary part of the eightfold discipline prescribed by Yoga that makes liberation
possible.

Spiritual discipline

Purufa, according to Yoga, realizes its nature when there is cessation of the
modifications of citta (Yoga’s collective term for the internal organs of buddhi, ahazikara
and manas).® This cessation is brought about through spiritual discipline. Yoga
recommends an Eightfold Path?* (aHdi'ga yoga) aimed at moral discipline, physical
discipline and mental discipline. For Yoga the control of the physical body is a
prerequisite for controlling the mind.

Moral discipline

The first two stages of the Eightfold Path, yama® (abstention) and niyama (observances),
deal with the moral well-being of the individual and reflect pursuit of the good. Under
yama the individual is advised to refrain from (a) causing injury through thought, word or
deed (ahirfisa), (b) falsehood (satya), (c) stealing (asteya), (d) sensual pleasures
(brahmacarya) and (e) avarice or greed (aparigraha). Niyama® prescribes that
individuals should (a) purify themselves internally as well as externally (sauca), (b) be
content (sarto¥a), (c) practise austerity (tapas), (d) study philosophical texts (syadhyaya)
and (e) devote themselves to God (/svara-praitidhana).
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Physical discipline and mental discipline

The control of the physical body is achieved through a combination of (a) right posture or
asana, (b) regulation of inhalation, retention and exhalation of breath (pra¥ayama) and
(c) withdrawal of the senses (pratyazhara).

The next stage is mental discipline, which consists of (a) dhara¥a or fixing the mind
on an object of meditation like an image, (b) dhyana or contemplation and (c) samadhi or
meditative trance.

In samadhi, the final step in the eightfold discipline, the individual’s mind is totally
immersed in the object of meditation. Samadhi is of two kinds—sa#tprajfiata samadhi
and asa#prajfigta samadhi. In satitprajiiata samadhi the individual though absorbed or
immersed in the object of meditation is still conscious or aware of the object of
meditation. What the individual has at this stage is intuitive knowledge of the truth. In
asa#tprajiiata samadhi the individual is no longer conscious of the object of meditation
and there is total immersion—a condition often described in the texts as sleepless sleep.
And it is at this level, since there is no modification of citta, that liberation is attained.

During the course of practising the Eightfold Path the individual is likely to be
rewarded with other powers including supernormal powers—for instance knowledge of
the past, present and future. Though the supernormal powers are perfections (siddhis),
Yoga regards them as a hindrance to samadhi. Liberation can be gained only by
disregarding these powers that one obtains on the journey to freedom.

CONCLUSION

A full appreciation of Safnkhya, reputed to be the oldest Indian philosophical system, is
not possible, partly because of missing literature. The commentaries are not of much help
in putting a systematic philosophy together. Tsvara KF$1a’s Sasikhya Karika, as the
oldest text, is comparable to an intricate jigsaw puzzle with central pieces missing. For
instance, epistemology is sketchily discussed in the text, with the result that readers are
forced to rely on their own ingenuity or on the commentaries (which more than
occasionally are at variance) to construct a plausible account of perception for the system.
At times Sanikhya exhibits glimpses of a grandiose metaphysics aimed at explaining the
nature of reality and human phenomena at different levels, for example cosmic and
individual, epistemological and psychological; at other times it comes across as a not so
well-thought-out philosophy meant to confound and frustrate the reader at every turn.
Whatever guise Sankhya takes, it cannot be denied that it demands attention from the
reader at every stage. As for Yoga, Satikhya’s sister school, it has had a profound
influence on philosophy in India since most Indian philosophical schools (including
Buddhism) endorse the importance of physical and mental discipline besides moral
discipline in attaining freedom from the world of suffering.

NOTES
1 There are a few proponents of later Satikhya who accept theism—for example Vijﬁﬁnabhik?u
(AD 1550-1600), author of Sd:'rkhyapravacanabhdf’ya.
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2 See Gerald James Larson and Ram Shankar Bhattacharya, (eds) Sa#fkhya: A Dualist
Tradition in Indian Philosophy (Encyclopaedia of Indian Philosophies Vol. IV) (Delhi:
Motilal Banarsidass, 1987), pp. 1-14 for an account of the history of the tradition.

3 ‘From the torment by three-fold misery (arises) the inquiry into the means of terminating it’
(Sarkhya Karika, verse I).

4 “Three varieties are recognised of the means of correct knowledge being comprehended (in
these); for the establishment of what is to be known depends on the means of correct
knowledge’ (Sarikhya Karika, verse IV).

5 According to Vatsyayana, a Nyaya commentator, there are three different classes of inference:
purvavat (inference from prior perception), sedavat (inference by exclusion) and

samanyatod §a (inference by analogy). Vacaspati Misra, the Safikhya commentator,
accepts these three types of inference but classifies them differently. He divides inference
into vita (inference based on positive concomitance) and avita (inference based on negative

concomitance) and includes pirvavat and samanyatod{ $4 under vita and seavat under
avita. See Chapter 7 above for the five-step syllogistic reasoning developed by Nyaya.

6 ‘Knowledge of objects beyond the senses comes from inference based on analogy’ (Saftkhya
Karika, verse V).

7 ‘What (knowledge) is obscure and not attainable even thereby [inference based on analogy] is
gained by valid testimony’ (Saftkhya Karika; verse V).

8 S.Radhakrishan, Indian Philosophy (2 vols, London: George Allen & Unwin, 1966), vol. Il, p.
302.

9 See Chapter 10 below.

10 “The effect exists (even prior to the operation of the cause) since what is non-existent cannot
be brought into existence by the operation of a cause, since there is recourse to the
(appropriate) material cause, since there is not production of all (by all), since the potent
(cause) effects (only) that of which it is capable, and since (the effect) is non-different from
the cause’ (Sa#tkhya Karika, verse 1X).

11 “The evolved is caused, non-eternal, non-pervasive, mobl[i]le, manifold, dependent, mergent,
conjunct and heteronomous; the unevolved is the reverse (of all these)’ (Satikhya Karika,
verse X).

12 “The non-perception of that (Primal Nature) is due to its subtlety, not to its non-existence,
since it is cognised from its effects’ (Saftkhya Karika, verse VIII).

13 “The unevolved exists as the cause of the diverse, because of the finitude, and homogenous
nature (of the latter), because of its proceeding from the potentiality (of the cause), and
because of there being in respect of the variegated world both the emergence of effect from
causes as also their merger; it (the unevolved) functions through their combination being
modified like water, by the specific nature abiding in the respective constituents’ (Saftkhya
Karika, verses XV, XVI).

14 *And from the contrast with that (which is composed of the three constituents etc.) there
follows for the Spirit, the character of being a witness, freedom (from misery), neutrality,
percipience and non-agency’ (Sa*ikhya Karika, verse XI1X).

15 “Spirit exists (as distinct from matter), since collocations serve a purpose of some (being)
other than themselves, since this other must be the reverse of (what is composed of) the three
constituents and so on, since there must be control (of the collocations), since there must be
an enjoyer and since there is activity for the purpose of release (from three fold misery)’
(Sarkhya Karika, verse XVII).

16 “The plurality of Spirits certainly follows from the distributive (nature of the) incidence of
birth and death and of (the endowment of) the instruments (of cognition and action), from
(bodies) engaging in action, not all at the same time, and also from the differences in (the
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proportion of) the three constituents (in different entities, like sages, ordinary morals and
beast)’ (Sa*tkhya Karika, verse XVI111).

17 “From Primal Nature proceeds the Great One (intellect), thence individuation, thence the
aggregate of the sixteen and from five out of these sixteen, the five gross elements’ (St
khya Karika, verse XXII).

18 “As non-intelligent milk functions for the nourishment of the calf, even so does Primal
Nature function for the liberation of the Spirit” (Sa#tkhya Karika, verse LVI1). “Just as (in)
the world (one) undertakes action in order to be rid of desire (by satisfying it), even so does
the unevolved function for the release of the Spirit” (Sa*tkhya Karika, verse LVII1).

19 One of the later proponents of the system, Vijﬁénabhik‘.*iu (AD 1550-1600), in Sa*khyasara
accepts the order of the evolutes on scriptural authority.

20 See Brian Carr’s chapter on Satikara (Chapter 10 below) for a more detailed appraisal of the
criticisms.

21 “Virtue and the rest having ceased to function as causes, because of the attainment of perfect
wisdom, (the Spirit) remains invested with the body, because of the force of past
impressions, like the whirl of the (potter’s) wheel (which persists for a while by virtue of the
momentum imparted by a prior impulse)’, (Satikhya Karika, verse LXVI1).

22 M.Hiriyanna, Essentials of Indian Philosophy (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1985), p.
125.

23 “Yoga is the restraint of mental modifications’ (Yoga Sutra 1:2).

24 “Restraint, observance, posture, regulation of breath, abstraction [of the senses],
concentration, meditation, and trance are the eight accessories of yoga’, (Yoga Satra 2:29).

25 *Of these, the restraints (yama) are: abstinence from injury (ahi®*sa), veracity, abstinence
from theft, continence, and abstinence from avariciousness’ (Yoga Sutra 2:30).

26 “The observances (niyama) are cleanliness, contentment, purificatory action, study and the
making of the Lord the motive of all action” (Yoga Sutra 2:32).
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9
PURVA MIMAMSA AND VEDANTA

R.C.Pandeya and Manju

INTRODUCTION

In the Indian philosophical tradition the word Mima#isa is used to signify repeated
contemplation of the import of the texts of the entire Veda, including the hymns, the
Brahma®a books and the Upanifads. The word also carries with it the sense of ‘sacred’
inasmuch as a philosophical system associated with the Vedas it has also assumed the
sense of sacredness. Apart from its etymological and religious senses it also, in a
philosophical sense, stands for a distinct methodology, which has been spelled out at the
very beginning of both parts of the Mimarsa. Both Badaraya®a and Jaimini call their
work an enquiry (jijiasa). Thus the system of Mimamsa concerns itself with an enquiry
into the significance and purport of the Vedic text of all kinds, as is evident from the
study of the Mimamsa work in its entirety.

PURVA MIMAMSA

Traditionally the Mimansa system has been divided into prior (Piirva) and later (Uttara)
Mimamisas: the first is commonly known as Pirva Mimamisa and the second as Vedanta.
The older tradition uses the terms Dharma Mimamisa and Brahma Mimanisa for Parva
Mimamisa and Vedanta respectively. These names reflect the respective subject matter of
the two systems enunciated in the very first statements of the two parts. Jaimini begins
with the statement ‘Henceforth begins the enquiry into the nature of dharma’,' and
Badarayalla likewise starts his work with the statement ‘Henceforth begins an enquiry
into the nature of Brahman.’? The terms ‘dharma’ and ‘Brahman’ assume crucial
importance as far as the subject matter of enquiry of the two systems is concerned. The
word dharma has been used by Parva Mimamisa to mean an act enjoined by the Vedic
texts.®> The term ‘Brahman’, on the other hand, is used by Badarayaa for the ultimate
cause of all that exists." Accordingly Jaimini addresses himself exclusively to the
understanding of what actions ought to be performed in keeping with the purport of the
Vedic text. The sense of ‘ought” which is associated with any philosophical and religious
enquiry concerning action can be sustained only in terms of some infallible authority, like
the command of the supreme being, God, reason, and revealed texts. On the other hand
the enquiry into the ultimate cause proceeds along similar lines except that it takes into
account not human conduct but an ultimate entity which is the cause of all, yet itself
remains without all causation. Such a reality obviously can be accepted not on the basis
of any authority, because any such authority would itself be caused, but on the basis of
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some source which is revealed simultaneously with the ultimate reality itself. Thus in
both the cases the authority has to be accepted as impersonally revealed (apaurufeya).

The division of Mimamisa into earlier and later is linked solely with dharma and
Brahman, and should not be construed in a chronological sense. Both these systems hold
that the revealed text of the Veda, having no connection with any person and being
without any reference to temporal events, is ahistorical. It is only as a matter of
convenience that action gets priority over philosophical contemplation. Thus the part of
the Veda dealing with human action of various kinds, known as dharma, is earlier than
that part which deals with human and worldly existence which come later in life. Apart
from this reason the division of earlier and later, as far as the two systems are concerned,
cannot be established on the basis of usual historical method. In fact there is ample
evidence to suggest that the ‘later’ Mimamsa of Badaraya®a, in chronological terms, is
earlier than the “earlier’ Mimamsa of Jaimini. These authors mention each other in their
texts, but internal evidence reveals that Jaimini is presupposing Badarayaa.® In both
cases, however, there is an indication of a long unrecorded tradition of scholars prior to
the final composition of the two satras. It is, however, not possible to precisely fix the
dates of these two authors other than to state that they might have flourished between 200
BC and AD 200.

The book of Jaimini called the Mima#tsa siatra (MS) consists of sixteen chapters, of
which the first twelve deal with the problem of interpretation of Vedic texts and the last
four, in the form of an appendix, address themselves to the discussion concerning various
deities.® Since the main Vedic text is primarily concerned with rituals, sacrifices and
elaborate discussions given in the Brahma®a texts, forming a supplement to the main
Vedic texts, the MS takes into account both the nature of sacrifices and their elaborate
procedures and the roles of different categories of persons and things employed in the
rituals. Since the extensive literature of the Veda contains statements, recommended
procedures and interpretations of various statements that are contradictory, the MS tries to
remove these contradictions by means of establishing cogent rules of textual
interpretation, with a view to arriving at uniformity of the Vedic procedures and texts.
The MS therefore, being concerned mainly with the problem of textual interpretation and
performance of rituals, propounds a comprehensive philosophical position in the first
section of the text itself. In order to understand the philosophical view of Pirva Mimam
sa this section only is relevant; the other sections are mainly devoted to the discussion of
sacrifices and rituals.”

Since the satras written by Jaimini are in the form of cryptic statements, the text of the
MS, without any explanatory aid, cannot be properly understood. The tradition records a
long list of commentators who attempted elaboration and exposition of the sitras of the
MS. Of many such comments only one commentary called the Bha¥ya of Sabara (SB) is
available today, and it is the sole guide to our understanding of the MS. In fact the entire
Mimamisa literature written after Sabara takes the Bhafya as its basis. We find
references in the SB to various philosophical views of other schools of Indian philosophy,
on the basis of which the date of Sabara could be said to fall within the range of the third
and fourth centuries AD.?

Three different schools grew within the Mimamsa system, differing on the basis of

the contending philosophical positions adopted. Prabhakara, Kumarila Bha'!a and
Murari Misra were the founders of these schools; the works of only the first two are
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available. The works of Murari Misra are not traceable. His views are known only
through stray references found in the works of various subsequent authors. The tradition
is contradictory as far as the relative historical priority of Prabhakara and Kumarila is
concerned. According to one tradition Prabhakara was the pupil of Kumarila, but because
in some cases Prabhakara corrected his teacher, he was given the name of Guru, as his
views are also known as Gurumata. On the basis of internal evidence one can say that
Prabhakara is familiar with the views of Kumarila, but Kumarila does not show
acquaintance with the position of Prabhakara. Both these authors established their own
schools of thought, and very important philosophical works were written on their
philosophical positions. Notable among those who propounded the views of Kumarila

were Parthasarathi and Gaga Bha'la, and those of Prabhakara, $alikanatha.®

In keeping with the basic idea that philosophy is concerned with human conduct and
that infallible guidance for the conduct is provided by the Vedas, the Piirva Mimarnisa
system considers the Vedas as a set of imperative statements. Descriptive statements
found in the Vedas are construed as statements eulogizing actions to be performed.’ In
order to support the view that descriptive statements are subservient to prescriptive
statements, the system proposed a theory of meaning which allows meaningfulness only
to prescriptive sentences.

According to the Mimamsakas the meaning of descriptive sentences depends on
verification of facts of various kinds. Since facts are perceivable and unperceivable and
belong to past, present or future, they are not available for immediate verification leading
to a conclusive truth of descriptive statements. Moreover, the idea of description is
related to linguistic convention, which must have a beginning in history. This would go
against the basic assumption that the VVedas are eternal. Therefore, the Piirva Mimamsa,
in order to overcome the difficulties of verification and allied matters, proposed that
meaningfulness would belong only to prescriptive sentences in the sense that they express
the idea of human Good to be realized. The question of verification in this case does not
arise. This being the case, any descriptive sentences to be found in the body of the Veda,
consisting of predominantly prescriptive statements, would have to be relegated to a
secondary position and their meaning has to be explained in relation to some relevant
prescription.™

The view of the Parva Mimamisa outlined above is further strengthened by
eliminating any reference to particulars from the purview of meaning. Meaning consists
in being related to the universals, which are eternal and participate in particulars. Words
relate to it and convey to the listeners the meaning, as particulars figure only by
courtesy.' In this sense what words mean are entities not occurring in space and time.
The relation between words and what they mean (universals) is considered to be natural
towards themselves. Thus there is no artificiality in all meaning situations so far as the
Vedas are concerned. Common language spoken outside the context of the VVedas derives
its meaningfulness from its close resemblance to the Vedic language. Languages further
removed from the standard Vedic language, thus, are imitations of the Vedic language
and their true meaning would be revealed by translating them into the standard Vedic
form. Moreover all the non-Vedic languages are also subject to human mentality, thereby
demanding conventions and rules which have evolved in the course of human history.*®

The nature of words is a subject of controversy in the school of Mimamsa. The
dominant position is that the syllables which constitute words are eternal and that a word
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is a combination of them. Unlike the grammarians, Mimamisa does not hold the
eternality of words to be a fact. The unity of a word and the order of words in a sentence
are to be accountable in terms of the impressions they create on the human mind. This is
because the Mimansa is averse to according a special status to structure over and above
the elements constituting it. The relation of samavaya or inherence, as accepted by the
Nyaya-Vaise3ika, is rejected on the grounds that discrete elements, being discernible in
structure, cannot contribute anything beyond their own inherent character. In other words,
a forest has no identity of its own beyond particular trees.**

Sabara holds that the last letter of a word along with the impressions of each of the
preceding letters is the cause of verbal knowledge. Kumarila thinks that it is what a word
means (an entity) which is the cause of our knowledge of words. Prabhakara holds on the
other hand that the meaning of a sentence is the direct outcome of the meaning of the
words constituting it.

In the Mimamsa system three factors are recognized as making a sentence
meaningful, namely akank#a, yogyata and asatti.

(a) Akark$a provides syntactical unity to a sentence. Each word in a sentence being
related to other words cannot convey full meaning in the absence of its relation with
others. An isolated word does not convey full meaning, and the listener is desirous of
other words to be brought in.

(b) Yogyata is the logical compatibility of words in a sentence as far as their mutual
relation is concerned. In other words, yogyata demands competence for mutual
relation from words in a sentence.

(c) 4satti requires that words in a sentence are continuous and proximate in time.

There are two major theories concerning the meaning of linguistic expression in the
Parva Mimamsa school. These are the abhihitanvaya and anvitabhidhana theories. The
former theory is advocated by Kumarila and the latter by Prabhakara. The abhihitanvaya
theory holds that words convey their own individual meanings and these become
mutually related in a sentence. The meanings of individual words are comprehended
separately and the meaning of the sentence is obtained from the association of word
meanings. The anvitabhidhana theory advocated by Prabhakara on the other hand holds
that a word expresses its meaning being in conjunction with an act to be done (Niyoga).
Words in a sentence convey their meanings only in relation to the meaning of other
words. Words in a sentence have the double function of giving their individual as well as
conjoined meanings. Individual word meanings as well as their mutual relation constitute
a sentence.

Apart from the meaning situations, the Mimamsa also propounds a view concerning
the truth of a sentence. As stated above, the procedure of verification is ruled out because
it does not apply to sentences of an impersonal nature. But at the same time, in any given
situation of meaning, a procedure for ensuring the truth of a sentence has to be evolved.
The question that the Mimamisa raises is not whether a statement is true or false but
whether a sentence being true what is it that the truth consists in. For example, if a
sentence enjoins some sacrifice to be performed, we should ask how this is to be
performed correctly and not whether its performance would give the results envisaged.
Therefore, for the Mimamsa, truth consists in being a part of Vedic injunction, but the
procedure for performing the act strictly in accordance with the intent and purport of the
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Vedic statement is to be decided by means of certain prama®*as. Thus, so far as truth is
concerned prama®a is self-evident in the case of the Vedic statement, but it plays the role

of confirming the truth self-evidently given. Prama®a is thus svatalt (by itself), and no
further proof is required for it as in the case of Nyaya; it only confirms, but does not
prove anything.'

For Mimamsa knowledge is self-evident in the sense that its emergence in the human
mind carries with it a guarantee of its validity. In other words, at this initial stage no
extraneous factors are required to make it valid. It is, however, a different story when this
self-evident knowledge meets with failure in subsequent human transactions. It appears
that invalidity depends upon external factors, which can render invalid what was initially
valid. The question of validity seems, in the Mimamsa system, more of a psychological
phenomenon than the logical one, because in keeping with the logic of truth a valid
cognition cannot be rendered invalid subsequently.'® We can see here that the Mimamnisa
in order to maintain consistency with the theory of the impersonal character of the Vedas
has no other option than to hold all cognition, particularly the verbal cognition arising
from the Vedas, to be self-evident. It is only in the Vedic context of injunction that the
question of invalidity of what the Vedas say cannot be settled during one’s lifetime. The
theory of aparva (unseen force), examined below, is also an outcome of the unfailing
character of the Vedic injunction.

The character of knowledge as self-evident is based, as Prabhakara thinks, on the
conception of knowledge as self-luminous.*” Along with the revelation of the object of
cognition the knowledge also reveals itself, leading to the position that in all knowledge,
self-consciousness is given. Thus no other effort is needed to make man self-conscious.
This eliminates the possibility of raising a further question: how does one know that one
knows? All knowledge is both self-evident and self-aware of an object given to it. The
status of the object, apart from our knowledge of it, cannot be established in any manner
other than its status of givenness of knowledge. Knowledge is, however, incapable of
creating an object and giving it to itself. In this sense the Mimamsa is committed to the
position of realism of the extreme form where the knowing subject is totally barren and
sterile so far as creating an object is concerned. Even in the case of illusion, the object of
illusory cognition is not accepted as a creation of mind. According to both Prabhakara
and Kumarila error is totally due to abnormality in the functioning of mind. The akhyati
theory of Prabhakara explains error mainly as a creation of truncated memory.™® In the
anyathakhyati theory of Kumarila, error is conceived as misplaced perception of an
object.’® Therefore, the Mimanisa is averse to any attempt to hold the view that a given
object is the creation of mind. Strict duality and irreducibility of the cognizing mind and
the cognized object as given in knowledge is maintained at all levels.

Prabhakara, following Sabara’s statement, holds that the resultant comprehension of
an object is revealed along with the object of knowledge. No other comprehension (sa#i
vit) is needed to comprehend the original comprehension.?® There is no manifestation of
an object in the absence of this comprehension, and no second manifestation for the
original manifestation is needed. Prabhakara holds that in every cognition three factors
are necessarily manifest, namely the cognizer, the object cognized and the cognition.
Thus in every cognition situation we have a tripartite consciousness (tripufisaitvit). At
the level of linguistic expression we have the object of knowledge (accusative case), the
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knower (nominative case) and awareness of the object (verb). The awareness as an act
while revealing the first two reveals itself as well.

Kumarila, however, does not agree with this view because for him the statement “This
is a book’ is quite different from the statement ‘I know this book.” In the former case we
have a judgement of perception, but in the latter we infer the givenness of a book on the
basis of self-reflection.?! For Kumarila the relation between the cognition and an object
of this cognition is that of givenness (vifayata) and not of identity. This is a special kind
of causal relation involving reciprocity. Cognition being caused in a cognitive situation
has sense-object contact as its cause. But the object in its turn being in contact with
sense-organs causes cognition, and this cognition becomes the cause of manifestedness
(bhasana) of the object. Though cognition arises before the consciousness of an object,
this cognition, however, is not known at the time when it arises. This cognition is not
self-luminous, because the function of cognition is restricted to revealing the given
object. It cannot be expected to have two functions simultaneously, that is, revealing the
object as well as revealing itself. Thus the immediate knowledge of this supposedly self-
luminous cognition is not possible. Nor can the cognition be cognized subsequently,
because being momentary it can only be presumed (arthapatti) from the fact of givenness
of the object. It is further held that there arises in the object cognized a special property
called givenness or cognizedness (jfiatata).*

The above-mentioned view of knowledge in the Mimamsa system is reflected in its
theory of prama®as. Thus perception for them is immediate awareness of an object,
where the object is initially comprehended as undifferentiated and subsequently fully
differentiated. Differentiation among various aspects of object is done by mind but not
created by it.?® Even in the case of inference the Mimamsakas believe that inferential
knowledge is the result of the knowledge of vyapti. Vyapti has been defined as the co-
presence of the two related things in all the positive instances, thereby negating the
inferential knowledge based on the observation of the absence of two things together.*
Knowledge by comparison (upamana) is obtained in the form of one thing being similar
to the other. Mimamsa believes in arthapatti as a separate prama®a where one has to
posit an unknown factor in order to explain an otherwise unexplainable known
phenomenon. For example, if someone is well-built but is known to avoid eating during
the daytime, according to arthapatti, he is supposed to eat during the night. Anupalabdhi
(non-apprehension) is another prama”a held by Kumarila peculiar to Mimamsa whereby
the absence of a thing is known.? Verbal testimony as a prama®a is, of course, the very
foundation of this system.

Being an enquiry into the nature of dharma the Mimamisa addresses itself to an
investigation into the nature of dharma. Here dharma is used in a special sense which is
quite different from the meanings given to this word by other Indian systems of thought.
According to the Mimamsa, dharma is that entity which is characterized by imperative
statements.?® Imperative statements are necessarily Vedic statements, as that entity which
is meant by non-Vedic statements cannot enjoy the status of dharma. The idea behind
this view is that the human mind is likely to be partial, biased, motivated and mistaken at
times. The Vedic imperative statements, being free from all the impediments mentioned
above, aim at the ultimate Good of human life. Someone following these injunctions in
the prescribed order of procedure is bound to achieve the Good. The belief in the efficacy
of the enjoined act is an outcome of people’s firm faith in the Vedas. This belief is so
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strong that the Mimamsa goes to the extent of holding that if the envisaged result of an
action does not come in this life, it is bound to come in a life hereafter; because the action
which has not yielded the intended result will create another life to get the result for the
person who has performed an action. Thus we see here that the concept of dharma is
linked with transmigration of the soul to a body reborn, which is another way of stating
the law of karma.

Dharma leading to rebirth where the result of an enjoined action performed in the
previous life is bound to come is based on faith and belief. Here the link between an
action performed and the result to come after a long gap is explained in terms of an
unseen force or aparva. Apiarva means that which did not exist before: the idea being that
any action is undertaken for the achievement of a result which is not available at the time
the action is performed. Thus the result of an action is a new product dependent upon the
quality of an action done. Action and the result are therefore interlinked as cause and
effect through that unseen force. That force will cease working only when the result is
fully generated.?” In this philosophy a kind of determinism is present because it seeks to
explain any new occurrence in life in terms of the result of the forces generated by the
past act done, not only in this life but even in lives before this.

There are different categories of forces generated by actions:, the forces which are still
in store lying dormant, the forces which are still in the process of being generated by
continuing actions, and the forces which are in the process of giving shape to the result.
Likewzige there are forces which are totally exhausted after completely presenting the
result.

It would be wrong to suppose that all actions alike produce results. There are
mandatory actions depending upon the status and station of a person in life, which when
performed do not give any result, but if not performed give adverse results. Similarly,
there are actions depending upon special occasions which when performed give good
results, but non-performance of them gives adverse results. There is a third category of
actions which aim at expressly desired goals. These actions when performed would
accomplish the goals; the non-performance has no effect, because the person has no
desire for the goal.?®

The Mimamsa school has nothing significant to contribute to ontology. Kumarila
holds that there are five categories, namely substance, quality, motion, universal and
absence. Prabhakara does not recognize absence as a separate category; instead he adds
four more to the list proposed by Kumarila, namely power, similarity, number and
inherence. God is not recognized as a distinct factor for our knowledge of dharma based
on the Vedas or for the explanation of ontology.

Right from the time of Sabara, Mimamisa has taken up the task of providing
intellectual and philosophical strong base for the forward march of the Brahmanical
philosophy. In this process it had to meet vigorously the attacks on Brahmanical
philosophy by Buddhist and Jaina thinkers. Kumarila’s contributions in this respect are
noteworthy inasmuch as it is through his and his followers’ intellectual efforts that
Brahmanism developed a new kind of philosophical vigour in response to challenges
posed by Vasubandhu, Difinaga, Dharmakirti, Santarak¥ita and so on. It is only at a later
stage that this task was taken up by Nyaya.

Another significant contribution made by the Mimamsa has been in the field of
ancient and medieval Hindu law. The entire smfti literature bases its rules of
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interpretation of civil and criminal laws, procedure and applications on the Mimarisa
discussions embodied in its maxims or nyayas, as they are called. Thus this system was
guiding the secular, religious and philosophical destiny of Brahmanical India till the
beginning of the present day.

THE VEDANTA PHILOSOPHY

The term “Vedanta’ means the end of the Veda or the culmination of the Vedic thinking
or the goal towards which the Vedas lead, i.e. the Brahman, as set forth in the Upani$ads.
The Vedantasitra is called Brahmasitra because it contains the exposition of the Upani®
adic doctrine of Brahman; it is also called Sarirakasitra because it deals with that which
resides in the body. The Vedanta is also known as Uttara Mimamisa, in contrast to the
Pirva Mimamsa of Jaimini. The subject matter of the Pirva Mimamisa is dharma,
whereas the Uttara Mimamsa in its sitras gives a systematic account of various views
contained in the Upanifads.

The Upanifads contain insightful statements of truths viewed from different stand-
points. But these statements are not systematic in our sense of the term. Being the parts of
the Veda, the Upanifads contain revealed, eternal truth; so it is necessary to present the
teachings of the Upanifads in a systematic form. Badarayalla, the author of the
Vedantasitra, attempts a kind of systematic presentation of thoughts revealed in the
Upanifads. It enquires into the nature of Brahman, God, the world and soul, in the states
of both bondage and liberation. It seeks to remove apparent contradictions in the Upani$
adic doctrines, binding them together in a system and defending them against the attacks
of opponents.

There are 555 sitras in which the Vedanta system is developed. They in themselves
are not clear; they require interpretation. Thus these are subjected to diverse
interpretations which are very often opposed to each other. These sitras have been
commented upon by Safkara, Bhaskara, Yadavaprakasa, Ramanuja, Madhva, Vallabha
and others whose commentaries are available to us. There were, however, many
commentators before Safikara, who are known only through references, such as Suka,
Upavarda, also known as Bodhayana, Bhartfprapafica and BhartThari. The satras
contain references to other teachers also who might have interpreted the Upanifads
before Badarayalla. Badaraya®a records in his sitras differences of opinion about the
characteristics of the liberated soul, the relation of the individual soul and so on.
According to Asmarathya the soul is neither different nor non-different from Brahman.

According to Audulomi the soul is altogether different from Brahman before it is
liberated, but it merges in Brahman thereafter. According to KarsakItsna, the soul is
identical with Brahman in the final analysis. These various interpretations indicate that
before Badaraya®a there were considerable discussions on various aspects of Upani¥ads.
Thus Badarayala’s work is the culmination of extensive discussions of the Upani$adic
doctrines which flourished before him.*

According to tradition the Vedantasitra is attributed to Badaraya®a. However, his
name is mentioned in the sitras in the third person, which, as has been the practice in
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India, is not uncommon and thus need not imply a different authorship. Badaraya®a is
identified with Viyasa. Sometimes Vyasa is called the author of these siztras.

Jaimini and Badaraya®a, each of whom quotes both himself and the other, were most
probably contemporaries. There are allusions to the views of Sankhya, Vaise¥ika, Jaina
and Buddhist philosophers. The Bhagavadgita is also referred to. Many names mentioned
in the sitras are also found in the Srautasitras: Asmarathya, Badari, KF3$Rajini,

KarsakTtsna, Atreya and Audulomi. Garu‘?‘apurdi'a, Padmapura®*a, Manusmti and
Hariva#isa contain references to it. In all probability the author Badaraya™a must have
flourished at any time between 500 BC and AD 200.*

The Vedantasatra has four chapters, each further divided into four parts. The satras in
each part are arranged in groups called adhikara®as. The first chapter deals with the
theory of Brahman as the basic reality. This chapter aims at samanvaya or reconciliation
of different Vedic statements. There is an account of the nature of Brahman and its
relation to the world and the individual soul. This is based on the experiences of the sages
of the past, which are recorded in the Upanifads. Apparent contradictions in these
experiences are sought to be resolved and reconciled in this chapter. The second chapter
considers objections to the theory of Brahman and criticizes those theories which go
against the Vedantic position. This chapter also shows the nature of dependence of the
world on Brahman as well as the evolution of the world from Brahman and devolution of
it into him. There are discussions about the nature of soul, its attributes, its relation to
Brahman, the body and karma. The third chapter discusses the ways and means of
attaining knowledge of Brahman. There is an account of rebirth as well as some
discussion of psychological and theological matters. The fourth chapter deals with the
result of knowledge of Brahman and describes in detail the theory of the departure of the
soul after death along the two paths of Gods and Fathers. It also deals with the nature of
release from bondage from where there is no return (mok?¥a).

In the opinion of Badarayala the Veda is eternal and is the final authority. The
ultimate truth cannot be known by means of reasoning and logic. According to him there
are two sources of knowledge, sfuti and sm{'ti, which roughly correspond to perception
and inference. Inference is based upon perception, but the perception is self-revealed and
self-evident. Thus for Badarayaa the Upanifads are the records of direct perception or
sruti. The Bhagavadgita, the Mahabharata and the Manusm®ti are authentic sources of
knowledge in so far as they depend on sruti. There are two spheres of existence: the
thinkable and the unthinkable. The first is the sphere of prakfti containing elements,
mind, intellect and egoity, and the second is the sphere of Brahman, where sruti alone is
the guide. Reasoning is guided by marks or lirigas, but Brahman is free from all
attributes, having no mark for the reasoning to comprehend it. Thus Brahman can be
known only through devotion and meditation.

Purufa and prak¥ti of the Sankhya are regarded by Badaraya®a as two modifications
of one reality, Brahman. Brahman is the origin, support and end of the world as well as
its efficient and material cause. The proof for the existence of Brahman is provided by
sruti and the evidence of dreamless sleep. He is omniscient, omnipotent and the guide of
the inner law. He is also the light of the soul. Brahman himself, being eternal, is the cause
of the whole universe. After creating the elements constituting the universe he enters
them and keeps on guiding them throughout. Brahman is the creator of all things by
transforming himself into them. Badaraya®™a brings out that in an ultimate analysis there
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is an identity of cause and effect. Thus Brahman and the world are not different.
Badaraya™a does not have recourse to avidya (ignorance) as Samkara does later on.
Other commentators view the world as the transformation of Brahman, meaning that
finite things are real determinations or modifications of the substance of Brahman. The
author of the sitra also believes that the power of creation belongs to Brahman, who for
his sport (lila) develops himself into the world without undergoing any change.
Badaraya™a does not explain how this could happen. Thus from a logical and consistent
philosophical point of view the position of Badaraya®a is not substantiated.*

According to Badarayaa the soul is both intelligence and a knower; it is also an
agent, without beginning, eternal; birth and death do not affect it. The individual soul is
said to be atomic in size. Brahman exists in individual souls but without being influenced
by the character of the individual souls. They differ in the same way as the light of the
sun and the sun. The embodied soul acts and enjoys, acquires merits and demerits and is
affected by pleasure and pain, while Brahman in it is free from all this. It is not clear in
what manner the individual soul and Brahman are related. Badaraya®a relates several
opinions of ancient thinkers on this point, but he does not give his own view on it. It
seems that according to Badaraya®a the difference between Brahman and the individual
soul is ultimate and continues even after the soul is released from bondage.

The world is due to the will of God and is his play or lia, but the sufferings of
individuals and their diversity in the world are not due to God; they are determined by the
karma of the individuals. God is limited by the necessity of taking into account the karma
done in previous life, but at the same time God is supposed to be the causal agent of right
and wrong conduct. The sitra does not attempt to give any cogent view on the
contradiction involved in holding God to be both the agent of action and the individual
soul undergoing suffering for action.

According to the Vedantasitra moral life leads to the knowledge of Brahman. Active
service of God and renunciation of the world lead to supreme knowledge. Action done
out of ignorance arrests knowledge of Brahman. Knowledge of Brahman gives liberation
in this life (jivanamukti). A liberated soul on attaining mok¥a gets exalted qualities as
well as the power of infinite form. But none of them will get the powers of creating,
preserving and destroying the universe which belong to God alone.**

PRE-SANKARA EXPOSITIONS OF THE ADVAITA
PHILOSOPHY

Galu'ilap:zldzsl35 is one of the well-known exponents of the Advaita philosophy before San
kara. In the Advaitic tradition he is known as the teacher of Sankara’s teacher
Govindapada. There is no certainty about his date. According to some of the works of
Gaudapﬁda known as Gauf.iapdda—kdrikd or the Md‘!“fﬁkya—kdrikd, consisting of four
chapters, his period is later than the Brahmasitra. But others hold that since there is no
reference to the Brahmasiitra in this work and the ideas of the Brahmasiitra are also not
reflected in it, it must be earlier than the Brahmasitra. However, on the basis of the

quotation of one karika in the Madhyamika work of Bhavaviveka, Tarkajvala, Gaud
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apada may be earlier than AD 550. He is also known as the commentator on the
Uttaragita.

The Karika work of Gaudapﬁda starts with a commentary on the Mdi"?‘ ikya Upani¥
ad. The first chapter, called A4gama, is basically an exposition of the mystical sound Om
and its correlation with experience. Some scholars believe that this chapter is the basis for

the reconstruction of the Md‘f"?‘akya Upanifad at a later date. In the second chapter,
called Vaitathya, the world is analysed as appearance because it involves duality and
contradictions. The third chapter is devoted to the establishment of the non-dual character
of reality. The ideas of the third chapter are further elaborated in the fourth and last
chapter, called Alatasanti. As a stick burning at one end when whirled around produces
the illusion of circular fire, so it is with the plurality of the world. It is full of the ideas
developed in the Yogacara Buddhist philosophy and mentions the name of the Buddha

several times. It seems that in this work Gau‘ilapéda attempts to arrive at a synthesis of
the doctrines developed in Mahayana Buddhism and the Upani®adic philosophy of the
Advaita type.®

The basis of Gaudapada’s attempted synthesis of Buddhism and Vedanta is the
analysis of experience into waking, dreaming and dreamless sleep. In the spirit of
Vasubandhu’s Vijiaptimatrata theory he tries to put waking and dreaming experiences
on the same level and concludes that as in dreams so in waking the objects seen are
unreal. In the spirit of Nagarjuna he further tries to find out the real nature of a thing or its
identity (svabhava) and concludes that nothing in the world of experience can really have
this svabhava.*’ But he parts company with Nagarjuna when he asserts that such an
identity would belong only to atman, the basis of all experiences. Taking his stand on the
immutable character of atman he denies even the possibility of causation (ajati).
Production and destruction are, according to him, mere appearances. In reality nothing is
produced or destroyed. From this point of view no distinction of any kind can be made
between truth and falsity of experience, as it is a natural manifestation of atman, which is
given in almost objectless state of existence in dreamless sleep. But it would be wrong,

according to Gaudapﬁda, to equate a negative blank state of dreamless sleep with ever-
conscious objectless pure state of cognition, which is real atman, or the Upani®adic

Brahman. Thus, we find a cogent and convincing attempt made by Gaudapéda to
combine the negative logic of the Madhyamika, idealism based on the transitory nature of
mind of the Vijfianavada and the absolutistic idealism of the Upanifads. This is what he
does by positing the fourth state of existence of pure consciousness, the turiya.
BhartThari®® is acknowledged as another important writer on Vedanta before Safikara.
But no work on Vedanta by Bhartfhari is available to us. He is reported to have
propounded an interpretation of Vedanta on the Advaitic line; but his Advaitism must
have been different from what Safikara projected afterwards. It is not possible to fix the
exact date of BhartThari, first, because there are at least two BhartTharis, if not three,
known in the history of Indian literature, and second, because there are conflicting
evidences available for his date. There is one BhartThari who is a logician and
grammarian and is the author of the Vakyapadiya, a work dealing mainly with the
syntactical and semantic meaning of language. In all probability the author of the
Vakyapadiya could also be a writer on Vedanta. Since his views are quoted in the works
of Dignaga, a famous Buddhist logician, he must have flourished in the early part of the
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fifth century. There is another BhartThari, the poet, whose three collections of one
hundred stanzas each (satakatraya) on different aspects of human life are available to us.
According to the general opinion of historians the poet must be different from the
philosopher-grammarian. Another BhartThari figures in the legends associated with
Gorakhanatha and others.

In his Vakyapadiya BhartThari starts with the statement that Brahman is of the nature
of word (sabdabrahma) and that the entire world is a manifestation of this sabdabrahma.
The kind of manifestation that he is talking about is closer to the Sankhya idea of
modification (pari’ama) than to the appearance idea of Sankara Vedanta. This Brahman
is one without a second, and with the help of his time-power (kalasakti), which is non-
different from him, he manifests different facets (kala) of the multifarious world. Not
only is Brahman manifesting himself ontologically; his world-nature is immanent in
knowledge situation as well. Thus BhartThari holds that no knowledge is possible which
is devoid of language comprehension. Every knowledge is, as it were, impregnated by
word. This view rules out the possibility of indeterminate knowledge and goes against the
indescribability view of Brahman, which was one of the main planks of Safnkara’s
Advaita Vedanta.

BhartThari’s view of Brahman as word, in both its ontological and epistemological
senses, is propounded in his theory of spho?a.39 The language that we use, itself a
manifestation of Brahman, is in essence one unanalysable mental or conceptual sentence
unit, being given gross auditory form by the vocal chords. Sentence is the primary
meaningful unit of language for the speaker, giving rise to unitary form of consciousness
of meaning in the listener. Thus a sentence and what it means are only two aspects of the
supreme manifestation of Brahman called spho?a.

BhartThari’s theory of spho.f a or Sabdabrahma has become a target of attack by
almost all Brahmanical, Buddhist and Jaina philosophers.”* Even Safkara did not
approve of this theory, though he appreciated BhartThari’s efforts to establish non-
dualistic absolutism. In his extensive exposition and argumentation BhartT hari takes into
account the entire gamut of Vedic literature. He does not approve of that logic which is
not guided by scriptures. He says that a logician not taking the support of scriptures is
like a blind person who gropes with his hands to find his way. Such a person is bound to
fall down. Thus for his philosophy the Veda is the main guide. In this enterprise Bhart"
hari not only shows his deep and extensive knowledge of the Vedas, the Brahma®*as and
the Upanifads but also exhibits his close acquaintance with the Pirva Mimanisa system.

BhartTprapafica is known as another exponent of Vedanta before Safikara.
Unfortunately his works are not known; only stray references are available. He is an
exponent of the philosophy of identity-in-difference. According to him Brahman is both
one and dual. Brahman as the cause is different from Brahman as effect, but the effect
Brahman subsequently returns back to the original Brahman. In this kind of interpretation
the philosophy of BhartIprapafica can be supported by many statements in the Upani?¥
ads and the Bhagavadgita. To some extent the Vedantic philosophy of Ramanuja also
takes the help of the line of thought propounded by Bhart¥ prapafica.

The relation between the Pirva and Uttara Mimamisas is a matter of controversy in
the history of Indian philosophy. As has been stated earlier, both the schools embark on
jijiasa or enquiry, which according to the grammatical structure of the word means ‘a
desire to know” (jfiatumiccha). It is pertinent to ask as to the genesis of this desire. For
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the Parva Mimamsa it is not difficult to relate this desire to the study of the Vedas.
According to the ancient tradition a child, at about the age of 8, is given initiation
(upanayana) and sent to the school of a teacher for acquiring the knowledge of the
Vedas. Kumarila thinks that the study of the Vedas is an injunction prescribed by the
Vedas to everyone who is entitled to receive initiation. This is what is called adhyayana
vidhi (injunction concerning the study).** Prabhakara, on the other hand, thinks that the
injunction is applicable primarily to the teacher who imparts initiation. It is the duty of
the teacher to teach because he is the person who knows the meaning and purport of this
Vedic injunction, rather than that of the pupil as at the time of the initiation he is ignorant
about the nature and importance of the Vedic injunction.*” However, in either case a
desire to know will arise when a person has already learned the text of VVedas and having
learned it wants to know the meaning of the text. The desire to know is therefore related
to the prior learning of the Vedas.

In the case of Piarva Mimanisa, as Kumarila puts it, in course of knowing what one
ought to do (dharma) along with the path suggested by the Vedas, the Mimamisa
provides the necessary knowledge of how one should proceed (iti kartavyata) to
accomplish what one ought to do. Thus, Mimanisa as a branch of knowledge has the
clear purpose of providing instruments to achieve the result, as envisaged in the Vedas.*®
The word Atha at the beginning of the first siatra of Jaimini’s MS indicates the point
suggested above.

In the case of the Brahmasiitra the word Atha at the beginning of the first siitra has no
such clear significance. The word cannot refer to any injunction as to the study or
teaching of the Veda, as the same is already covered by the general injunction which
includes, among others, the study of the Upanifads, which form an integral part of the
Vedic literature. Here injunction, if any, would relate to the desire to know Brahman.
Brahman is on the one hand a subject matter of the Upani¥ads and on the other hand, on
the evidence of the Upanifads themselves, the innermost knower himself. This would
then mean that Vedanta would aim at knowing the knower along the path envisaged by
the Upanifads. Thus some may hold that the knowledge of Brahman does not require
any special preparation except the general study of the Vedas. On the other hand it may
also be said that because the Upani¥ads form the last part of the Vedas, preparation of the
kind prescribed by the Parva Mimamisa must be a necessary presupposition. Thus here
the word Atha assumes a crucial significance. On the one hand it may mean ‘after the
study and practice of what the Piirva Mimamsa says’, and on the other hand it may also
assert the independent status of VVedanta, having no concern with the injunctions of the
Vedas. The first approach leads to the interpretation of the Brahmasiitra as a later branch
of knowledge, blending knowledge with action (jfianakarmasamuccaya). The second
interpretation, disregarding injunction as a necessary pre-condition for the knowledge of
Brahman, has given rise to the philosophy of knowledge for the sake of it (jianamarga).
Moreover, this divergence in the interpretation of the word Atha also has an implication
for the status of Parva and Uttara Mimamsas. If injunction is associated with knowledge,
the Brahmasatra will not enjoy the independent status of a text; it will be a continuation
of the text initiated by Jaimini. In the case of the second interpretation, however, the
Brahmasutra will assume the independent status of a sastra, though allied to the Ptrva
Mimamisa in matters of methodology and the technique of the interpretation of Vedic
text.
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10
SANKARACARYA

Brian Carr

SANKARA AND HIS TEXTS!

Sankaracarya (or Master Sankara) lived at a time when Hinduism was once more
gaining ascendancy over Buddhism in India, and he is credited with a major role in that
revival. Born in Kaladi in modern Kerala, Safikara lived for only thirty-two years, but—
if tradition is in any way a reliable guide—managed to produce in that short life a vast
corpus of writings as well as founding important centres of Hindu learning in the four
corners of India.

There are still no universally agreed dates for Sarikara’s life, but modern scholarship
places him between the start of the eighth century and the start of the ninth.? Moreover,
the authenticity of the works which tradition has ascribed to him is a matter of great
contemporary debate. As a member of the Vedanta school of Hinduism Satikara would
have found his inspiration in the Upanifads, in the Bhagavadgita and in the sitra written
by Badarayana, the Brahmasitra or Vedantasitra (the date of composition of this work
is unknown, but usually placed sometime between 200 BC and AD 400). These three
sources are known as the prasthana-traya, or triple canon of the Vedanta school. Karl
Potter, utilizing the recent scholarship of Paul Hacker and others, suggests that at least the
commentaries on the B hadara®yaka Upanifad and the Chandogya Upanifad might be
counted as authentic works of the author of the commentaries on the Bhagavadgita and
the Brahmasitra. But by tradition, Samikara also composed commentaries on all the
major Upanifads, most of the minor Upanifads, on the Bhagadvadgitz and on the
Brahmasutra, and indeed composed a number of other works. What follows is largely
based on the Brahmasitrabhafya, Sankara’s commentary on Badarayana’s sitra, which
is of prime importance in the Indian philosophical tradition.

The role of the Brahmasitrabhafya in that tradition is somewnhat akin to the role of
Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason in western philosophy, serving as a watershed for
philosophical enquiry and often as a way of mapping the shortcomings of earlier thinkers.
Indeed, there are certain obvious similarities between the philosophies of Sarnkara and of
Kant which have sometimes tended to blind enthusiasts to their differences. Many
standard works on Indian philosophy—for example Sharma’s A Critical Survey of Indian
Philosophy, Hiriyanna’s Essentials of Indian Philosophy and Outlines of Indian
Philosophy, and Radhakrishnan’s two-volume Indian Philosophy*—manifest not only an
obvious commitment to the main theses of Safikara’s position, but also a tendency to
expound Safikara in Kantian terminology. We should remember that Kant prohibited any
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claim about the nature of the noumenon, not because of its essential oneness but because
we could have no knowledge of it; and Safikara on the contrary emphasizes the
knowledge we can have of Brahman, for this is his central theme.

Sankara’s interpretation of the essence of the Bhagavadgita puts the emphasis on
jfiana yoga, as opposed to karma yoga or bhakti yoga, and the legitimacy of such an
interpretation is perhaps well founded on the ambiguities and rich complexities of that
work. With the Brahmasitra of Badaraya™a we are faced with other problems, for that
text is terse and opaque and clearly in need of exposition, explanation and defence.
Thibaut makes a reasonable case for the thesis that Ramanuja’s commentary is closer to
the intent of Badaraya™a than Satikara’s, with Sankara forcing interpretation beyond the
obvious.* Be that as it may, Sankara’s commentary stands as a work of impressively
coherent and strikingly ambitious metaphysics and epistemology. That it ultimately
fails—even in its own terms—to provide a solution to all intellectual and religious
questions is hardly a charge uniquely against Safikara.

The story of the life of Sankara is obscured by the mists of time. This is not
inconsistent, of course, with a very rich and detailed tale available to those who ally
themselves to the philosophy of Safikaracarya.

WHAT IS OUR KNOWLEDGE OF BRAHMAN (REALITY)?

Sarikara’s philosophy can be approached from two directions, both of which he adopts in
the Brahmasitrabha¥ya (BSB). The first concerns his emphasis on the texts of the Vedic
tradition, and in particular the Upanifads. This emphasis, where Samnkara presents
himself as offering a philosophy which is not only consistent with such texts but also
interpretative of them, is what places Safikara within the Vedanta tradition. The second
approach concerns his critical assaults on the other systems of thought—both orthodox
and non-orthodox—carried through with a combination of corrections to their scriptural
interpretations and scripturally independent assessments of their coherence. It would be a
mistake, nevertheless, to assume that it is only when Safkara takes this second approach
of critical demolition of opposing schools that he merits the title of original and
outstanding thinker. His interpretation of the scriptural texts, on the contrary, contains
much original thought and undoubtedly contentious rendering of their obscurities. In this
and the following section we will concentrate of the first approach; the second approach
will be explored later.

The Upanifads are discussions or contemplations of the nature of Brahman, Reality. It
is Sankara’s most striking thesis that they constitute the only source of knowledge of
Brahman available to those who aspire to it, for the normal means of gaining knowledge
(perception, inference and so on) are applicable only within the empirical field of
ordinary experience. The Upanifads contain the wisdom of those who have achieved a
direct knowledge of Brahman. Safikara sees no inconsistency here with imputing their
origin to Brahman itself, for he defines Brahman as:

That omniscient and omnipotent source...from which occur the birth,
continuance, and dissolution of this universe that is manifested through
name and form, that is associated with diverse agents and experiences,
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that provides the support for actions and results, having well-regulated
space, time, and causation, and that defies all thoughts about the real
nature of its creation.

(BSB, p. 14)°

The Upanifads serve the function of providing direction for the full understanding and
realization of this fact. Since Brahman is (though its efficient and material cause) so
unlike the empirical world, with its complexity of objects, properties and changes through
time, no access can be gained to Brahman through the use of sense-perception or of
reasoning from such perception (see BSB 1.i.3-4)°

Yet even without the Upanifads we are, every one of us, directly aware of Brahman
in a limited way. Each of us is aware of the existence of consciousness within ourselves:

The Self [Brahman] is not absolutely beyond apprehension, because It is
apprehended as the content of the concept ‘I’; and because the Self,
opposed to the non-Self, is well known in the world as an immediately
perceived (i.e. self-revealing) entity.

(BSB, p. 3)

This awareness, however, does not involve a proper appreciation of the nature of
consciousness, and therefore we must resort to the Upanifads.

Sankara emphasizes, therefore, the role of meditation in moving from the limited and
distorted awareness of consciousness to its full appreciation. But this must be understood
in a philosophical sense, rather than in the sense usually meant in the Indian tradition.
The latter kind of meditation—upasana as specified in the Vedic texts—focuses on one
of the various properties of what Safkara calls ‘Qualified Reality’ (Sagu¥a Brahman),
Brahman manifested, for example, as pratta (vital force), jyotir (light), paficagni (the five
fires), or even on all taken together as svara (God). These are but various conceptions of
Sagu®a Brahman (vijfianas). When Safikara speaks of meditation in the context of the
Brahmasatrabhafya itself he is implying a serious consideration of their import, a
philosophical meditation on ‘Unqualified Reality’ (Nirgu®a Brahman). And such indeed
is the nature of Sarikara’s own text: it has the vital practical function of helping us to
grasp the full import of the Upanifads and thereby move from our limited knowledge of
the existence of consciousness within ourselves to an appreciation of the true nature of
Nirgu#a Brahman.

The real nature of unconditioned Nirgu®a Brahman is distinguished from conditioned
Sagu®*a Brahman in BSB I11.ii.11-22. Nirgu®a Brahman is impartite pure consciousness,
bliss itself, the omnipresent Self of all. (In later Advaita texts, Nirgu®a Brahman is said
to be ‘being, consciousness, bliss’—saccidananda.) But this does not mean that it has
three distinct properties, for Nirgu¥a Brahman is without distinctions within itself and
without relation to any other thing (BSB IlLii.16). The apparently individual
consciousness of which we are in ordinary life dimly aware is identical with this
Brahman. “Thou art that’ (Chandogya Upani¥ad VI.viii.7), ‘| am Brahman’ (Bf hadara®
yaka Upanifad 1.iv.10), ‘This Self is Brahman’ (B! hadaratyaka Upanifad 11.v.19)—all
these passages teach this identity. The most we can impute to Nirgu?a Brahman by way
of characteristics is its utter unity. It is neti-neti (not this, not that):
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Now therefore the description (of Brahman): Not so, not so. Because there
is no other and more appropriate description than this ‘Not so, not so’.
(BSB p. 624, quoting B hadara®yaka Upanifad I1.iii.6)

Finally, knowledge of the true nature of Nirgu®a Brahman culminates in a direct
experience of it, and one who has so experienced Brahman becomes an enlightened being
(jivanmukta) who achieves liberation (mok#a) from ordinary experience and from rebirth
(satitsara). (BSB IV.i.13).

Before leaving this brief exposition of Safikara’s account of our knowledge of
Brahman, it is pertinent to ask (as in western discussions of God’s attributes) whether
those attributes ascribed to Nirguffa Brahman have any similarity to those normally
ascribed to human beings. Safikara, of course, states that Nirgu’a Brahman is pure
consciousness, but what is it conscious of? It is not self-aware, nor is there anything other
than itself to be aware of, so we can conclude that it is utterly different from human
consciousness. And what of bliss (ananda), which Safikara also ascribes to Nirgu?'a
Brahman? For humans, pleasure is a feeling accompanying activities and perceptions, yet
for Nirgu¥'a Brahman there are no such activities or perceptions. Bliss must therefore be
utterly different in the two cases.

Moreover, is there not an inconsistency in Safikara’s ascription of any attributes
whatever to Nirgua Brahman—knowledge, intellect, consciousness, bliss, creatorship
and so on? Some of those attributes can plausibly be taken as being ascribed to Sagu®*a
Brahman as God, so no inconsistency will then arise. But what of consciousness itself,
bliss itself—whatever they come to as attributes of Nirgu® Brahman?

Sankara’s thesis, that the Upanifads provide the only route to a full and proper
knowledge of the nature of Brahman, clearly raises pressing questions. How, if this is so,
can the authors of the Upanifads have come across that knowledge independently? Why,
if this is so, do we need Sarkara himself to lead us through the message of those texts
with the aid of the Brahmasitrabhafya? And surely the Upanifads are thereby charged
with an obscurity which needs all the normal means of acquiring knowledge from an
authoritative source to overcome: we need to infer their meaning from their analogies and
comparisons, and we need an independent source to validate their message when so
interpreted. Safikara, of course, believes that a final realization of the truth about Reality
will itself do this validating; but the Upanifads as interpreted for us by Sankara must
until that time be taken on trust.

WHAT IS OUR ‘KNOWLEDGE’ OF SOUL AND NATURE?

Since Nirgu®a Brahman is pure, undifferentiated consciousness, it follows that our
ordinary experience of the natural world is but mere appearance. Following a well-
established criterion of validity, Safikara sees this ordinary experience as acceptable—
properly taken to be valid knowledge—until it is finally sublated (undermined) by a
direct experience of Nirgua Brahman itself. At that moment the knower, through his
realization of the true Nirgu®a Brahman, will have achieved the insight leading to the
cessation of rebirth (sa#sara) and so will have achieved mok¥a.
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Sankara needs to explain how Brahman can be manifested to us as something which it
is not. For our ordinary experience, involving both an awareness of the individuality of
our selves as conscious beings and an awareness of the complex physical world of objects
undergoing cause and effect interactions in a spatial and temporal public world, is by
definition something more objective than a mere phantasm or dream.

That something essentially singular can appear as multiple Safikara illustrates with
various analogies. One of these, the ‘space in the pot” analogy, occurs at BSB 1.i.5 (p. 51):

Really speaking, there is no soul under bondage and different from God.
Still just like the association of space with such conditioning factors as
pots, jars, caves of mountains, etc., it is assumed that God has association
with such limiting adjuncts as body, etc. And people are seen to use words
and ideas based on that association, as for instance, ‘The space in a
pot’...though these are non-different from space.... Similarly in the case
under consideration, the idea of difference of God and a transmigrating
soul is false, it having been created by non-discrimination (i.e. ignorance)
which causes the ascription of the limiting adjuncts—body and the rest.

Another analogy, of the ‘sun on water’, is found at BSB 111.ii.19 (p. 615):

Since the Self is by nature Consciousness Itself, distinctionless, beyond
speech and mind, and can be taught by way of negating other things,
hence in the scriptures dealing with liberation an illustration is cited by
saying that it is ‘like the sun reflected in water’...as is done in such texts,
‘As this luminous sun, though one in itself, becomes multifarious owing
to its entry into water divided by different pots, similarly this Deity, the
birthless self-effulgent Self, though one, seems to be diversified owing to
Its entry into the different bodies, constituting Its limiting adjuncts.’

But what is the mechanism by which such false appearance (from the standpoint of a
direct knowledge of Brahman) comes about? In giving his explanation, Safikara gives
most prominence to the question of how Brahman appears to each of us as an individual
atman, saying hardly enough about the other pressing question of how Brahman appears
falsely as the public natural world. This fits in, of course, with Safikara’s primary
emphasis on changing the appreciation we have of the nature of our selves as conscious
beings, yet leaves us to work out the details of the wider picture.

The mechanism of false appearance owes much to the Mimamisa philosopher
Prabhakara, whose extreme empiricist model of illusion Sanikara introduces in the first
few pages of the Brahmasitrabhafya. According to Prabhakara, we (falsely) see a rope
as a snake because we are misled by the similarity of the rope and the snake into mixing
up the perceived rope and the remembered snake. Both rope and snake are real objects,
the one perceived and the other remembered, so Prabhakara avoids a wholly illusory
private snake object in the mind of the experiencer. Prabhakara is therefore propounding
an empiricist direct realist account of false appearance.’

In Safikara’s adaptation this theory is pressed into service to construct a very
substantial metaphysical move. The opening preamble to BSB 1.i.1 elaborates the theme
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that our ‘knowledge’ of our individual selves, embodied in the natural world of
experience, is the outcome of a mixing up of our awareness of consciousness (our limited
experience of Brahman) with what does not belong to consciousness. This latter is called
a ‘limiting adjunct’ (upadhi—see BSB l.i.4 and Il1.ii.14-15), which by a false
superimposition (adhyasa) becomes confused with consciousness. And this confusion is
the outcome of our ignorance (avidya) of the true nature of Brahman:

the superimposition of the object, referable through the concept ‘you’, and
its attributes on the subject that is conscious by nature and is referable
through the concept ‘we’ (should be impossible), and contrariwise the
superimposition of the subject and its attributes on the object should be
impossible. Nevertheless, owing to an absence of discrimination between
these attributes, as also between substances, which are absolutely
disparate, there continues a natural human behaviour based on self-
identification in the form ‘I am this’ or ‘This is mine.’

(BSB, p. 1)

And Sarikara uses an analogy of a transparent crystal and a flower standing behind it to
illustrate the false superimposition on to consciousness of the limiting adjuncts of
ordinary experience:

Before the dawn of discriminating knowledge, the individual soul’s nature
of Consciousness, expressing through seeing etc., remains mixed up as it
were, with the body, senses, mind, intellect, sense-objects, and sorrow and
happiness. Just as before the perception of distinction, the transparent
whiteness, constituting the real nature of a crystal, remains
indistinguishable, as it were, from red, blue, and other conditioning
factors.

(BSB L.iii.19 (p. 193))

A sublation (badha) of this superimposition comes about when ignorance is replaced by
knowledge (vidya) of Nirgu®a Brahman, the pure, immediate consciousness (cit,
anubhava) of Brahman itself:

After the unreal aspect of the individual being, conjured up by ignorance
etc., tainted by many such defects as agentship, experiencership, love,
hatred, etc., and subject to many evils, has been eliminated, the opposite
aspect, viz. the reality that is the supreme Lord, possessed of the
characteristics of freedom from sin and so on, becomes revealed, just as
the rope etc. are revealed after eliminating the snake etc. (superimposed
on them through error).

(BSB L.iii.19 (p. 195))

Safikara’s adaptation of Prabhakara’s theory of false appearance is an outstandingly
ambitious metaphysical theory, yet one which provides him with an essentially simple
key for interpreting the obscure and diverse claims contained in the Upanifads. Yet it
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may fairly be said to be oversimplistic in that it leaves too many questions unanswered.
One clear difference with Prabhakara’s original theory is that in Safikara’s hands we no
longer have a commitment to an empiricist direct realism. We have, instead, a treatment
of the objects of experience as almost completely (except for consciousness) unreal.

Secondly, in Prabhakara’s theory the directly experienced object (the rope) is
conflated with a remembered object (the snake), yet in Safikara’s adaptation the directly
experienced (consciousness) is conflated with something which itself is the outcome of
another act of superimposition upon Nirgu#fa Brahman—namely the complexities of the
physical world. The superimposition theory at the very least needs a double application to
achieve Satikara’s ends, and it is far from obvious that the mechanisms will work in the
same way in both applications. Indeed, the rope/snake and shell/flower models of false
identification clearly invite distinctions and hence constitute a complication to Sankara’s
theory.

Moreover, where is the source of the avidya, the individual’s ignorance which is the
root cause of samisara? Once ignorance has led to the superimpositions producing our
false awareness of consciousness through various limiting adjuncts, it can be allowed to
continue to produce its effects through lives involving death and rebirth as the sa#ftsara
theory requires, assuming of course that the mechanisms of this causal chain can be
worked out satisfactorily. But where does the original avidya spring from?

Sarikara hesitatingly invokes a theory of Maya, a Sagu®a Brahman conception of a
force of illusion which has its basis somehow in Nirgu®a Brahman itself and is the origin
of the individual’s avidya and so the individual’s bondage to the physical world in sa#t
sara:

The supreme Lord is but one—unchanging, eternal, absolute
Consciousness; but like a magician. He appears diversely through Maya,
otherwise known as Avidya (ignorance).

(BSB L.iii.19 (p. 195))

And Sankara compounds the obscurity of this Maya theory by commiting himself to the
thesis that the whole creation of the world of ordinary experience is as it were a game, a
sport, on the part of Brahman:

As in the world it is seen that though a king... who has got all his desires
fulfilled, may still, without any aim in view, indulge in activities in the
form of sports and pastimes, as a sort of diversion...so also God can have
activities of the nature of mere pastime out of His spontaneity without any
extraneous motive.

(BSB 11.i.33 (p. 361))

It must be pointed out, nevertheless, that Safikara is clearly uncomfortable with this
theory of Maya, for it is after all applicable only at the level of Sagu¥a Brahman. He
immediately appends a disclaimer:

it must not be forgotten that such a text is valid within the range of
activities concerned with name and form called up by ignorance.
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(ibid.)

The two doctrines together, of Maya and of individual avidya, cosmic and individual
ignorance, obviously confuse the issue of responsibility and add little clarification if any
to the compounded double superimpositions which Safkara wants to read into our
limited awareness of consciousness. If Nirgu¥a Brahman as the one Self (Atman) has in
some way the power of creating illusion, perhaps that power should be allowed in a
suitably limited fashion to the individual self (atman) which after all is but a reflection of
It. Yet we saw at the end of the last section that the attributes of Nirgu®a Brahman can
have little comparability to those of ordinary human consciousness, and that point must
be extended to encompass too the notions of Maya and avidya.

SANKARA’S REFUTATION OF SANKHYA-YOGA DUALISM

Sankara devotes a good deal of space in the Brahmasitrabha®ya to refuting the views of
the Satikhya-Yoga orthodox schools, particularly the metaphysical dualism of the San
khya. In many ways, this school holds views which come close to those of Safikara
himself—not surprisingly since it, too, bases its claims on what it finds in the Vedas and
Upanifads. The most fundamental difference between Sankara and the Safikhya school
is that the latter, rightly finding enormous obscurities in those texts as well as wishing to
fill out the metaphysical and soteriological story, readily resorts to inference for its
account of reality. Sanikara, as we saw above, has substantial reservations about the use
of inference to achieve a knowledge of Brahman, taking the Upanifads to be its only
proper source.

Sarikara therefore sees Safikhya philosophy as not only mistaken but also, because of
its closeness to his own, a dangerous variation on the truth. His vehement opposition to
Sankhya is well expressed in some biting opening remarks under BSB 11.ii.1:

there are some people of dull intellect who on noticing that the great
scriptures of the Sankhyas and others are accepted by the honoured ones
and that they proceed under the plea of bestowing the right knowledge,
may conclude that these too are to be accepted as a means to right
knowledge. Besides, they may have faith in these, since there is a
possibility of weight of reasoning and since they are spoken by omniscient
people. Hence this effort is being made to expose their hollowness.

Sankara’s attack on Safikhya is multidimensional. Apart from arguing at some
considerable length (beginning under BSB I1.i.5) that the Safikhya school has
misinterpreted the import of various terms in the Upanifads (particularly concerning
reference to the cause of the world), he tries to prove by arguments largely independent
of reliance on these scriptures (a) that the Sarikhya view of causation, seeing effects as
pre-existing potentially in their causes, does not go far enough and (b) that the Sarnkhya
use of inference by analogy is indefensible, and that its dualism is unproven and
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fundamentally incoherent. These two important arguments will be discussed in the
following two subsections.

(a) The identity of cause and effect

According to Safikara’s interpretation of the Upanifads, Brahman is the (efficient and
material) cause of the complex world of physical objects and their properties, properties
which are changing and evolving and of which the individual soul or atman has
perceptual knowledge. But this must, on his interpretation, be handled very carefully
indeed, for Brahman is at the same time the one real entity which is unchanging,
unevolving and without diversity within itself. How can Brahman therefore be the cause
of something other than itself? How can the diverse world of physical objects exist as
well as Brahman? How can unity in Brahman exist alongside diversity in the physical
world?

The answer, according to Safikara, is that there is no real distinction to be drawn
between Brahman and its creation. Sanikara proposes a quite general theory of causation
as the apparent transformation of a cause into its effects (vivartavada), a theory opposed
to one of real transformation (pari**amavada). And applying this general theory to the
case (the one real case) of Brahman as the cause of the complex physical world, Safkara
holds that Brahman merely appears to evolve into that world. The appearance has its seat
in our ignorance of the true nature of Brahman, its unity and utter unchanging simplicity
as pure consciousness.

Modlflcatlons of substance have their origin in language, according to Chandogya
Upanifad VL.i.4: ‘a modification has speech as its origin and exists only in name’. San
kara explains that this is an analogy for Brahman and its apparent modifications:

A maodification, e.g. a pot, plate, or jar, etc. originates from speech alone
that makes it current by announcing, ‘It exists’. But speaking from the
standpoint of the basic substance, no modification exists as such (apart
from the clay). It has existence only in name and it is unreal.

(BSB 11.i.14)

One alternative to Safkara’s thesis of the reality of what is non-diverse and the merely
apparent nature of the diverse is the thesis that Brahman has both unity and diversity.
This, the bhedabheda thesis, was indeed adopted by some earlier Vedanta commentators
(for example BhartTprapafica) in an attempt to make sense of the creation of the world by
Brahman. On this view, Brahman as cause of the world is non-complex, a unity just as
Sankara supposes; but it is complex in that its effect is complex. By treating the effect as
only an apparent modification of the cause Safikara is able to avoid the inconsistency
involved in ascribing both unity and diversity equally to Brahman.

Yet in this section of the Brahmasitrabhafya (11.ii.14-20) Safikara is engaging not
only with other Vendanta philosophers but also, and more importantly, with the Sankhya
theses that the material cause of the physical world is insentient prak'ti and that prak{ti
really evolves from a state of equipoise between the three gu'as into the diverse world
which we perceive. Sankara’s opposition to the Safikhyan pari#amavada theory of real
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evolution goes beyond a straightforward appeal to scriptural interpretation and involves
an independent analysis of the cause-effect relation.

To understand Saftkara’s criticism of the Safikhya theory we have first to note that in
this passage he is dealing only with the material cause of the world: he will take up the
question of the efficient cause of world in a later passage (see subsection (b) below). The
analogies which he uses make this plain. Under BSB 11.i.19 he writes:

A piece of rolled up cloth is not recognised...but when it is spread out, its
real nature becomes revealed through that spreading... Or even though it
is cognized as cloth when remaining rolled up, its length and breadth are
not definitely known... And yet it is never known to be something other
than the rolled up piece of cloth. Similarly, such products as the cloth etc.
are unmanifest so long as they remain latent in their causes, viz yarns etc.;
but they are known distinctly when they become manifest as a result of
the activity of such causal agents as the shuttle, loom, weaver etc.

These analogies would in fact be acceptable to the Sattkhya school, for they too treat the
effect as the manifestation of what exists already potentially in the material cause. It is
possible, on this model, to reject as irrelevant the efficient causal relation between fire
and smoke, or between potter and pot. The relevant comparisons are with clay and the
pot, and with yarn and the cloth.

But another point which must be grasped to understand Sanikara’s opposition to San
khya is that both his and their theories share even more in common than the analogies. In
essence, Safikara thinks that the rival theory makes a first good move, but does not go far
enough. The first move is (i) to see that the effect already preexists in some way in the
material cause, before it becomes manifest through the intervention of some efficient
cause; the second move is (ii) to see that the effect is in fact identical with its material
cause. The argument for Saftkara’s conclusion comes under BSB 11.ii.18.

Sarikara establishes (i) by a consideration familiar in Sankhya texts. Why, he asks, is
it possible to produce a given effect from only a particular material cause? Why are curds
produced only from milk, or a pot from clay?

If everything is to be equally non-existent everywhere before creation,
why should curds be produced from milk alone and not from clay; and
why should a pot come out of clay and not out of milk?

(BSB, p. 339)

We need to say that milk has a special potency for curd, or equivalently that the curds are
latent in milk. Curds therefore pre-exist in a latent form which is peculiarly suited to be
their material cause. Moreover, we cannot say that the potency is a separate existence
from either the milk or the curds: if milk exists independently of the potency, or the
potency exists independently of the curds, why should the milk have a special tendency
to give rise to that potency and no other, or the potency a special tendency to give rise to
the curds and not something else? The existence of the milk, the potency and the curds
must be an intimate one: ‘the potency must be the very essence of the cause, and the
effect must be involved in the very core of the potency’ (BSB, p. 340). At least in this
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sense, therefore, the conclusion follows that the effect must pre-exist in the material
cause, and become manifest through the activity of an efficient cause or agent.

The argument to establish (ii), the identity of the effect and the material cause, is more
complex. Safikara begins by pointing out that the very ideas of cause and effect are
linked together, just as the ideas of substance and quality are linked, in contrast to the
ideas of things which are at best conjoined. For example, our experience might provide
the notion of the constant conjunction of two objects—say a horse and a buffalo—but the
ideas of the two objects remain distinct. Not so in the case of cause and effect, any more
than in the case of substance and quality. Such ideas suggest a special kind of relation
between the two terms, the relation of inherence as opposed to conjunction (BSB, p. 340).
But what sense can we make of this relation? Sankara’s answer is that the very idea of
inherence leads to an infinite regress, and that it raises other intellectual puzzles which
are insoluble.

Let us assume that the three things—cause (C), potency (P) and effect (E)—are linked
by relations of inherence ("). We have therefore these two relations to begin with, C'P
and P'E. But a connection between the three terms in each case has to be accounted for,
and this leads us to suppose again the relation of inherence between each of the three
terms. We now have these more complex five-term relations, CM”P and PM/E. Yet
again, to avoid the supposition that the five terms in each case are disconnected, we must
obviously join all five terms in each case with further inherence relations, giving us the
even more complex nine-term relations CMAAAP gand PAMMAAE - And clearly this
process can never stop:

if a relation of inherence be postulated, it will lead to an infinite regress,
since if the inherence has to be related to a thing in which it is to inhere by
the assumption of another relation (between the inherence and the thing),
one will be forced to fancy another relation to connect this one with
inherence, etc., and still another relation to connect the new relation, and
SO on.

(BSB, p. 340)

The implication is clear for Sankara—the only acceptable relation between cause,
potency and effect is one of identity, so the conclusion has been established that effects
not only pre-exist in their causes but are also identical with their causes.

Among other arguments presented by Safikara against the idea of inherence is one
which asks how the effect is supposed to inhere in its cause. Does it inhere in all parts of
the cause taken together, or in it part by part? Neither alternative will do. We do not
perceive all the parts of a cause together, the first alternative therefore rendering the
perception of the effect impossible. For example, our perception of the cloth cannot
depend on our perception of each and every one of the fibres, since we are not aware of
each and every one of them. And the second alternative leads to unacceptable
consequences, for on the assumption that the effect inheres in each and every part taken
separately we would have to say that each part is on its own sufficient for the production
of the effect:
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if the whole (composite product) abides in its totality in each part, then
since the whole has competence to perform its own functions, and since it
is the same (even when existing separately on all the parts) it should
perform the duties of the teats even through the horn (of the animal), and
the duties of the back through the chest.

(BSB, p. 341)

Sankara’s concern with the identity of material causes and their effects leads him back,
of course, to his primary interest in the question of the origin of the world of experience
and of our awareness of our selves within that world. If effect pre-exists in the cause, and
indeed is identical with the cause, then the world as we experience it preexists in and is
identical with Brahman:

Similarly it is the primary cause (Brahman) Itself that like an actor
evolves into the respective products up to the last one, and thus becomes
the objects of all empirical dealings.

(BSB, p. 345)

Any assessment of Safikara’s arguments leading to the conclusion that the effect is
identical with the material cause must take objection to the idea that the effect must
already exist to be acted upon. No new thing could ever, on that view, be brought into
existence. Since this is indeed Safkara’s thesis, however, it hardly stands as a serious
objection. More difficult for Sankara is the issue of the function of the efficient cause in
making what is latent in the cause become manifest in the effect. If the effect already pre-
exists in the cause, and is identical with it, some account must be given of what work the
efficient cause can do. Given the models which Sankara adopts, of threads and cloth, for
example, we might be tempted to agree that the manifestation of the effect is nothing
other than a change of intellectual focus from the material ingredients to the final form of
the effect, a perspective that is certainly in step with the vivartavada or ‘apparent change’
thesis which he is using these arguments to support. But other examples do not lend
themselves so readily to this thesis. The cloth has to be woven out of threads, the pot has
to be thrown and fired by the potter, and the milk has to be heated and fermented to
produce curds. Material cause alone is hardly sufficient for the effect. If it were, Brahman
without avidya would be sufficient to produce the world of ordinary experience.

The strong point in Safikara’s treatment of the cause-effect relation is nevertheless his
recognition of the intimacy of the relationship between the nature of the cause and its
potency to produce a given effect. This issue is still debated in contemporary western
philosophy in terms of the difference or identity of the categorical properties a material
possesses and the dispositional properties to which the categorical properties give rise. Is,
for example, the peculiar molecular stucture of an elastic body the same as, or in some
way simply the source of, the elasticity which the body manifests? The same issue arises
too in contemporary philosophy of language, when we ask for the truth-conditions of a
counterfactual sentence: what, for example, must be true of the world to make true the
sentence that ‘“If this body had been stretched, it would have regained its original shape’?
Perhaps Sarikara’s thesis of vivartavada echoes John Locke’s claim that the knowledge
of the primary qualities of a substance such as gold (and of the primary qualities of other
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substances with which it interacts) would enable us to conclude a priori the consequences
of affecting the gold in various ways: we could know a priori that it would melt, for
example, if placed in a hot furnace.

The infinite regress argument concerning the notion of inherence must, however, be
challenged. Inherence gives rise to such a regress only on the assumption that it can be
treated as a third term on a logical par with C and P, in such a relation as C"P. Perhaps the
best way to bring this out is to consider the relation of inherence that holds between a
substance and a property, rather than a cause and its potency. The categorial status of a
substance and a property are different, since a substance is that which possesses a
property and conversely a property is that which is possessed by a substance. A swan is
white in so far as it possesses the property whiteness, and whiteness is a property which
is manifested in, or possessed by, the swan. The swan and the whiteness are not like two
objects that are placed beside each other, which acquire a relational property of ‘being
next to each other’ by their proximity. Indeed, a similar point can be made concerning
such a relational property, since the same mistake would be involved in seeing that
relational property as a third term on a logical par with the two objects involved. The
objects and the relational property would then seem to acquire further relations between
each other, leading to an infinite regress of relations between relations. Frege made this
point in terms of the ‘unsaturated’ nature of a function, and Strawson reiterated it in terms
of the ‘nonrelational tie” between a substance and a universal.?

(b) The incoherence of San khya dualism

In BSB IL.ii Sankara develops a series of critical assaults on the philosophy of Safikhya.
Here he claims to be showing, by arguments which are independent of any reliance on
Vedic authority, both that the Sankhya system is insupportable by the kind of reasoning
adopted by Sarnkhya philosophers—reasoning by analogy—and that the Safikhya system
constitutes an incoherent metaphysics.

Under BSB I1.ii.1 Safikara tries to bring out the weakness of argument by analogy by
turning this kind of argument against his Sarikhya opponents. He sums up a major Sar
khya argument for the existence of pradhana (the ‘inferred one’, prak{ti in its original
state of equilibrium between the three gu?as) as follows:

As it is seen in this world that the modifications like pots, plates, etc.
which remain transfused with earth as their common substance, originate
from the material cause earth, so all the different products, external or
corporeal, which remain transfused with happiness, misery, and delusion,
must spring from a material cause constituted by happiness, misery, and
delusion. Now the material cause constituted by happiness, sorrow, and
delusion is the same as Pradhana, which is constituted by the three gu¥as
(sattva, rajas, and tamas—intelligence, activity and inertia), which is
insentient like earth, and which engages in activity by undergoing diverse
transformation under a natural impulsion for serving the sentient soul (by
providing experience or liberation).

(BSB, p. 368)
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Sarikara responds equally by an argument from analogy:

if this has to be decided on the basis of analogy alone, then it is not seen
in this world that any independent insentient thing that is not guided by
some sentient being can produce modifications to serve some special
purpose of a man; for what is noticed in the world is that houses, palaces,
beds, seats, recreation grounds, etc., are made by the intelligent engineers
and others.... So how can the insentient Pradhana create this universe,
which cannot even be mentally conceived of by the most intelligent (i.e.
skilful) and most far-famed architects?

(BSB, p. 369)

For Sankara, the universe has a conscious entity as its cause (both efficiently and
materially). But more importantly, if analogical reasoning can be so easily used to
establish contradictory conclusions about the nature of ultimate reality, what value can it
have in this context? We can have recourse only to sruti.

Under BSB I11.ii.2, Safikara begins to develop his criticism of Safikhya, again using
their preferred kind of reasoning, that the efficient cause of activity must be a sentient
being. The first argument above has been for the need of an intelligent cause of design,
and now Sankara argues for an intelligent cause of any activity:

For neither earth etc. nor chariot etc. which are themselves insentient, are
seen to have any tendency to behave in a particular way unless they are
under the guidance of potters and others or horses and the like. The
unseen has to be inferred from the seen.

(BSB, p. 371)

Yet could not pradhana/prak?ti act spontaneously? After all, and contrary to Safikara’s
contentions above, the Satikhya school may have recourse to the observed fact that there
are indeed in nature various cases of spontaneous activity: Safikara cites under BSB 11.ii.3
on his opponent’s behalf such cases as insentient milk flowing spontaneously to nourish
the calf, and insentient water flowing spontaneously for the good of people. Yet Sarikara
believes that these cases are misleading:

we infer that even in those cases, the milk and water develop a tendency
to act when they are under the guidance of some sentient beings.... It is
logical to hold that milk is induced to flow under the affectionate desire of
the cow: and it is drawn out by the sucking of the calf. Water too is not
quite independent since its flow is dependent on the slope of the ground
etc.

(BSB, p. 373)

Would a fair retort be that the causal factors cited hardly constitute intelligence, even if
they do imply that spontaneity is absent? But this is in fact Saftkara’s point, merely at
this stage of the debate to question the supposed experience of spontaneity. To bring this
home he adds under BSB I1.ii.5 the more subtle point that the non-observance of a cause
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cannot allow us to conclude that the activity is spontaneous. To the thought that
pradhana could change naturally into mahat etc. just as grass, leaves, water, etc. change
naturally into milk without the help of any other factors, Samkara replies:

other causes are perceived.... For grass etc. eaten by a cow alone changes
into milk; but not so when rejected or eaten by a bull etc. If this could
happen without any cause, then grass etc. would also have become milk
even without entering a cow’s body. A thing does not become causeless
just because men cannot manufacture it at will.

(BSB, p. 375)

In other words, there must be a cause or causal factors involved even though not
observed, for some indications of causal influence are observed.

Next Safikara points out, under BSB IL.ii.6, what he sees to be an unfortunate
inconsistency developing in Satnikhya metaphysics, in consequence of this appeal to
spontaneity. On the assumption that prakti acts spontaneously, it could have no
purposes, he argues. Yet Safikhya philosophers think that it does indeed have purposes,
namely to engage purufas in satisara (to provide psycho-physical organisms by which
the purufas can become aware of the evolutions of prak?ti) and to provide the possibility
of purufas achieving mok¥a through a correct discrimination of their difference from
prak{ti.

On this point Sankara himself seems wrong, since to say that some activity is
spontaneous need only be to claim that it lacks an efficient cause. Samkara assumes that
some activity needs both a material cause and an efficient cause (and for him, of course,
Brahman is both). But why believe that all activity takes place on this model? He clearly
fails to appreciate the possibility of a teleological kind of activity as in Aristotle’s
philosophy of nature. For the Sarikhya school, the Aristotelian kind of explanation of
prak{ti evolving is in terms of (a) itself as the material cause and (b) the ends to which it
moves. Talk of spontaneity is consistent with ascribing purposes to prak{ti if spontaneity
involves merely the absence of an efficient cause.

With this discussion of spontaneity Safikara has in fact moved on to his second charge
against the Samhkya school. Safikara’s essential thought in this charge against Safikhya
is that the dualistic metaphysics of prak’ti and purufas contains a fundamental
incoherence, one which in his eyes must be symptomatic of any such thoroughgoing
dualism. The incoherence is that the dualism provides no basis for understanding the way
in which the two sides may combine their efforts in producing the world as we
experience it. Under BSB I1.ii.7 Safikara fairly easily demolishes the two analogies
offered by his opponents which supposedly make sense of interaction between very
different things. Prak’ti and puru¥a may, on one analogy, be likened to the lame yet
sighted man riding on the shoulders of someone else who is blind yet capable of walking:
together they act. Or, on the analogy of a loadstone whose simple presence makes a piece
of iron move, the purufa could impel prak’ti to evolve. Sankara’s responses are simple
and to the point. The two men clearly have the power of communication, yet what sense
could we make of purufas communicating with prakti, since they are by definition
actionless and without attributes? As for the loadstone analogy, prakti
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cannot stimulate movement like a loadstone by mere proximity, for
proximity (between soul and Pradhana) being eternal, the possibility will
arise of such movement also becoming endless. In the case of a
loadstone...there can be such an activity as the attraction (of the iron to
itself), for the proximity is inconstant. Besides, the loadstone depends on
cleaning etc. for its action.... Again, there can be no relation between the
soul and Pradhana, since Pradhana is insentient, the soul is indifferent,
and there is no third factor to bring them into relation.

(BSB, p. 377)

But a defence of Sankhya can be developed against Samkara’s second charge of
incoherence. Satikara is assuming—admittedly not without substantial evidence from
many passages in the Satikhya texts—that their metaphysical dualism is an extreme one.
Purufas and prak!ti are independent entities, self-subsistent and possessing
incommensurable properties: so far, this appears to be an extreme Cartesian dualism of
soul and matter. And yet, while avoiding an over-simplistic attempt at an interactionist
story, the Sarikhya dualism is developed in such a way that in the very elementary
ingredients of prak’ti and in all its stages of evolution a link with purufas is insisted
upon.

For what are sattva, rajas and tamas, the three gu®*as or ingredients of prakf'ti? They
are not just material ingredients, but in their very essences are linked to purufas—for
they are essentially and not just accidentally purufa-related. Sattva is the source of
consciousness and of pleasure, which are properties not of sattva but of purufas;
similarly, rajas is the source of pain, and tamas is the source of confusion.

And the stages of the evolution of prak{ti are equally essentially purufa-related.
When prakfti first moves out of the pradhana stage of equilibrium between the three
gu?as, the first evolute is buddhi, a word denoting intellect. This cannot be read as
meaning that prakti itself evolves into intellect, but that it evolves in such a way as to
provide a necessary condition for the emergence of awareness of itself by purufas. The
next evolute is ahasikara, which denotes self-awareness: again, not the self-awareness of
prakfti but a necessary condition for the self-awareness of purufas—a self-awareness
involving, of course, a confusion of the true nature of purufas with the growing
complexity of the purely material prak{ti. And the final stages of the evolution of prak!
ti, the ultimate evolutes, are on the one side the organs of sense and of motion, and on the
other the physical objects of which puru¥as may have knowledge through those organs.

At every stage, therefore, the story of the evolution of prak[ti relates it to purufas.
The dualism of the Sanikhya school may fairly be said to avoid the extreme form which
Cartesian dualism takes, and to avoid an oversimplistic causal interactionist theme.
Whether the dualism can be charged with an incoherence in its details concerning the
psycho-physical atman is another matter: Sanikara’s accusation that prak?ti and purufas
are described in such fundamentally different terms that no account of their relationship
can be offered appears to oversimplify both the intent and the content of Sarnkhya
metaphysics.

To conclude this section, on a careful assessment the individual moves which Sankara
makes in his criticism of Sattkhya involve him in suspicious shifts between ascribing to
Brahman—which, on his own view, is both the material and the efficient cause of the
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world as experienced—such distinct features as consciousness, intelligence, design and
purpose. What is more, he seems not to appreciate the power of a teleological explanatory
style to compete with one of efficient causation. He may further be charged with
representing Satikhya dualism in an overly extreme form, which fails to appreciate the
details of the evolutionary process of prak{ti which are fundamentally purufa-related.
There is, moreover, one point which Safikara misses in his criticism of Sankhya
metaphysics, and this is that the evolution of prak?ti is described by them in ambiguous
terms. Sometimes they are dealing with a single, cosmic evolution, yet at other times they
are describing an individual evolution concerning each purufa. It is not clear how these
two stories are to be made consistent with each other, and Sankara might well have
pointed this out—but perhaps he prefers not to explore this problem, for fear of opening
up the same charge against his own metaphysics of cosmic Maya and individual avidya.

SANKARA’S REFUTATION OF OTHER SCHOOLS

Having disposed of the philosophy of Safnikhya dualism, Safikara devotes the rest of BSB
ILii to refuting the other main rivals to his own view: (a) Vaise%ika atomism, (b)
Buddhism, (c) Jainism and (d) the view that God is merely a superintendent (the efficient
cause but not the material cause of the world).

(a) A major assumption used by Vaise3ika for the conclusion that the world originates
from atoms is that the qualities of a material cause are reproduced in its effects. If,
therefore, intelligent Brahman were the material cause of the world, intelligence should
be a quality of the world itself—a conclusion which experience of that world refutes. San
kara’s response is to question the assumption, pointing out that the VaiseZika atomists’
very own theory runs contrary to it. On that theory,

when two (ultimate) atoms create a dyad, the colours, viz white etc.,
inhering in the atoms, produce a new whiteness etc. in the dyad. But the
special characteristic of the atoms, viz their inextension (i.e. atomicity)
does not produce a new inextension.... So also if the insentient universe
emerges out of the intelligent Brahman, what do you lose?

(BSB, pp. 384-5)

Sa®kara adds to this ad hominem argument a stronger one concerning the origin of action.
Before the world had any order—or at any time of ultimate dissolution—the atoms are
presumed to exist in isolation. But then there is no possibility of action to bring about
atomic combinations, since

no effort, which (according to the atomist) is a quality of the soul, can be
possible in the absence of a body; for effort springs up as a quality of the
soul when a contact between the mind and the soul takes place in the mind
having the body as its seat.

(BSB, p. 389)
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(b) Satikara divides the schools of Buddhism into realist, idealist and nihilist (though he
uses the term ‘nihilist’ also quite generally to cover all these schools). The first are the
Sarvastivadins, further divided into the Sautrantikas and Vaibha®ikas, who believe
respectively in the inferential and perceptual existence of things in the world. The second
are the Vijfianavadins (or Yogacaras), who believe in the existence of consciousness or
ideas alone. The third are Sarvasunyavadins (or Madhyamikas), who deny the existence
of everything.

Buddhist realism proposes a theory of physical atomism. This holds that atoms of
earth and so on, with the characteristics of solidity, fluidity, heat and motion, come
together to form the objects of perception and the sense-organs. Similarly, there are four
other groups of cognitive, emotional, volitional and perceptual ingredients. The five
khandhas (aggregates) are ever changing from moment to moment, and constitute all
there is of what we designate as a person. Sankara takes issue with this khandha theory,
on the grounds that it provides nothing to hold together the various ingredients either at
any one time or through progression in time:

Because the components of such a combination are insentient and because
consciousness can flash (from the contact between sense-organs and
objects) only if a combination of things (forming the body etc) is already
there, and because no other steady and independent entity is admitted
which is sentient, an experiencer, and a ruler, which can bring about the
combination.

(BSB, p. 403)

The Buddhist reply, that at least ingredients within any one aggregate can give rise to
successive ingredients of the same kind—so that ‘these nescience and the rest go on
revolving for ever like (the cups in) a Persian wheel, as cause and effect’ (BSB, pp. 404—
5)—is clearly inadequate. Nescience presupposes the existence of a combination in the
form, at the very least, of a body, and cannot therefore be the source of that combination
(BSB, p. 405). If the Buddhist realist holds, in response, that combinations simply exist
and give rise to successive combinations without any experiencer behind them, only two
dire options present themselves. Is the succession regular or irregular, Safikara asks:

If regularity be admitted, then a human body can have no possibility of
being transformed into divine, animal or hellish bodies. And if irregularity
be admitted, then a human body may at times turn momentarily into an
elephant, and then be transformed again into godly or human form.

(BSB, p. 406)

Sanikara takes exception, moreover, to the Buddhist realist’s doctrine of the
momentariness of all ingredients in the khandhas. If one such ingredient is supposed to
give rise to a succeeding ingredient of the same kind, this requires the continued
existence of the first into the moment of arising of the second. Should we adopt the
Buddhist theory of causation, we are committed to the view that the first has become
nonexistent before the second arises: but how can what is now non-existent give rise to
what is not yet existent either? (BSB p. 407.)
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A final criticism is levelled by Safikara against Buddhist realism under BSB 11.ii.25. In
the absence of a permanent throughout the successive kandhas, what sense can we make
of memory and recognition?

Remembrance means recalling to mind something after its perception, and
that can happen only when the agent of perception and memory is the
same.... How can there be an awareness of the form, ‘I who saw earlier
see now’...unless the earlier and later perceiver be the same?

(BSB, p. 412)

And a similarity between the previous experience and the present experience will not do
in either case,

for the experience is of the existence of the entity itself (expressing itself
as, ‘I am that very person’) and not of mere similarity with that (as would
be expressed in, ‘I am like that person’).

(BSB, p. 413)

The second school of Buddhism, the Buddhist idealists, rejects the existence of objects
independent of subjective consciousness, for two reasons. First, such an object would be
unknowable since the atoms could not be individually perceived and the resulting
conglomeration of atomic parts is arguably neither different from nor identical with those
parts. Second, from the fact of the simultaneous appearance of the knowledge and the
object it follows that knowledge and object are identical. Perception is analogous to
dreaming, and just as dreams exhibit a diversity due (as we normally say) to the diversity
of individual experiences, so perceptions exhibit a diversity due to the diversity of
previous perceptual states (BSB, p. 417).

Sankara’s refutation of this Buddhist idealism is a firm insistence on the real existence
of external things,

since the possibility or impossibility of the existence of a thing is
determined in accordance with the applicability or non-applicability of the
means of knowledge.

(BSB, pp. 419-20)

And the regularity of the simultaneous appearance of the cognition and its object is, Saft
kara argues, due not to their identity but to the relation of causality between them.
Moreover, there is a world of difference between dreams and waking experience: dreams
are subject to sublation by later cognitive events, whereas waking experiences are not;
and dreams are a form of memory, whereas perceptions are new cognition and
experienced as such (BSB, p. 423).

Of the third school of Buddhism, the Madhyamikas, Safkara is very dismissive
indeed:

As for the view of the absolute nihilist, no attempt is made for its
refutation since it is opposed to all means of valid knowledge. For human
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behaviour, conforming as it does to all right means of knowledge, cannot
be denied as long as a different order of reality is not realized; for unless
there be an exception, the general rule prevails.

(BSB, p. 426)

And commenting on the fact that there are all these competing schools of Buddhism, Saf
kara says that Buddhist doctrine ‘breaks down like a well sunk in sand’ (BSB, p. 426).

(c) Sankara shows little sympathy for the subtle metaphysical and epistemological
views of the Jains. Rather than a careful analysis of the integrated theories of the multi-
faceted nature of reality (anekantavada), the limited nature of much of human know-
ledge (nayavada) and the idea of perfect knowledge (kevala) to be achieved by the
liberated jiva, Safikara chooses to level his criticisms at an impoverished version of
Jainism. The obscure seven-step logic (saptabhagi) is taken by Safikara as a warrant for
accusing Jains of contemplating the simultaneous possession by all things of inconsistent
characteristics, forgetting the Jains’ relativization of such ascriptions; and consequently
further for accusing Jainism of ascribing an indefinite nature to its own instructions,
means of knowing, objects of knowledge, the knower, and knowledge itself:

if anyone should write a scripture of such indefinite significance, his
words will be unacceptable like those of the mad or intoxicated.
(BSB, p. 428)

And following Badaraya®a’s lead in the original sitra, Sankara makes much capital out
of the peculiar Jain theory that the soul (jiva) expands to fill the space occupied by the
body and so has different sizes as a man grows from boyhood, or transmigrates into a
larger or smaller animal.

(d) Sankara’s final philosophical opponent is the philosopher who claims that God is
the efficient cause of the world but not its material cause. This view, seeing God as a
‘mere superintendent’, Sarikara finds in the writings of the Mahesvaras (Saivas and
others), of some members of the Sattkhya and Yoga schools, and some members too of
the Nyaya and Vaise%ika schools. (Clearly it was not an orthodox tenet of all such school
members.) Safikara finds that such a view imputes an imperfection to God:

For a Lord who creates the various creatures by dividing them into grades
of inferiority, mediocrity, and superiority will be open like ourselves to
the charges of likes, dislikes, etc., so that He will cease to be God.

(BSB, p. 434)

A God, moreover, who is driven to bring about rebirths according to merit and demerit is
under a compulsion to act—which argues against his omnipotence. And a God presiding
over a world of nature and souls independent of himself must, argues Sarikara in a brief
but striking passage (BSB, pp. 438-9), lose either his omnipotence of his omniscience.
Can the limits (in number and extension) of nature and souls be determined by God? If
the answer is positive, this means that nature and souls must have a beginning and an end,
and God will lose his directorship and divine power during their non-existence. If the
answer is negative, then God will clearly lose his omniscience.
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11
LATER VEDANTA

Michael Comans

INTRODUCTION: THE ‘VEDANTA’

The word ‘Vedanta’ means the ‘end’ or the ‘culmination’ of the Veda, and it specifically
refers to the class of texts called Upanifads which constitute the final portion of the
Vedic literature. The followers of the Vedanta rely upon the Upanifad texts as a means
of knowledge concerning matters which do not fall within the scope of sense-based
knowledge. Vedantins argue that our usual means of knowledge, perception and
inference, are valid for empirical operations, but are unable by themselves to discover
metaphysical truth." Vedantins consider that answers to such questions as the existence
and nature of God, the nature and destiny of the individual self and the reality or
otherwise of the physical world are to be found only in the revelation of the Upanifads
and they are therefore concerned, to a very large extent, with arriving at a systematic
interpretation of the entire Upani¥adic literature. Since the Vedantins place such
importance upon textual exegesis they can also properly be called ‘Uttara Mimamsakas’,
for they analyse the latter part of the Veda, the Upanifads, with the same care that the
‘Piirva Mimamsakas’ exhibited in their analysis of the earlier portion of the Veda, which
has to do with ritual activity. The difference between the Pirva and Uttara Mimariisa is
that the followers of the former were predominantly concerned with the interpretation of
the injunctive statements in the Veda so that they could correctly perform the prescribed
rituals, whereas the followers of the Uttara Mimamisa, i.e. the Vedantins, continue to find
in the Upanifads not an injunction to action but a knowledge of the ever-existing,
absolute truth.

From what has been said it could be thought that Vedantins are solely concerned with
the exegesis of scripture, but that is not so. Vedantins rely upon scripture in their attempt
to formulate a comprehensive, coherent and meaningful world-view and they also uphold
that view against other schools of thought through argument. Thus Vedanta has an
important philosophical dimension in that it possesses a coherent metaphysics,
epistemology and ethics which it seeks to defend through argument, even without having
recourse to scripture. This it must do when the opponents are those such as Buddhists
who do not accept the authority of the Vedic scripture.

Six schools of Vedanta arose between the eighth and the fifteenth century, each basing
itself upon different interpretations of the Upanifads, the Bhagavadgiti and the
Brahmasitras and holding, in some cases, vastly divergent views.> They are all still
extant, but the most important in the history of Indian philosophical thought are the

earlier three: Advaita, Visi¥ Yfadvaita and Dvaita Vedanta. The school of Advaita looks to
the Upanifads more exclusively than the other Vedantic schools. The other schools have
increasingly tended towards a wider interpretation of what constitutes authoritative
scripture and, while paying formal homage to the Upanifads, have come to rely heavily
on other literature such as the Epics and Pura¥as as their primary texts.
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ADVAITA AFTER SANKARA

After Sankara, the history of the Advaita school shows a trend towards greater
systematization and dialectical complexity. Between the eighth and the twelfth century
Advaitins were concerned with developing a systematic metaphysics and epistemology
and with defending Advaita against the Buddhists, Pirva Mimamsakas and Nyaya-
Vaise®ikas. During the twelfth and thirteenth centuries philosophical controversy was
mostly with the Nyaya and the Vaise¥ika schools and was dominated by considerations
of logical formalism which had been developing since the tenth century.® During this
period there was an overriding concern with the formation of precise definitions and
proof through the use of syllogisms. The defeat of one’s opponent was assured if one
could demonstrate a defect in either the formation of the opponent’s definition or in his
use of syllogistic reasoning. From the thirteenth or fourteenth century the Advaitins were
increasingly engaged in controversy with the followers of Ramanuja and Madhva. The
developments in logic made by the Naiyayikas during this period were not over-looked,
and all these Vedanta schools incorporated the increasingly sophisticated logical
techniques into the disputations they conducted against one another.

To illustrate this increasing complexity in Advaita thought we shall take up two issues
of fundamental importance for Advaita, the ascertainment of the true nature of the Self
and the falsity of the world. We shall see how these issues are treated by three Advaita
authors: Padmapada, an immediate disciple of Sarikara, Anandabodha at the end of the
twelfth century and Citsukha in the thirteenth century.

The Self and self-luminosity

According to Advaita there is, underlying the diversity in the world, a single reality
which is of the nature of Pure Consciousness which is Pure Being. Such a reality,
designated in the Upanifads by the terms Brahman or Atman, constitutes the
fundamental ‘Self’ of everything. Thus all beings, including God (Isvara), partake of the
same essential Self which is Pure Consciousness identical to Pure Being. The multiplicity
in the world and the difference between God and individual beings are empirically valid
but not absolutely true, for ultimately everything is an appearance upon Brahman just as
a film is played out upon a screen. According to Satikara, the sorrows of our existence
must finally be traced to an original ignorance of this underlying essential Self, and
because of such ignorance there has occurred a fundamental mistake consisting of the
mutual superimposition and erroneous identification of the two primary categories of
experience: ‘I’ (aham) and ‘this’ (idam). The underlying Self, the | which is inherently
free from all limiting conditions, has been identified with factors which are illumined by |
and thereby must fall within the category of ‘this’. Such factors are the physical body, the
sense-organs and the mind itself, which consists of various types of cognitive activity. As
a result of ignorance we are habituated to attributing the pure I, the Self, to its objects, the
body, senses and mind, and to attribute the defects and problems of the latter to the
subject, I, which is inherently free from the defects which belong to its objects.

In their endeavour to ascertain this essential Self, Advaitins have made a subtle
distinction between Consciousness as Self and consciousness as the empirical ego, which
is normally taken to be the Self. Padmapada, in his commentary upon Sarikara’s
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introduction to the Brahmasiitras, explains that there are two factors involved in the very
notion of ‘I’: there is the ‘not this’ (anidam amid) aspect which is the Self and there is the
‘this’ (idama#isa) or objectified aspect which is the ego and which consists of all
cognitive states including the self-reflexive cognition of ‘me’, the historical person who
has an identification with a set of memories, who has a particular personality and who
carries a certain sense of self-worth, etc.* Padmapada says that the idea of ‘I’, as
consisting of both these aspects, is a matter for one’s own careful consideration.® Thus in
the Advaita of Sankara and Padmapada the ascertainment of the essential Self is not so
much a matter of a ‘mystical’ experience occurring in time as a matter of enquiry
consisting of the careful and concentrated inspection of and reflection upon one’s
ordinary experience. Through the discrimination of the outward or objectified factors
from I, Advaitins conclude that the true Self can only be Pure Consciousness or Pure
Experience (anubhatisvarizpa). Thus there can be no ‘objective’ experience of the Self
because Consciousness itself is Experience.

Advaitins consider that since the Self is Consciousness the Self must also be self-
luminous, which means that the Self does not depend upon something other than itself in
order to be manifest. Anandabodha responds to the objection that the Self is not self-
luminous since the Self is revealed by mental perception by saying that if it were the case
that the Self could be revealed by mental perception, then the Self would be an object for
itself. But the Self cannot become its own object just as the tip of the finger cannot touch
itself. He says that if the Self is not the object of cognition, then it cannot be manifested
by a cognition and must therefore be self-luminous. In support of this position he offers
the following syllogism: ‘The Self is not dependent upon cognition in order to be
revealed. Because, like cognition, the Self is immediately evident (aparok¥a) without
being an object of cognition.”® Anandabodha’s reasoning is that just as a cognition does
not need to be revealed by a second cognition or else there would be an infinite
regression, so too the Self is immediately evident without requiring something to reveal
it. The statement that the Self is ‘immediately evident’ is given as the reason for its self-
luminosity.

Citsukha, in the following century, utilized the idea of the Self’s immediacy in
presenting a formal definition of self-luminosity. He defines self-luminosity as ‘what is
capable of being immediately evident in empirical life while not being an object of
knowledge’.” Citsukha has been careful to fulfil two criteria in formulating his definition.
First, what is self-luminous cannot be an object of knowledge, for if something is an
object of knowledge then it must have been revealed and cannot therefore be self-
luminous. But there could be an objection that what cannot be an object of knowledge
may as well be non-existent. To avoid this objection Citsukha has added the qualifying
clause ‘capable of being immediately evident in empirical life’. The immediacy of
Consciousness is undeniable. And Consciousness is ultimately not an object of
knowledge, for (a) everything is revealed as an object of Consciousness itself and (b) if
Consciousness could be objectified, it would lead to an infinite regression. Therefore the
Advaitins maintain that the essential Self is the non-objective I. This Self is of the nature
of Pure Consciousness and is self-luminous because Consciousness, while not being an
object of knowledge, is immediately present as the indispensable condition for any
experience to be known.
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The falsity of the world

If Pure, self-revealing Consciousness, identical to Pure Being, is the underlying reality of
everything, then how do Advaitins respond when asked, ‘How did everything come
about?” Advaitins answer from either of two standpoints, that of absolute truth, or that of
‘relative truth’ when they are concerned with ‘saving the appearances’. In absolute truth,
nothing has truly come into being. All things, including the personal God, individual
souls and the physical world, are merely an appearance in Consciousness itself,
analogous to the inexplicable arising of dream phenomena in one’s own consciousness.®
But Advaita also takes a position on the standpoint of ‘relative truth’ and maintains that
the personal God, individual souls and the physical world do have an empirical existence
even though they do not have absolute reality. It is from this empirical position that
Advaita seeks to account for the existence of God, the souls and the world through the
explanation that Consciousness is as though associated with a Power known as maya or
avidya which is indefinable as either absolutely real or absolutely unreal. Consciousness,
when apparently conditioned by this Power, is the omniscient, personal God who then
becomes both the efficient and the material cause of the world. Sankara’s disciple
Padmapada explicitly states that the appearance of the phenomenal world has to be traced
to such a Power,” and this view has become the standard position in Advaita.

Other schools, such as Nyaya, did not accept such a Power, nor did they accept that
the world has only an apparent reality. The followers of Nyaya maintained that the world
is a real effect which has God as its efficient cause. In defending the Advaita position,
Anandabodha says that the existence of such a Power can be proved if it is held that the
world is an effect.® He explains that an effect cannot originate from an efficient cause
alone but requires both an efficient and a material cause. He argues that it would be
incorrect to hold that something unreal has a real thing as its material cause. For if the
material cause is real, then its effect too will be real. And it would be equally incorrect to
hold that something which is purely fictitious, such as a rabbit’s horn, could have any
material cause at all. Because the world, which is an effect, is neither absolutely real nor
entirely fictitious, it must be inferred from the evidence of the effect that the material
cause too is something indeterminable as either absolutely real or absolutely unreal, and
such a material cause is the Power known as maya.

Against the Naiyayika contention that the Advaitin is unable to demonstrate that the
world is indeterminable as either real or unreal, i.e. that it is mithya, Citsukha advanced
the following definition of falsity: ‘whatever is the counter-correlate of its absolute
nonexistence in its own locus’ is mithya.'* That is to say, when a thing appears in a place
where it does not actually exist, it is false. For instance, a cotton shirt must be false or
mithya because the shirt is the counter-correlate of its absolute non-existence in its locus,
the cotton threads. The shirt does not exist as a shirt either in the threads taken singly or
in the pile of threads taken as a whole. Yet the shirt appears there in the threads when the
threads are arranged in a certain way. The appearance of the shirt is the counter-correlate
of its absolute non-existence in the threads and so the shirt is mithya. Sankara’s
definition of falsity is simpler, though no less effective. He equates reality with
permanence: what is truly real must not undergo change. It follows from this position that
whatever is seen to undergo change cannot be truly real and must therefore be mithya,
and hence the changing world is mithya.*
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It can be seen that Advaitins after Safkara met the new challenges of each period by
reformulating fundamental Advaita views in new ways, utilizing the sophisticated logical
techniques developed by the Naiyayikas.

vISISTADVAITA VEDANTA

The Visi®tadvaita world-view

visi$ tadvaita is a religious and philosophical tradition which upholds the full reality of a
personal God, the real existence of individual selves and the objective reality of the

physical world. The tradition of Visi® tadvaita has its roots in the religious literature of
the Tamil bhakti poets known as Alvars. The south Indian $rivai$Rava community came

to look wupon the collection of the devotional hymns of the Al.vérs, the
Divyaprabandham, as constituting a ‘Tamil Veda’ equivalent in status to the Sanskrit
Veda. However, the religious teachers (acaryas) of this community equally affirmed the
authority of the Vedic tradition and the importance of the prasthanatraya of the Vedanta,
i.e. the Upanifads, the Bhagavadgita and the Brahmasitras, and in doing so they linked

themselves to the pan-Indian Vedic heritage. Thus the followers of Visi® tadvaita also
refer to themselves as followers of ‘Ubhaya Vedanta’, or ‘double Vedanta, since they
base their doctrines upon the Tamil Divyaprabandham as well as upon the classical
Sanskrit texts of the Vedanta. Among the religious teachers of the Srivai¥%ava
community three are especially notable: Yamuna (918-1038[?]), Ramanuja (1017-1137)
and Vedanta Desika (1268-1369). These teachers wrote extensively in Sanskrit and

propounded and defended the philosophy and religion of Visi® Yadvaita.

The name “Visi$ tadvaita’ means ‘the non-duality (advaita) of the One who is
qualified (vis’if‘? asya)’, and it refers to Brahman, who is none other than the personal

Lord Vi¥tu and who is eternally qualified by individual selves and by physical matter.
What is meant in this context by the term ‘non-duality’ is that nothing else exists other

than the Lord qualified by all sentient and insentient things. Visi® tadvaitins, while
relying like other Vedantins upon the revealed texts, seek to interpret the texts from the
perspective of a common-sense realism. Consequently they maintain that reality contains
three real categories: the Lord (/svara), the sentient individual souls (cit) and insentient
matter (acit). The existence of the Lord is established solely on the basis of the scriptures,
whereas the reality of the latter two categories is established in accord with ordinary

sense-perception. A distinctive feature of the visi$ tadvaita meta-physics is its
explanation of the relation that exists between these three categories. Visi$advaita seeks
to explain this relation by drawing upon our common understanding of the relation that
exists between a substance and its attributes. According to our ordinary experience the
world contains substances as well as attributes: a rose, for example, can be considered as
a substantive while its particular colour forms its attribute. There is no experience of an
unqualified substantive or of an independently existing attribute, but rather a substantive
is always seen to be qualified by some attribute or the other. Although the substantive and
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the attribute are distinct, since we can conceive of them separately, they always exist in
an inseparable relationship since we cannot have a substance without its attribute or an

attribute without its substance. According to visi® Yadvaita, the Lord is the sole
substantive while the individual souls and physical matter are in an attributive relation.
The souls and matter are intrinsically other than the Lord, just as attributes are distinct
from their substantive, but they are ontologically dependent upon the Lord and
inseparable from him as attributes are dependent upon and inseparable from the
substantive in which they inhere.

Visi® ladvaita draws upon the analogy of the body and its indwelling soul
(sarfrasariribhava) to help elucidate this relationship between the Lord, souls and matter.
Ramanuja defines a body as a dependent entity which exists for the sake of the
indwelling self and is under the control of that self. While body and soul are essentially
distinct, they can be seen to form a kind of organic unity. Likewise, souls and matter are
the ‘body’ of the Lord and as such they exist for the sake of the Lord and are under the
control of the Lord, who is their innermost Self. Although souls and matter are essentially
distinct from the Lord, they form the ‘body’ while the Lord is their indwelling Self and
thus the Lord, souls and matter together form a kind of organic whole.™ It should not be

thought that visi$ tadvaita teaches a philosophy of simultaneous difference and non-

difference (bhedabheda) between the self and the Lord. In visi® tadvaita the self is
different from the Lord, but is dependent upon him as an attribute to a substantive or as a
body to its indwelling soul.

Visi® tadvaita accepts that the Lord is both the efficient and the material cause of the
world, but it invests these terms with its own meaning. At the time of the periodic cosmic
dissolution (pralaya), the primary matter (prak{ti) and the as yet unliberated souls
remain in a subtle, almost undifferentiated, condition. When the Lord has as his body the
primary matter and souls in this subtle condition, the Lord is said to be in a causal state.
At the time of creation the Lord does not directly become the material of the universe, but
he causes the ever-existent primary matter to evolve from its subtle condition into the
physical world and he causes the bound souls to assume bodies appropriate to their
former deeds (karma). Thus the Lord does not directly undergo change, but he can be
said to be either the efficient or the material cause when his ‘body’ exists in a causal or in
a manifest condition.™

The self and its consciousness

According to visi$ tadvaita the self is distinct from the physical body, the senses, the
mind, the vital-breath and consciousness. The self is other than the body because the
consciousness of ‘I’ has only the ‘I’ as its referent. When a person has concentrated his
mind and restrained the activity of his senses, he knows himself only as ‘I’ while the
body and its various parts do not form the object of the consciousness of ‘I’. Another
reason for the difference between self and body is based upon the logical distinction

between subject and object. visi# tadvaita argues, in the same manner as does Advaita,
that while the self is the sole referent of the cognition ‘I’ (aham), the body is an object of
the cognition ‘this’ (idam) and the referent of the cognition ‘I’ and the referent of the
cognition ‘this’ cannot be identical.™® The self is distinct from the senses because
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consciousness cannot be intrinsic to the senses either individually or collectively. If each
sense-organ had its own consciousness, then what was apprehended by one sense would
not be able to be recollected by another; but we do have recollections such as ‘I am
touching what | had previously seen.” Nor can the senses have consciousness collectively,
because if that were the case an object would always be experienced by all of the five
senses, which is not the case, and the loss of even one sense would result in death.

visi$ tadvaita argues that the self is other than the mind because the latter is
considered to be an instrument of cognition. The existence of the mind can be inferred
from the fact that in spite of the simultaneous contact of the senses with their respective
sense-objects, knowledge occurs in a successive manner rather than simultaneously. Here

Visi® tadvaita has relied upon the Nyaya explanation, though all Vedantins would argue,

on the basis of the Upanifads, that the self is other than the mind and the vital-breath.'®
The self is also other than mere consciousness, whether consciousness is conceived as

momentary and thereby impermanent as in Buddhist thought, or as changeless and hence

permanent as in Advaita. Visi¥ advaita argues that if the illusion of selfhood is due to the
similarity of a momentary stream of cognitions, because each cognition is momentary
and discrete, the Buddhists cannot account for the occurrence of recollection such as in

the statement, ‘I am the one who did this yesterday.” According to visi$ tadvaita a
recollection of this type demonstrates the presence of a conscious self who is the
permanent locus of the stream of consciousness.*’

Yamuna, the predecessor of Ramanuja, presents the following argument to prove that
the individual knowing subject, the self-conscious ‘I’ who is directly evident in the first-
person singular ‘I know’, is a self-evident entity. He says that: ‘all things [A] are manifest
without relying upon something of the same type [as A] or upon something which has
already been manifested by those things [by A]. Therefore the self is self-evident without
relying upon another thing.”*® Yamuna then explains that a material object, such as a pot,
does not depend upon something of the same type (sajatiya) in order to be revealed but
requires something dissimilar (vijatiya), namely a light. A light need not be revealed by
another light, nor does it depend upon the pot whose manifestation itself depended upon
the light. The manifestation of light requires the presence of something else, namely the
visual sense-organ. The operation of the visual sense-organ depends neither upon another
sense-organ nor upon what is revealed by the visual sense-organ, namely the pot and the
light. But the operation of the visual sense-organ depends upon the presence of
consciousness. Consciousness does not require another consciousness in order to be
manifest, nor does its manifestation depend upon what it has manifested, i.e. the pot, the
light and the sense-organ. Although consciousness is self-revealing, its function is to
reveal its objects to its locus and so consciousness depends upon a locus which is the self,
the knowing subject ‘I’. The self does not depend upon another self in order to become
manifest, nor does it depend upon what is dependent upon it, namely the light, the sense-
organs and consciousness. Therefore the conclusion reached is that the self is self-
revealing because it does not depend upon something else in order to be manifest.

According to Visi® tadvaita the self is self-revealing because the self is of the nature

of consciousness. Thus both Advaita and Visi® 'advaita consider the self to be self-
revealing precisely because it is of the nature of consciousness. However, the
fundamental difference between these two Vedanta schools is that for Advaita the Self is
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nothing but Consciousness, whereas for Visi® tadvaita the self is an eternal, individual,
knowing subject.

A particular feature of Visi® ladvaita is the distinction it makes between the
consciousness which constitutes the essential nature of the knowing subject and the
consciousness which is an essential attribute of that subject. The consciousness
constituting the essence of ‘I’ (dharmibhatajfiana) is the consciousness whereby the ‘I’
only knows itself to be an ‘I’. The consciousness which constitutes an essential attribute
(dharmabhatajfiagna) of the self has the function of revealing some object, whether it is a

mental state or a physical object, to the self. Visi® Yadvaita uses the analogy of a light and
its lustre to explain the distinction between consciousness as the essence of the self and
consciousness as the intrinsic attribute of the self. A light reveals only itself while the
lustre of the light reveals both itself and other things. Similarly, the self is like the self-
revealing light and the attributive consciousness, like the lustre of a light, reveals both

itself and other things to the self. Visi® tadvaita argues against Advaita that the self
cannot be mere consciousness because the self shines forth directly as ‘I’ whereas
consciousness depends upon a locus who has consciousness and consciousness also

requires an object. According to visi® tadvaita it is the attributive consciousness which
depends upon the self and reveals all objects to the self. Attributive consciousness is
capable of contraction and expansion; for example, when a person is in the state of deep
sleep, the attributive consciousness is in a contracted condition and so in sleep the ‘I’ is
only manifest to itself as ‘I’ but cannot know anything outside itself. In the state of
liberation (mok¥a) the attributive consciousness is released from the shackles of karma
and assumes its natural condition so that the soul becomes virtually all-knowing.

The reality of the world

Visi® tadvaita upholds the common-sense view that the world is an objective physical
reality. We have seen that the Advaita position is that the world cannot be categorically
determined as either absolutely real or as entirely fictitious, and this is what is meant by
the word mithya. The world is therefore an unreal appearance. The Advaita view follows
from their definition of reality: reality must be permanent; what is real cannot undergo
change. What changes cannot therefore be fully real. To put the matter in a more
technical manner, in Advaita the criterion for the reality of a thing is the ascertainment of
its continued existence in the same manner, i.e. the fact that it persists
(anuvartamanatva). Hence the criterion for the unreality of a thing is linked to the

discontinuity of the thing, i.e. the fact that it has exclusion (vyavartamanatva) from
existing in the same manner. If a thing is so excluded its reality is thereby negated
(badhita). For example, in the case of a rope appearing to be a snake, the rope is real
because it persists as a rope when the snake imagination has been excluded and thereby
been negated. With regard to the reality of the world, Advaita maintains that ultimately
mere Being, which is identical to mere Consciousness, alone is fully real because Being
persists in all things: the pot is, the cloth is, etc. The particular objects such as the pot and
the cloth cannot be fully real because they are excluded either on account of (a) the fact
that they mutually exclude each other as in the case of potness and clothness, which
exclude each other since the pot does not exist in the cloth and vice versa, or (b) because
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while the object changes, Being persists: the pot is, the broken piece is, the clay is, etc.*
Thus Advaita reasons in this manner: ‘Being is real because it persists, as proved by the
case of the rope in the rope-snake; jars and similar things are non-real because they are
non-continuous, as proved by the case of the snake which has the rope for its substrate.”?

Visi® tadvaita does not accept the Advaita position. Ramanuja argues that it is
incorrect to hold that negation is the result of non-persisting. Instead Ramanuja says that
non-persisting is the result of a negation and that negation will occur only when there is
contradiction between two cognitions which have the same object. For example, in the
case of the rope appearing as a snake there is the contradiction of the two cognitions “this
is a snake’ and ‘this is not a snake’, which have the same object, namely the rope. When
there is such a contradiction the cognition which has been produced by a valid means of
knowledge i.e. perception, negates the defective cognition, which is thereby excluded and
admitted to be unreal. But when there is no such contradiction among cognitions having
the same referent there is no negation and hence no exclusion and no unreality. So even
though the pot and the cloth exclude each other, or even though they both undergo
change, there is no contradiction of cognitions just on that account and hence the pot and
the cloth, etc., though not eternal, are not unreal. Thus we can see how Ramanuja has
reorientated the Advaita argument along realistic lines and tried to uphold the common-
sense view of the reality of the world.

DVAITA VEDANTA

The Dvaita world-view

The tradition of Dvaita Vedanta arose as a reaction against the school of Safikara and to a
lesser extent against the school of Ramanuja. The historical founder of the Dvaita school,
Madhvacarya (1238-1317), known also as Anandatirtha and ParRaprajfia, was initiated
into the Sankara order of renunciates and studied Advaita literature for some time before
adopting a radically different position from that of Advaita. He composed commentaries
upon the Upanifads, the Bhagavadgita and the Brahmasiitras as well as a number of
independent works. A community of followers grew up around his teaching with their
monastic centre in Udipi in south-west Karnataka. Along with Madhva, the notable
figures of the Dvaita tradition are Jayatirtha (1345-88), who produced lucid
commentaries on most of the writings of Madhva, and Vyasatirtha (1460-1539), who
perfected the formidable dialectical skills of the followers of Madhva with his work
Nyayam¥ta, which contains a trenchant critique of Advaita.

There are numerous broad areas of agreement between Dvaita and Visi® Yadvaita: they
both uphold the reality of a personal God, Lord Vi¥2u, who is endowed with infinite
auspicious attributes; they uphold the real existence of finite individual selves and the
real existence of an objective world; and they both share the belief that devotion (bhakti)
is the indispensable requirement for spiritual liberation. Madhva, however, rejected
Ramanuja’s method of harmonizing all the Upanifad texts on the basis of the analogy of

the relationship between body and soul. Implicit in this was his rejection of the vigist
advaita explanation that there is an ‘inseparable existence’ (apfthaksiddhi) between
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substance and attributes, for if attributes are inseparably connected to a substance, the
converse must also be true and the substance must be inseparably connected to its
attributes. If souls and matter form the ‘body’ or the “attributes’ of God, then according to
Madhva the concept of ap!thaksiddhi would seriously compromise the independence of
God.

Instead of the Visi® fadvaita conception of a threefold order of reality consisting of the
Lord (isvara), sentient selves (cit) and insentient matter (acit), Madhva sought to
emphasize the complete independence of God by enunciating a twofold category: God
who is the only Independent Real (svatantra) and everything else which is totally
dependent (paratantra) upon him. Within this twofold conception of reality Madhva
enumerated a realistic pluralism:

The manifest world contains a fivefold difference. There is (a) a
difference between the individual self and God. So too (b) there is a
difference between matter and God. There is (c) a mutual difference
between individual selves, and (d) a difference between individual selves
and matter. And there is () a mutual difference in physical matter.?*

However, Madhva’s pluralism is not a pluralism of independently real entities as in
Nyaya-Vaise¥ika, for in Madhva’s system all plurality depends for its continued
existence upon the will of God. Although Madhva considered the individual selves and
matter to be beginningless and eternal and to exist in their own right separately from God,
he makes their existence dependent upon the will of God. Individual selves, whether in
the state of bondage or liberation, and physical matter, exist only for the sake of God and
through the grace of God, and everything would instantaneously cease to exist if God did
not choose to will its continued existence.”

Madhva differs openly from the other Vedanta schools in maintaining that God is
solely the efficient cause of the world and not also the material cause. Madhva argues
that what is sentient cannot change into what is insentient and vice versa.”® Therefore
God, being sentient, cannot also be the material cause of the insentient world. Madhva
accepts the Santkhya concept of an eternal, insentient, subtle material called prak{ti, and
his explanation of creation is that God originates each cosmic cycle by causing prak{ti to
evolve into increasingly more complex forms. However, God should not be thought of as
just the initiator of the creation process, for Madhva maintains that each and every
successive distinction in the evolving matter is dependent upon the will of God.
Madhva’s explanation of creation, which he called ‘the acquisition of new traits
depending upon the will of the other [God]" (paradhmavisefapti), is intended to
emphasize both the immanence of God in the world and the continuing dependence of the
primary material, throughout all its modifications, upon the will of God.

A unique feature of Madhva’s thought is his doctrine that there is an intrinsic

inequality among selves. In visi$ tadvaita, the individual selves are fundamentally alike,
and although some souls such as Sri, Garuda and Ananta are considered to be eternally
liberated, all other souls are capable of achieving liberation. Madhva, however,

distinguishes three classes of selves: those who are fit for liberation, those who will
always remain within the cycle of rebirth, and those who are condemned to eternal
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suffering. Such an unusual doctrine in Indian thought has led to the speculation that
Madhva may have come under some influence of an early Christian community living in
south India, but this issue has not been settled.?* In putting forward the doctrine of the
intrinsic difference (svarizpabheda) among selves Madhva is not content with the usual
justification that the different condition among souls is brought about because each soul
is experiencing the results of its own beginningless involvement in action (karma). While
this explanation accounts for the diversity of life-experiences among souls, it does not
necessarily point to the fact that souls are intrinsically different by disposition. According
to Madhva, individuals must be intrinsically different in their disposition because
otherwise it cannot be explained how a soul would originally have come to choose one
course of action over another. The soul must have initially chosen to involve itself in
some particular action according to its intrinsic disposition, and that action then set in
motion the law of karma. Souls must therefore, by their very nature, be intrinsically
different in disposition.

According to Madhva both bondage and liberation must ultimately be traced to the
will of God. Bondage is the self’s false presumption of its own independence. This false
presumption is due to ignorance of the fact that the self is totally dependent upon the will
of God. Liberation is acquired through devotion (bhakti), which eventually gives rise to
the immediate knowledge (aparokfajfiana) of one’s essential dependence upon God.
This direct knowledge leads to the gift of grace whereby God liberates the soul upon the
termination of the remaining karma whose results have to be experienced in the present
life (prarabdhakarma). Even after liberation the souls, though in communion with God,
do not all experience either the same degree of proximity to God or the same degree of
bliss, but they experience a gradation of proximity and bliss according to their previous
spiritual practice which corresponds to their intrinsic spiritual capacity, and thus even in
liberation Madhva maintains that there is an intrinsic gradation among souls.

The individual self

Madhva’s explanation of the nature of the individual self is not fundamentally different

from that of Visi® tadvaita. The essential self is not other than the knowing subject who is
directly revealed in the enunciation of the first-person singular ‘I’.> The individuality of
each self can be known from the uniqueness of experience, for a person’s experience of
happiness or sadness rests with that person alone and cannot be directly experienced by
another. Madhva argues against the Advaita view that the difference between selves can
be explained on the basis of the presence of limiting adjuncts (upadhi), such as the mind,
which brings about an apparent difference in the non-dual Self. Madhva says that the
concept of a limiting adjunct has serious difficulties, such as whether the limiting adjunct
has contact with a part of the Self or with the whole Self. If the adjunct has contact with a
part of the Self, then the Self will be composite and therefore non-eternal. If the adjunct is
in contact with the whole Self, then the oneness of the Self cannot be differentiated by
limiting adjuncts.® Like Ramanuja, Madhva maintains that the self is intrinsically self-
luminous, the possessor of agentship and the experiencer of happiness and sadness.

Madhva, however, does not make explicit the distinction that is made in visi# tadvaita
between the self having substantive consciousness (dharmibhatajfigna) and attributive
consciousness (dharmabhitajniigna).
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A distinctive feature of the Dvaita conception of the self is the explanation put forward
about the relation between the self and God. Madhva uses the analogy of the relation
between the original image and its reflection (bimbapratibimbabhava) to characterize the
relation between God and the soul. The Advaita tradition also uses the same analogy of
the original (bimba) and the reflection (pratibimba) to illustrate the nature of the
appearance of the conditioned self. In Advaita, the individual conditioned self is
equivalent to the reflection of Brahman, i.e. Pure Being-Consciousness, in the limiting
adjunct of the internal organ. In the Advaita analogy, the original face stands for
Brahman, the mirror stands for the internal organ, and the reflection of the face in the
mirror represents the conditioned self. The conditioned self is unreal since it depends
upon the presence of the reflecting medium in order for the reflection to take place.?’ This
is not what Madhva seeks to convey through his use of the analogy. He seeks to
communicate the idea that the self has both similarity to God and dependence upon God,
just as a reflection is both similar to the original and dependent upon it. According to
Madhva this relationship of similarity and dependence between the soul and God should
form the subject matter for devotional contemplation.

An analogy is useful to illustrate only those aspects where similarity is intended to be
conveyed, and it is not meant to indicate that there is a complete correspondence between
all respects of the analogy and what it refers to. Otherwise, the reality of the soul would
have to be seriously questioned if it were thought to be some kind of reflection, since a
reflection has no reality of its own as it depends upon proximity between the original and
the reflecting medium. Just as Madhva criticized the Advaita explanation of individuality
where there is a reflection of the Self in limiting adjuncts, the Advaitins could equally
question how Madhva could uphold the real existence of an individual self while using
the analogy of a reflection. In fact Advaita and Dvaita utilize the idea of the original and
its reflection only to conceptually explicate their respective teachings as developed in
their own contexts, and these ideas could not have been intended to be subject to scrutiny
concerning the logical sustainability of the analogy in all its respects.

Epistemology

Dvaita, like Visi%advaita, holds that perception, inference and verbal testimony
constitute the means through which we are able to gather knowledge. Among the three,
perception and inference are authoritative means of knowledge in empirical matters while
the verbal testimony of the sacred texts is authoritative for those matters which fall within
the domain of revelation, such as the existence and nature of God. If the evidence from
ordinary perception appears to conflict with scriptural testimony, as in the case where the
revelation ‘you are That’ (tat tvam asi) appears to conflict with our ordinary self-

understanding, than both Dvaita and Visi% 'advaita accept ordinary perception as the
support (upajivya) of scripture and the latter must be interpreted in such a way as to be in
accord with ordinary perception. This shows the importance given to common-sense
realism in both these traditions. Advaita, however, maintains that if the Vedic texts
contradict something established by perception, such as that fire is hot, then scripture has
to be interpreted to accord with our normal perception; but if scripture contradicts our
dualistic assumptions made on the basis of perception, which it does when it reveals that
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there is ultimately non-duality, then scripture becomes the support (upajivya) and the
assumption of a real duality is falsified.
All Vedantins hold that knowledge which is produced by a valid and non-defective

means of knowledge is intrinsically valid (svata'fr prama®*ya) and does not require further
validation from another source in order to prove it valid, because that other source would
itself require to be validated and this would lead to an infinite regression. Validity is thus
intrinsic to knowledge and valid knowledge is what corresponds to its object just as that
object really is.”® However, we have to know that our knowledge does in fact correspond

to its object. visi® Yadvaita maintains that knowledge is shown to be valid when it
accords with our practical life as it is ordinarily understood.*® Advaita adopts the
principle of the absence of negation in order to test validity. Knowledge is valid so long
as it is not negated. When the knowledge of the silver seen in the oyster-shell is negated
by the subsequent knowledge that there is no silver in the shell, the former knowledge is
negated and thereby shown to be erroneous. The latter knowledge is true so long as it is
not negated.®® Dvaita maintains that the Advaita criterion for validity can only be
provisional, for although one’s knowledge of a thing may not be negated at the present
time, there is no guarantee that such knowledge will not be negated at some time in the
future.®* Madhva, therefore, in an attempt to discover certitude, has posited a novel
criterion in order to test validity. He maintains that the self has as an intrinsic attribute a
faculty of knowing called the sak¥in. The functions of the sakfin are two: 1 (a) it
perceives the sense-objects as they are revealed through sense-contact and (b) it directly
perceives mental objects such as pleasure and pain and intuits the concepts of space and
time; 2 (a) it reveals the presence of knowledge so that when we know something we are
able to know that we know it and (b) it validates our knowledge of things. However,
when the natural capacity of the sakfin to apprehend the validity of knowledge is
obstructed by contrary cognitions in the mind, then an extrinsic means such as
workability has to be employed to remove the doubt, and when the obstructing doubt is
removed then the sakfin validates the knowledge. Thus the school of Dvaita posits the
existence of an intuitive faculty which operates as the unerring criterion for apprehending
the validity of knowledge.

The world

Dvaita, like Visi% tadvaita, upholds the full reality of the ordinary, common-sense
understanding of the world against the Advaita position that the world is a
superimposition upon Brahman and is non-different from Brahman, analogous to a dream
event where the dream is a superimposition occurring in Consciousness and is itself
nothing but Consciousness. Madhva argues that in order for an illusory superimposition
to occur there is the twofold requirement of (a) a real prototype and (b) a real substratum.
If the world is an illusory superimposition upon Brahman, then there will have to be a
real world somewhere which is similar to the illusory one and there will have to be a real
substratum on which the illusion can occur.®® Madhva argues that Advaita cannot admit a
real prototype and so this world cannot be an illusory superimposition. The world is fully
real and this must be so because the world (a) is the object of a valid means of
knowledge, namely perception; (b) exists in time and space; and (c) has practical
efficiency, unlike an illusory thing such as the horn of a rabbit etc.
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In reply to the Dvaita argument, Advaita would agree that a superimposition requires a
real substratum but disagree that the prototype must be something real. For instance, the
mental impressions gathered while watching a horror film may be sufficient to cause a
nightmare. Further, while Advaita admits that there is a perception of difference, it denies
the truth of that perception on the ground that the function of perception is only to reveal
but it is not the function of perception to distinguish between what it reveals. The
function of distinguishing is actually a mental operation subsequent to perception.
Advaita also argues that the concept of difference is difficult to prove logically, for it
depends upon the knowledge of the relation between two factors: (a) a thing (dharmi),
such as a cloth, and (b) a counter correlate (pratiyogi), i.e. something other than the cloth
such as a pot etc. If we take the statement ‘the cloth is different from the pot’, the
difference belonging to the cloth, which distinguishes it from the pot, is either identical to
the cloth or is an attribute of the cloth. If difference is the same as the cloth, then as soon
as the word ‘cloth’ is uttered the difference of the cloth from every other thing should
automatically be known and any subsequent statement of difference such as ‘(the cloth) is
different from...” would be redundant. But we do make such statements as ‘the cloth is
different from the pot’ etc. Nor can difference be an attribute of the cloth. If difference is
an attribute, then it is not identical to the thing itself. In order to distinguish the attribute,
difference (D), from the substantive cloth we must posit another difference (D1) which is
an attribute of the first difference and which distinguishes that first difference from the
substantive. Otherwise difference (D) would be identical with the substantive. So, too, it
is necessary to posit another difference (D2) as an attribute of D1 in order to distinguish
D1 from D. And to distinguish D2 from D1 it is necessary to posit yet another difference
(D3) as an attribute of D2, and so there will be an infinite regression.

Madhva has attempted to ‘save the appearance’ of difference by formulating a new
explanation which could side-step the difficulties put forward by Advaita. He agreed with
the Prabhakara school of Mimamsa that difference is the very nature of the object and he
thought that while difference is identical to the object, it is a special type of identity
which provides for an occasional distinction to be made between difference and the
object. Madhva explains this relationship by proposing the concept of ‘distinction’ or
visefa. Every substance has the capacity to show distinctions within its own structure.®
This is why we can speak of the weight of a coin even though there is no actual
difference between the coin and its weight. According to Madhva, since difference is
identical to an object, when we first see an object we immediately know its difference
from everything else in a general way. The general notion can become specific when
required to do so because every substance has the capacity of visefa, i.e. the capacity to
allow a distinction to be made within itself.

The polemical literature between the Dvaita and Advaita schools reached its height
between the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries when the Dvaita author Vyasatirtha wrote
his critique of Advaita, Nyayamfta, which was responded to by the Advaitin
Madhustidana Sarasvati (AD 1500) in his work Advaitasiddhi. These schools of Vedanta,

the Advaita, Visi® fadvaita and Dvaita, continue into the present time, each with its own

orders of renunciates (sannyasin), professional scholars (pa‘!“f.‘f ita) and lay adherents, and
the Vedanta traditions still have an important part to play in the spiritual, intellectual and
cultural life of India.
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2 Sartikara (circa AD 788-820) is the most renowned teacher in the tradition of Advaita. The
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LOGIC AND LANGUAGE IN INDIAN
PHILOSOPHY

Vijay Bharadwaja

INTRODUCTION

Logic in Indian philosophy covers the study of the methodology of knowledge (prama?!
a-$astra). Hetu-vidya (the logic of justification), anvikfiki (the science of enquiry) and
tarka-sastra (the study of reasoning) are the other common synonyms for it. Typical
examples of items included in the study of logic are perception (pratyakfa), inference
(anumana), analogy (upamana) and verbal testimony (sabda). These are called sources,
methods or criteria of knowledge (prama?'a). Different Indian philosophical traditions
accept different sets of prama®as, taking some to be primitive and others derivative and
hence dispensable. In the materialistic (Lokayata) tradition which subscribes to the naive
common-sense world-view of philosophy, perception alone is accepted as the primitive
source of knowledge. Since no authentic texts of the tradition are available, it is not
possible to say how they defined perception. Whatever account of the Lokayata tradition
we have is inadequately based on their critics’ often derogatory statements about them.
The Lokayata thinkers are believed to have denied the possibility of the certainty and
necessity of empirical knowledge and hence rejected the possibility of inference, which
simply cannot take off without its relevant empirical generalization (vyapti).*

Kumarilabhatta (who belonged to the Parva Mimamsa tradition) accepts the frame-
work of six prama¥as as primitive—perception, inference, analogy, verbal testimony,
presumption or contextual interpretation (arthapatti), and negation (abhava). He regards
the other prama®'as like inclusion (sambhavam) and tradition (aitihyam) as derivative
and hence dispensable.

In the available discussions of the sources of knowledge, a large number of logical,
linguistic, epistemological, ontological and scientific issues are involved. Questions like
what are the criteria of a good, acceptable argument (hetu), what are the conditions which
make communication possible, and how is the concept of knowledge to be analysed
belong to the first three types. Whether the self and God exist, and how many elements,
like earth, water, fire and air, and in what quantity or form these go into the making of
this world belong to the last two types. In this chapter, we shall focus on the logical,
linguistic and epistemological issues, and touch upon others only when they impinge
upon this interest. Also, as far as possible, we shall keep from discussing the Buddhist
views on these issues.
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KNOWLEDGE

Factual beliefs

The Indian philosophers employed the concept of a source, method or criterion of
knowledge (prama®a) in the context of beliefs (jfiana) and knowledge (prama). The
question of the kind of beliefs there are is decided from the source or the means through
which they are acquired. Beliefs like “This is a man’ or “This man is brown’ are acquired
from observation (pratyak¥a). The belief that there is fire on the hill is acquired on the
basis of the empirical generalization ‘where there is smoke, there is fire’, and it falls
within the scope of inference (anumana). Similarly, for a Hindu the source of our
knowledge of moral and religious concerns is the Veda, and such knowledge constitutes
the proper jurisdiction of verbal testimony (sabda prama?a).

Not all beliefs (jfiana) are knowledge (prama).” For a piece of information to count as
knowledge it must meet two conditions, one internal and the other external to the source
of knowledge. What we claim to know must tally with facts as they are; this is the
external condition. Let us call it the condition of truth (yatharthataz). The internal
condition consists in satisfying the conceptual requirements of prama¥a relevant to the
given belief (jiana). A belief gained by inference, for example, must satisfy the defining
conditions of inference and all the rules of its acceptability as a good inference. Similarly,
a belief which falls within the jurisdiction of verbal testimony must satisfy the
requirements of its acceptability as specified in the conceptual structure of verbal
testimony (sabda prama®a). Let us call this the condition of justifiability (prama®ya).
On this account (which is generally accepted by different Indian philosophers)
knowledge by definition is justified true belief. This is to say that only a belief (jfiana)
which satisfies the condition of justifiability (prama'ya) and also the condition of truth
(yatharthata) is to count as knowledge (prama).

The Naiyayikas accept the epistemological framework of four sources of knowledge,
namely perception, inference, analogy and verbal testimony. Bhasarvajfia (who is
regarded as a Naiyayika) does not accept analogy as an independent, primitive source of
knowledge. He analyses analogy in terms of inference. However, Bhasarvajfia is an
exception in the Nyaya tradition. In general, both the traditionalist and the modern
Naiyayikas define verbal testimony in such a way that any belief whose source falls
within its jurisdiction must satisfy the condition of justifiability and the condition of truth.
They do not conflate these two; rather they differentiate them sharply. This is why they
define an authority (apta) as one who speaks the truth and not as one whose authority
constitutes truth.> The Naiyayika position can therefore be characterized as

epistemological externalism (parata‘fr -prama?tyavada).

The Parva Mimamsakas subscribe to a diametrically opposed view. Their main
preoccupation is investigation (jijigsa) into the nature of our moral and religious
concerns (dharma),* into our duty or what one ought to do. This interest puts constraints
on how they analyse knowledge. Besides, they accept the primacy of the scriptures (the
Veda) as the sole source of our knowledge of moral and religious matters. Such

knowledge on their view is not factual, and therefore is not a matter of perception or
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inference or any other means of knowledge except verbal testimony. It is this knowledge
that tells us what one ought or ought not to do. It is made available to us in the form of
Vedic injunctions and prohibitions. It does not consist in descriptions of what the case is.
Whatever other forms of (linguistic) expressions occur in the Veda, the Parva Mimam
sakas interpret them as subsidiary to the Vedic injunctions and prohibitions.

Three features of moral and religious knowledge are worth noting. First, such
knowledge is not factual. Second, there is no source of it except the scriptures. And third,
since the Veda is not the work of human mortals or some divine being and is infallible,
such knowledge is necessarily true and unquestionable. The first feature makes the
condition of factual truth (yatharthata) to this kind of knowledge inapplicable; the
condition is relevant to the factual knowledge only. The second feature renders the
distinction between (a) the source and (b) knowledge of moral and religious matters look
unimportant. Rather, of the two senses of the word prama#a—(i) that which makes the
formation of beliefs and also the criteria of their criticizability possible (pramiyate
jAayate anena), and (ii) that which provides us with the criteria of the criticizability of
beliefs (pramiyate yat)—the first is assimilated to the second and the word is used in the
second sense exclusively.® The third feature makes infallibility internal to the built-in
structure of this kind of knowledge; as the Parva Mimamsakas would say, whatever
conditions make such knowledge possible make it infallible also. This is the thesis of

self-evidence of knowledge (svata'fT prama¥yavada) as opposed to the Nyaya thesis of

epistemological externalism (parata‘fr pramanyavada). | would call this position
epistemological internalism with respect to our knowledge of moral and religious
concerns (dharma). However weak their argument might be, the Parva Mimamisakas
extend this thesis to all the other types of knowledge including perception and inference.
Beliefs (jigna) are expressed in statements which are said to be true or false. When
justified and true they constitute knowledge (prama). Epistemologically, the minimal
structure of a statement is given by the rule that a certain predicate is affirmed or denied
of some individual (jdtivis’if*?a vyakti). We do not know individuals as ‘x’, ‘y’ or ‘z’ as
such without reference to their properties and relations, nor do we know properties like
‘being a man’, ‘being tall’ and ‘being a brahmin’ by themselves, in isolation from the
individuals who possess them. We know individuals as having certain properties and
relations, and we know properties and relations as possessed by certain individuals.
Affirmative statements like ‘he is a man’, ‘he is tall’ and ‘he is a brahmin’ fall within the
scope of this analysis. Justification (pramal'ya) of such statements comes from
observation (pratyak®a); and if true, their truth (yatharthata) consists in their tallying

with facts or how things are.

Negative sentences

The account of negative statements in Indian logic is very complex. Statements like
‘there is no jar here (at this place)’, ‘there are no sky flowers’ and ‘the son of a barren
woman does not exist’ are negative statements. In the history of logic in India,
philosophers have adopted three major epistemological strategies to explain the
conditions of the possibility of true negative statements. (1) The Parva Mimamsakas
accept negation (abhava) as an independent means of knowledge. On their view negative
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statements are the subject matter neither of perception nor of inference but of an
independent means of knowledge called negation.® To say this is to say that we form such
statements and also know them to be true in a direct way on a par with true affirmative
statements. (2) A second strategy is adopted by the Buddhists.” On their view, our
knowledge of true negative statements is strictly a matter of inference—that inference
whose conclusion is a negative statement. (They call it anupalabdhi.) They see no need to
envisage an independent means of knowledge to account for such statements. (3) The
Naiyayikas seek to explain the possibility of true negative statements within the
framework of perception.? It is important to note that there is a common element in these
strategies which constitutes the core of their analysis. Other things being equal, they
employ the reduction pattern of argument central to which is a counterfactual conditional
(tarka) of the form “if such and such were the case, then such and such would have been
the case’. Take, for example, the statement “there is no jar here (at this place)’. The core
argument in each one of these strategies runs as follows: other things being equal, for
example the light is good, visibility is not poor, etc., if the jar were here, it would have
been visible as the ground is visible. Since the jar is not visible, it is fair to conclude that
there is no jar here (yadi atra gha? 0 abhavisyat tarhi bhiitalam ivadrak#yat). Explanation
of the other two examples, ‘there are no sky flowers, and ‘the son of a barren woman
does not exist’, is given along these lines; only in their case, the situation is a little more
complex.

Generality sentences

Central to the Indian theories of reasoning is the concept of generality (vyapti), as in
‘wherever there is smoke, there is fire’. The Indian logicians differentiate several types of
generalities and discuss in detail the epistemological problems concerning them—Iike
how we come to form them and what conditions must be satisfied to make them reliable
for purposes of justification of some other statements which are always singular in
character. For example, if one seeks to justify the statement ‘there is fire here’, when the
fire is not within one’s field of vision, one justifies it by citing a statement ‘there is smoke
here’ in conjunction with a generality sentence ‘wherever there is smoke, there is fire’.
Such justification also requires pointing to a paradigm case (d.’“ffdnta) exemplifying the
relevant generality (vyapti). The following are examples of generality expressing
sentences discussed in Indian logical theory:

(1) Where there is smoke, there is fire, as in the kitchen.

(2) Where there is no fire, there is no smoke either, as in a lake.

(3) Where there is smoke, there is fire fed by wet fuel.

(4) Where there is fire fed by wet fuel, there is smoke.

(5) Whatever is produced is not eternal, like the pot.

(6) Whatever is knowable is nameable like cloth. (This generality sentence is used in the
argument, as in ‘pot is nameable because it is knowable like cloth’.)

(7) Whatever is not nameable is not knowable either.

(8) Whatever does not have the distinctive feature of earth—that it is different from all
other substances, that thing does not have the characteristic of smell either, for
example water. (This generality sentence is used in the argument: ‘Earth differs from
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other things because it has smell; that which does not so differ has no smell, as water;
this is not like it; and hence it is not so.” Other things being equal, the argument comes
to this: if F is a differentiating feature of x, and if y is different from x, then y does not
have F.)

(9) All of Maitreyi’s children are dark-complexioned like Devadatta.

(10) All simsapas (the Asoka trees) are trees.

(11) The third of the lunar asterisms consisting of six stars (K ttikas) rise whenever they
are in the proximity of the fourth lunar a¥terism containing five stars figured by a cart
(Rohi®).

The Indian logicians, particularly the Naiyayikas and the Piirva Mimanisakas, disagree
whether each of the sentences is a reliable generality which could be legitimately used in
the justification procedure. However, they all agree that (9) is not a reliable generality
sentence, that it expresses an accidental, not a nomological, generalization. They observe
that from the fact that all Maitreyi’s children are dark-complexioned it does not follow
that her next child will be dark-complexioned. Their argument is that ‘being Maitreyi’s
child’ and ‘being dark-complexioned’ are only accidentally connected. These logicians
also agree that (1) definitely is a reliable and not an accidental generalization, and
therefore it is a fit candidate for use in the justification procedure.

A nomological generalization need not always be causal. For instance, the generality
sentence (10), which asserts that the class of the Asoka trees is a proper subset of the
class of trees, is a nomological and not a causal generalization. Similarly, (11) is also a
nomological generalization, though we do not know whether the relationship between
‘being in the proximity of the fourth lunar asterism’ and ‘rising of the third lunar
asterism’ is causal. An interesting example is that of a weighing scale. The relationship
between its two sides may not be said to be causal, yet the generality expressing the
relationship must be regarded as nomological.

Though the Indian logicians differentiated causal from non-causal, and accidental
from nomological, generalizations, they seem to have failed completely in distinguishing
a definition, an axiom, or a presupposition fundamental to their conceptual frameworks,
from an empirical generalization. They did not see, for instance, that (6) is a
presupposition fundamental to someone’s (in this case, the Naiyayikas’) conceptual
framework, and that it is not a generalization on a par with the empirical generalizations
expressed in (1) and (2). They regarded (1) as a generalization reached by the method of
agreement (anvaya vyapti), and (2) as a generalization reached by the method of
difference (vyatireka vyapti), because for both (1) and (2) a good paradigm or example
could be shown.? For (1) an example showing the agreement—a positive example—could
be given in which smoke is shown to be regularly associated with fire, for instance in the
kitchen; and for (2) an example showing the difference—a negative example—could be
presented in which absence of fire is shown to be regularly associated with absence of
smoke, for instance in the lake. But on the Naiyayikas’ view, for (6) no negative example
is conceptually possible; only a positive example can be given. They did not see that if a
negative example is logically impossible, then giving a positive example has no meaning,
because the very intelligibility of the one derives from its contrast with the other. If this is
true, then saying that there is a paradigm or an example in such cases ceases to have
meaning; for then the very notion of a paradigm or example is rendered conceptually
otiose. The point I am making is that the notion of a paradigm or an example is not at all
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relevant to sentences of type (6). Sentence (6) is a presupposition or an axiomatic
assumption which is fundamental to the Naiyayika conceptual framework; it is only a
gross misunderstanding of the nature of this presupposition that the Naiyayikas go about
looking for a paradigm or an example of it. In the nature of the case, either everything or
nothing is an example of it, and both these alternatives are equally illusory. The same
argument applies to sentence (5).

The Naiyayikas’ position becomes all the more untenable when we consider the
generality sentence (7). Sentences (7) and (6) are equivalent; and as the Naiyayikas view
them, everything is an instance of (6) but nothing is an instance of (7), because there is
nothing which could possibly be said to be an example of it. To my mind, it is simply
mistaken to say of any two equivalent generalizations that there are instances of one but
none of the other. The Naiyayikas would not have made this mistake if they had cared to
examine closely the nature of the sort of generality they were talking about in accepting
(6) or rejecting (7).

The case of the generality sentence (8) is more complex. The sentence moves on the
strength of the individuating feature of earth, namely that it has smell. Given this feature,
it is an obvious truism that whatever else is different from earth does not have the
differentiating feature of earth, namely smell. I do not quite see why the Naiyayikas
called (8) a generality sentence. More or less, (8) is an argument which gives the
incorrect impression that it has a certain shared structure with the law of identity, that is,
for all x and for all y, if F is a feature of x and x is identical with y, then F is a feature of y
also; in symbols, (X) (y) (Fx. (x=y)—Fy). However, (8) is not a statement of the law of
identity. What it says is that if F is a distinctive feature of x, and if y is different from x,
then F is not true of y. As said earlier, (8) moves on the strength of the definition, in this
case, of earth. The Naiyayikas take (8) as a generalization which shows the exclusion of
something from everything else (kevala vyatireki vyapti), for which no positive example
is conceptually possible. The situation here is similar to that we encountered in the case
of the generality sentence (6). The Naiyayikas misunderstood the nature of (8); they
misconstrued it on the model of (1) and (2), taking it to be some sort of empirical
generalization for which an exclusively negative example can be given. They failed to see
that definitions could not be said to be empirical generalizations which have instances. It
is possible, however, that some definitions are abstractions reached on the basis of
empirical observation such that they have application to the empirical sphere.

In this light it is not surprising that the Piirva Mimamsakas and many other logicians
did not share the Naiyayika view that sentences (5), (6) and (8) express some sort of
(empirical) generalizations which must have exclusively positive or exclusively negative
examples. It is important to observe, however, that the Naiyayikas had a point when they
regarded (5), (6) and (8) as generality sentences. The role played by these sentences is
that they make certain types of inferences possible and legitimate. Thus, on the Naiyayika
view, inferences based upon definitions, axioms and presuppositions fundamental to
one’s conceptual framework as exemplified in (5), (6) and (8) are valid at least within the
specified conceptual scheme. This insight is illuminating with respect to the question of
the validity of reasoning patterns within a given tradition. Several instances of extensive
exploitation of this insight are available in the logical patterns developed by the Vedantic
thinkers, for example their arguments to justify the thesis that this world is not real.*°
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In the different traditions of Indian logic, the concept of generality has been analysed
differently. In the Nyaya tradition it has been analysed as a regular association
(sahacarya or sahacarya niyama) counter-instances of which are not known (vyabhicara
jfiana viraha). The Parva Mimamsakas analyse it as a natural relationship (svabhavika
sambandha) which is not vitiated by some or other restriction, exception, or limiting
condition (upadhi). One example of such a condition is provided by the following
argument: ‘Violence which is part of a Vedic sacrifice is wrong; for, it is violence like
any other violence, etc.”™ The context of this argument is this: the Veda enjoins the
sacrifice (called agnifomiya) the performance of which involves violence to certain
animals (for example killing them). Violence involved in the performance of a sacrifice is
known as sacrificial violence (kfatuhimsa). What is enjoined by the Veda is morally
right and what is forbidden by the Veda is morally wrong. Sacrificial violence is enjoined
by the Veda, so it is morally right; on the contrary, killing a brahmin is forbidden by the
Veda, so it is morally wrong. The argument is directed against the Piirva Mimarnisakas,
who accept the authority of the Veda in matters of moral and religious concerns. In this
argument ‘being forbidden’ is the restriction, a limiting condition (upadhi). ‘Being
forbidden’ is not applicable to sacrificial violence, though it is relevant to some other
cases of violence, for example killing a brahmin. The argument illicitly conflates the
sacrificial violence which is enjoined by the Veda and thus allowed with any other
violence, like killing a brahmin, which is forbidden by the Veda.

The generality sentences (1) and (2) express empirical generalization, a regular
association with no known counter-instances. When sentence (1), ‘where there is smoke,
there is fire, as in the Kitchen’, is true but its converse, ‘where there is fire there is
smoke’, is false, it is a case of non-equivalent generality (viama vyapti). However, it is
possible to have a generality sentence like (3), ‘where there is smoke, there is fire fed by
wet fuel’, or (4), ‘where there is fire fed by wet fuel, there is smoke’. Sentences (3) and
(4) are a pair of equivalent generality (sama vyapti). The same is true of (5), ‘whatever is
produced is not eternal, like the pot’. Here also the class of things said to be produced is
coextensive with the class of things said to be non-eternal; so the generality expressed in
(5) is a case of equivalent generality; only it is not an empirical generalization as (3) and
(4) are.

As remarked earlier, the Indian logicians do not seem to be clear regarding the nature
of generality—whether in forming generalities they were formulating empirical
generalizations, definitions or presuppositions fundamental to their conceptual
frameworks. My feeling is that they viewed generalities as empirical generalizations.
This feeling is confirmed by the methodology they adopted for forming generalizations.
The most frequently used method is the repeated observation. Having repeatedly
observed a regular association, say, of smoke with fire, we reach the generalization
‘where there is smoke there is fire, as in the kitchen’. This is one half of the story. The
other half consists in handling possible doubts about a given generalization. This is done
by employing argumentation (tarka), particularly of the reductio type.*> With its help, we
are able to say that there are no known counter-instances. Yet the sceptic may argue that
it is logically illegitimate to move from the observation of some instances, say, of smoke
with fire to the generalization that ‘where there is smoke there is fire’. To meet the
sceptic’s argument, the Indian logicians have taken two tacks. The Naiyayikas have
brought in the notion of an extraordinary perception (samanya lak¥aa pratyasatti)
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whose function is to abstract the general features of what is observed to enable us to
grasp the generality, as in ‘where there is smoke there is fire, as in the kitchen’.*® The
Jaina thinkers followed a different tack.** They maintained that perception can give us
knowledge of particulars only, not of generality. Nor can inference give us knowledge of
generality; for it itself is parasitic on perception. So they accepted an additional
independent means of knowledge called induction (tarka) and claimed that this alone can
give us knowledge of generality. Their strategy was more like that of Bertrand Russell in
the twentieth century of accepting induction as an independent principle of logic.

Besides the methods of repeated observation, extraordinary perception, and induction,
the Indian logicians recognize a fourth way of forming generalities. It is the method of
intuitive induction, that is, one can form a legitimate generalization in one single
perception. This method is exploited mainly by the Vedanta Mamammakas in their
arguments to show the illusoriness of this world on the strength merely of certain
paradigms of visual illusions like nacre silver.® The Naiyayikas and the Jaina
philosophers, who are realists through and through, do not put much store by this method
of forming and knowing generalities.

JUSTIFICATION

Patterns of arguments

The concept of generality is central to the Indian theory of inference and justification.
The word anumana has often been translated as ‘inference’; and with this all sorts of
assertions have been made about it: that anumana is inference, that it is deductive and
formal, that it could be said to be valid or invalid. Fortunately, these and similar
characterizations of it have recently been challenged, and a new thinking is emerging.*®
In the relevant literature, the word anumana has been used to describe a variety of
reasoning patterns. In the Nyayasiatra of Gotama, we find at least three different
reasoning patterns. They are classified as inference. (1), inference may be justification of
a prediction (parvavat). It is arguing from a cause to its effect by way of making a
prediction. For example, a person observing clouds, other things being equal, is able to
say that there will be rain. (2), inference may be an explanation (sefavat). It is arguing
from an effect to its cause by way of explaining a phenomenon. For example, a person
observing a swollen river, other things being equal, is able to say that there have been
rains in the region. (3), inference may be a justification from the commonly seen
(samanyato d!‘i‘?a). If two things have been commonly observed to be regularly
associated, then arguing from seeing one to the knowledge of the other is called
inference or justification from the commonly seen. For example, a person observing an
animal possessing horns is able to say that the animal also has a tail. Smoke and fire are
observed to be regularly associated; so if one knows that there is smoke on the hill, one’s
argument then that there must also be fire would fall within the scope of inference from
the commonly seen.
The structure of inference in Indian logic has followed three major patterns:

(A) (1) There is fire on the hill
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2) because there is smoke on it.

In this pattern, (1) is called the thesis to be justified (pak¥a, sadhya), and (2) is called the
argument or reason (hetu, sadhana). Ordinarily, (2) is stated in conjunction with some
observationally available paradigm or example (udahara®a) which shows that the reason
statement is true and thus acceptable.

(B) 1) There is fire on the hill
) because there is smoke on it
3) where there is smoke, there is fire, as in the kitchen
(4) this is so
(5) hence, this has fire.

In this pattern, (1) is called the thesis; (2) the reason or argument; (3) the paradigm or
example stated in conjunction with its relevant generality; (4) the application (upanaya)
which consists in thinking of (1), (2) and (3) together, and (5) the deduction (nigamana)
or the result of (4). When inference has this structure, the Naiyayikas call it fully formed
reasoning (nyaya). This pattern is aimed at communicating and demonstrating to others
how a given thesis is argued for, and it is technically classified as inference for the sake
of others (pararthanumana). In this pattern, (1) is the declaration of the thesis to be
shown to be true, (2) to (4) consist of argument supported by observational evidence, and
(5) is the declaration that (1) is shown to be true.

Inference for the sake of others has been differentiated from inference for oneself
(svarthanumana), in which the individual in the process of investigation himself reaches
the truth of a given thesis. When required to show his reasoning, he exhibits it as
inference for others, that is, by giving a full-blown account of his reasoning leading to the
truth of the thesis.

The Parva Mimamsakas find pattern (A) inadequate, for it does not explicitly include
a generalization; and pattern (B) unnecessarily artificial, as it involves two superfluous
statements. They suggest that a pattern (C) consisting of three statements, either a
conjunction of (1), (2) and (3) or a conjunction of (3), (4) and (5), is good enough to
qualify as a precise statement of inference.”’

Another classification of inference is based on the type of generality used in it at step
(3) in pattern (B). Thus, inference is said to be based on both agreement and difference
(anvaya-vyatireki), based on agreement exclusively (kevalanvayi), and based on
difference exclusively (kevala vyatireki) if it works with the type of generality
exemplified in the generality sentences (1), (6) and (8) respectively. The Naiyavikas

broadly accept this threefold division of inference, but Kumarila Bha!!a of the Parva
Mimamsaka tradition denies that inference based on difference exclusively really is
inference. Instead he accepts an independent means of knowledge, namely presumption
or contextual interpretation (arthapatti), which he employs to handle ‘inferences’ based
on difference exclusively. In general, those who do not accept patterns of inferences
based on agreement exclusively or based on difference exclusively argue essentially from
the logical fact that inferences based on agreement exclusively fail to satisfy the
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condition that a good reason or argument must not allow counter-examples (vipak¥a)’,
and that inferences based on difference exclusively fail to satisfy the condition, namely
that a good reason or argument must admit favourable examples (sapak$a). This indeed
is the case, because inferences based on agreement exclusively exclude the possibility of
counterexamples, and similarly, inferences based on difference exclusively exclude the
possibility of favourable examples. The logical fallacies committed in these inference
patterns are extraordinary discrepancy and ordinary discrepancy respectively. None the
less, the Naiyayikas stuck to these inference patterns in spite of their logical fallacies.

| indicated earlier that the thesis to be justified is called pakfa. For instance, in
argument pattern (A), the statement (1) ‘There is fire on the hill’ is the thesis to be
justified; so it is called pakfa in that argument pattern. Sadhya is a term which is
alternative to and synonymous with pak¥a. An argument or reason offered in support of
the thesis to be justified is called hetu or sadhana for the thesis. The idea of a reason’s
being relevant to the thesis to be justified is called relevance (in Sanskrit, pak?
adharmata).

When made explicit an argument consists of (i) a statement of observed condition(s),
for example ‘There is smoke on the hill’, and (ii) a generalization including (iii) a
relevant paradigm or example. Knowledge of the relevance of the reason to the thesis is
called ratiocination or deliberation (paramarsa).’® On the Nyaya view, inferential
knowledge is the result of inference; and since deliberation or ratiocination leads to such
knowledge, the ratiocination itself is regarded as the same as inference.

The notions of sapak®a and vipak¥a must be clarified. In the Indian logical literature,
there are at least two different though related uses of these terms—(1) in relation to the
thesis to be justified, and (2) in relation to the paradigm or example. In relation to the
thesis to be justified, sapakfa means the same as the thesis to be justified; and vipak¥a
means any thesis other than the thesis to be justified. For instance, in a given argument, if
sapak¥a is the thesis that sound is eternal, its vipak¥a would be a thesis other than or
opposite to this thesis for example ‘sound is audible’ or ‘sound is not eternal’. This usage

is characteristic of Buddhist logic. The way the Naiyayikas, for instance Annamibhatta
(1623 AD) and Visvanatha (1634 AD), employ these terms suggests their second use.
Here the two terms are applicable to paradigms or examples. Thus, sapak¥a means a
paradigm which exemplifies the applicability of its relevant
reason and vipak¥a means a paradigm which exemplifies the inapplicability of its

relevant reason. For instance, if the reason is the smoke-fire generality, then its sapakfa
paradigm is the case of the kitchen, where smoke connected to fire is observable; and its
vipakfa paradigm is the case of the lake, to which the relevant generality is inapplicable.
The Indian logicians have not been very good at keeping these two uses of the term
separate; often they have tended to blur the distinction.

Conditions of justification

The Nyaya thinkers in general have not paid much attention to formulating explicitly the
conditions for a good argument; the Buddhists have done far better in this regard. Some
discussion, however, is found in Nyaya works like Tarkam?ta of Jagadisa (1635 AD) and
Tarkakaumudi of Laugak®i Bhaskara (seventeeth century), and in Parva Mimamisa
works like Manameyodaya of Naraya'a (AD 1587-1656). Most of these works belong to
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the later period of Nyaya and Parva Mimamsa logic, and they show evidence of the
Buddhist influence. According to these thinkers, the following are the five conditions
which must be satisfied for a reason or an argument to be good:

1 The reason must be relevant to the thesis to be justified.

2 The reason must be true of the thesis to be justified.

3 The reason must not be applicable to a thesis other than the thesis to be justified.

4 The thesis to be justified must not be inconsistent with anything known by some other
means of knowledge.

5 The argument must not leave open the possibility of a stronger reason which can be
used to justify the opposite of the thesis to be justified.

Of these, the fourth is not really a condition for a good reason, but concerns the nature of
the thesis to be justified. It specifies the requirement that the thesis to be argued for must
not be inconsistent with anything known by some other means of knowledge. For
instance, the statement ‘Fire is not hot’ is inconsistent with what we know by perception;
hence this statement could not be a (legitimate) thesis for the purposes of inference. The
Naiyayikas called it a pseudo-thesis, that is, a statement which appears to be the thesis
but in fact is not.

The fifth condition concerns neither the thesis nor the reason justifying it; it is more or
less heuristic in intent for argumentation in general. It requires that an argument should
be strong enough to prevent the opponent from justifying his thesis by a different set of
argument. For instance, the argument

(a) Sound is eternal
because it is an exclusive characteristic of ether

is not strong enough to prevent an opponent from justifying his thesis that sound is not
eternal by advancing the following argument:

(b) Sound is not eternal
because it is originated.

Conditions (1), (2) and (3) indeed concern the reason or argument. It we accept them as
criteria of a good reason, then the Naiyayikas land themselves in an unenviable position
with respect to inference patterns based exclusively on agreement or exclusively on
difference. The argument in the case of the former fails to satisfy the third condition, the
negative example being impossible; and the argument in the case of the latter fails to
satisfy the second condition, the positive example being impossible. So, the Naiyayikas
are faced with a dilemma: either accept (2) and (3) as the necessary conditions for a good,
acceptable argument, and reject the inference patterns based exclusively on agreement or
exclusively on difference as invalid; or retain the two inference patterns as acceptable and
valid but say that (2) and (3) are not really the necessary conditions for a good reason or
argument. Both these positions in one or another form have been adopted in the history of

Indian logic. It is noteworthy that Annambhatla (AD 1623) is apparently silent on the
question of the conditions for a good argument, and he accepts the said inference patterns
as good and acceptable forms of reasoning. A Pirva Mimamsa thinker, Naraya®a (AD
1587-1656), formulates requirements (1) to (5) clearly, but restricts their application
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mainly to the pattern of inference based on both agreement and difference as illustrated in
the smoke-fire example.*

Fallacies

Fallacious reasoning involves a pseudo-reason (hetvabhasa). A pseudo-reason is
something which appears to be a reason but really is not a (good) reason. There is no
general agreement on the number of fallacies in Indian logic. Kal'ada (AD 450), the
author of Vaisefika-satra, accepts three—discrepant, opposite, and irrelevant;

Kumarilabha!ta (AD 600-660), of the Parva Mimamisa tradition, accepts four—
irrelevant, opposite, uncertain, and extraordinary. The Jaina thinkers accept three—
irrelevant, opposite, and uncertain; Gotama (AD 150), the author of Nyaya-sitra, accepts

five—discrepant, opposite, equipollent, circular, and untimely; so does Annamibha®ta
(AD 1623), the author of Tarkasarigraha and Tarkadipika—discrepant, opposite,
counterbalanced, irrelevant, and futile. Often there is disagreement on the interpretation

of these terms. However, we give here Annambhalta’s classification. Since the five
criteria of a good reason or argument have been formulated earlier, it is convenient to
discuss the fallacies in terms of these criteria.

One commits the fallacy of irrelevant reason (asiddha hetu) when (a) the thesis to be
justified is about something which does not exist, or (b) when the reason advanced is
irrelevant to the thesis, or (c) when the reason fails to specify the limiting condition or
restriction which alone can make the reason relevant to the thesis. Consider the argument

(@) The sky lotus is fragrant
because it is a lotus like a lotus in a lake.

In this argument, the thesis is about the sky lotus. The sky lotus is a concept, and there is
nothing in the world to which it is applicable. But the reason speaks of the real lotus. A
statement about the real lotus is not relevant to justifying a statement about something
which is unreal. Hence, the fallacy of irrelevant reason. Since in this argument there is no
logical basis for advancing the reason, the type of irrelevance involved is called logical
irrelevance.

(b) Sound is a quality

because it is ocular.

In this argument, the thesis is about sound, while the reason is about something relating
to the eye. So, the reason is not relevant to the thesis to be justified; hence the fallacy of
irrelevant reason. The type of irrelevance involved here is generated by confusion of
logical types; for sound can be said to be audible or inaudible, and the ocular has nothing
to do with it.

(c) There is smoke on the hill
because there is fire on it.

Since it is possible to have smokeless fire, the reason here is not relevant to the thesis to
be justified unless it is explicitly specified which kind of fire is being talked about. This
can be done by articulating the limiting condition or restriction, namely the contact (of
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fire) with wet fuel (which naturally produces smoke). Hence the fallacy of irrelevant
reason. The type of irrelevance involved here is that the reason is too wide in its
application; for, in the argument as stated, the reason is more general than the thesis to be
justified, with the consequence that it is not strictly related to the thesis. It is to be noticed
that in all these arguments (a), (b) and (c) the reason fails to satisfy condition (1) for a
good reason or argument, namely the condition of relevance. For a reason to be good, it is
essential that it is relevant to the thesis to be justified. If the reason is not relevant to the
thesis, the fallacy of irrelevant reason is committed.
Consider the argument

(d) Sound is eternal
because it is produced.

In this argument, ‘being eternal’ and ‘being a product’ are mutually incompatible. So, the
reason is inconsistent (viruddha) with the thesis. Hence, the fallacy of opposite reason is
committed. In fact, ‘being a product’ could be cited as a good reason for saying that
sound is not eternal. The thesis ‘sound is not eternal’ is the opposite (vipakfa) of the
thesis in (d), and the given reason is correctly applicable to it, resulting in the violation
of the third rule, which says that the reason must not be applicable to the opposite thesis.

Sometimes, a fallacy is committed when the reason is discrepant (savythhicara) with
the thesis to be justified. In the following three arguments, the fallacy of discrepant
reason is committed:

(e) There is fire on the hill
because it is knowable.

)] Sound is eternal
because it is a sound.

(9) Nothing is eternal
because it is knowable.

In argument (e), the reason is applicable not only to the case of fire on the hill but also to
the case of there being no fire on the hill; in fact it is applicable to whatever the case may
be—it may be the opposite of the given thesis or it may be any other thesis; the reason
would be equally applicable to it. This shows that the reason is too general to support the
thesis. Since the claim made in the reason statement is quite at variance with the claim
made in the thesis, the reason is said to be discrepant with the thesis. And, since the
reason is too wide in its application, the specific discrepancy involved is called the
ordinary or common discrepancy. Thus argument (e) involves the fallacy of common
discrepancy.

The reason in argument (f) is discrepant because it makes a claim which is trivially
true; no sane person would ordinarily advance it as a reason in support of the substantive
claim made in the thesis in question. Hence, this reason is extraordinary. So, the fallacy
committed is extraordinary discrepancy.

In argument (g) also, the reason is discrepant with the thesis. The claim in the reason
statement that something is knowable is quite at variance with the claim in the thesis that
nothing is eternal. Besides, no positive or counter-example is possible in the case of this
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argument. Thus the reason in this argument is discrepant: it is inconclusive, and does not
clinch the issue.

A discrepant reason is also called uncertain (anaikantika)—that which is vague and
ambiguous, not precise, not pointed. It follows from the meaning of this word that a
reason which commits this fallacy is a suspect (sandigdha) reason.

When a reason fails to satisfy the second or third condition for a good argument it is
said to be a discrepant reason. The reason in argument (€) turns out to be applicable to the
opposite thesis also, thus violating the third condition, namely that a good reason must
not be applicable to the opposite thesis. In the case of argument (g), neither a positive nor
a negative example is possible; thus it fails to satisfy both the second and the third
condition. In argument (f) the claim made in the reason statement does not connect it to
the thesis to be justified. So, the argument flouts the first rule, namely that the reason
must be relevant to the thesis to be justified.

An example of an argument which involves the fallacy of futile (badhita) reason is:

(h) Fire is not hot
because it is a substance.

In this argument, the thesis is inconsistent with what is known to be true by perception; in
fact, the contradictory of the thesis, “Fire is hot’, is definitely known by perception to be
true. So, the thesis is one which needs no inferential argument. When this is the case, the
fourth condition for a good reason is not satisfied, and the resultant fallacy is called futile
(that is, ‘not allowed”). This fallacy properly belongs to the nature of the thesis to be
justified and not to the reason justifying it.

Similarly, the fallacy of the counterbalanced reason (satpratipakfa), which is
illustrated by the following pair of arguments, is not a fallacy of the reason; it strictly
pertains to the relative strength of any two arguments. Given the argument
(i) Sound is eternal

because it is the exclusive property of ether,

if an opponent can advance another argument,

0] Sound is not eternal
because it is originated,

for his thesis that sound is not eternal, then we have what has been called the fallacy of
the counterbalanced reason, since we have in (j) the contradictory of the thesis of (i) and
at the same time a much stronger argument for it. The argument (i) leaves open the
possibility of a stronger argument (j) which justifies the opposite of the thesis to be
justified. Thus, in the case of the counterbalanced reason, the fifth requirement of a good
reason is violated.
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LANGUAGE

Meaning of words and sentences

A word is a sequence of letters in a certain order. Letters are regarded as forming a
sequence only because they are so thought of; the number of letters forming one sequence
is regarded as one word, another sequence as another word and so on. A sentence is a
sequence of words in a certain order. (1) ‘Bring the cow’, (2) ‘there is fire on the hill’, (3)
‘he is the same Devadatta’, (4) ‘the cottage is on the Ganges’ are examples of sentences.
In (1), there is a reference to performing an action; so, the meaning of such sentences
consists in the action enjoined in them. In (2), something is said about something else; the
meaning of such sentences consists in the ascription of a characteristic to the
characterized. Sentence (3) is an example of an identity sentence; and (4) is a sentence
which when taken literally could not be said to be true, but its use suggests
metaphorically that the cottage built on the bank of the Ganges is cool in summer, etc.

A word has meaning (sakti, lit. ‘power’), which may be literal (abhidha) or
metaphorical (lakfa®'g@). On the traditionalist Naiyayika view, for instance
Annambhatta’s, it is God who ordains which word will mean what; though the modern
Naiyayikas underscore the role of man in giving meanings to words.? Since the Parva
Mimanisakas accept the Veda as the only source of knowledge in matters of moral and
religious concerns (dharma), and since they regard the Veda as impersonal (apaurufeya)
with respect to its authorship, they reject the Nyaya view that it is God or man who gives
meaning to the words in moral and religious matters.

The paradigm of a meaningful expression, | must add, in the context of the Veda is an
injunction sentence, a sentence which enjoins one to do something (vidhi vakya), for
example performance of a sacrifice. In their simplest form, injunction sentences follow
the pattern shown in example (1), namely ‘Bring the cow’ or ‘The cow ought to be
brought’; in general they are grammatically in the imperative or potential mood. The life
and soul of sentence (1) is the action of bringing the cow. The verb in it is the principal
word; other words in the sentence have meaning in virtue of their relationship with it;
standing alone they remain incomplete and cannot be regarded as meaningful. The words
in such sentences have the power (sakti) of literal or metaphorical use, not because God
or man has so willed it but because they are part of the impersonal and eternal Veda
whose core constituents are injunction sentences. This is Prabhakaramisra’s (AD 600—
650) theory of the primacy of the sentence for meaningfulness (anvitabhidhanavada).*
In the Veda, injunction sentences occur or can be shown (by contextual interpretation) to
occur as complete sentences; the sentence, and not the word, being the unit of
communication. Thus, Prabhakaramisra gives primacy to the sentence and not to the
individual words for purposes of communication; and his strategy for explaining the
meaningfulness of words consists in showing the meaningfulness of sentences in terms of
their core constituent word, i.e. the verb, the action word.

Not all the Parva Mimamsakas, however, accept the theory of the primacy of the

sentence for meaningfulness. Kumarilabha®ta, for instance, does not agree that words
standing alone are not meaningful. On his view, words qua words have (literal) meaning.
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When ordered to form syntactically complete sentences they express sentential meaning,
i.e. one connected idea. Like Prabhakaramisra he rejects the view that it is God or man
who decides which words will mean what. Kumarila argues that Prabhakaramisra seems
to deny the very basis of meaningfulness of a sentence by denying meaningfulness to the
individual words qua words. It is a necessary condition for understanding the meaning of
a sentence that we understand the meaning of the words constituting it. The fact that
different words are classified as nouns, adjectives and verbs, etc. shows that words qua
words are meaningful. Further, sentence meaning cannot be said to be logically
independent of word meanings. If they were, then any sentence could be said to mean
anything. It follows, Kumarila argues, that sentence meaning is a function (vyapara) of
the meanings of words which constitute the sentence. He maintains that at the basis of the
meaning of a sentence lies the meaning of the words which make up the sentence. In a
sentence, words perform a dual function: they have meaning qua words and they have
meaning as a part of the sentence in which they occur. Consider the sentence ‘Bring the
cow.’ In this sentence, both ‘cow’ and ‘bring’ have a dual function. The word ‘cow’ is
really a predicate word, a class name, bearing the universal element in its meaning, and it
has application to the individual cow specified by the context in which the sentence
‘Bring the cow’ is used. Similarly, the word ‘bring” means ‘the action of bringing’ in
general, and at the same time it means ‘the particular act of bringing’ as specified by the
context of the use of the sentence ‘Bring the cow.’ This theory which insists on the dual
function of words in the context of a sentence in which they occur is known as

abhihitanvayavada of Kumarilabha ! ta.??

We learn the literal and metaphorical meaning of words from different sources
including dictionaries, grammar, usage, and the context in which a certain word has been
used.?® Sometimes, ostensive definition and gestures are also employed for learning the
meaning of words.

Conditions of meaningfulness of sentences

As a sentence is a sequence of words in a certain order, understanding its meaning
usually means understanding the words and the order in which they occur in the sentence.
The traditionalist Naiyayikas mention three conditions—the requirement that a sentence
should be grammatically complete (akank#a), semantical or logical compatibility
(yogyata) and spatio-temporal contiguity (sannidhi)—for the understanding of the
meaning of a sentence; while the modern Naiyayikas, the Mimamsakas of all hues and
the Grammarians, BhartThari (AD 450-540), for instance do not find these three
conditions sufficient, and therefore they add intention (tatparya) together with the context
(prasatiga) in which a sentence occurs as the fourth condition for understanding the
meaning of a sentence.?

(@) A sentence must be a complete grammatical structure. This is the requirement of
grammatical completeness (akank¥a). For example, the word “bring’ standing alone and
the sequence of words ‘cow the bring” are grammatically incomplete and thus do not
constitute sentences. The sequence of words ‘Bring the cow’ is grammatically complete:
it satisfies the grammatical requirement; and hence it constitutes a sentence.

(b) A sequence of words may be grammatically complete, yet fail to communicate
sense. For example, the sentence ‘Moisten with fire’ is grammatically complete, but it
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fails to communicate sense. Communication fails because the words used in this
sequence are categorially incompatible; they belong to two different, logically
incompatible types like the words involved in the question ‘Is father the female parent?’
This sequence thus fails to satisfy the requirement of semantical or logical compatibility
(yogyata).

(c) In spite of satisfying conditions (a) and (b), a sequence of words may still fail to
qualify as a sentence if the words occurring in it are written or uttered in such a way that
they do not form one unified whole contiguous in space and time. The words occurring in
a sentence must be so written or uttered that they form one unified whole. This is the
requirement of spatio-temporal contiguity (sannidhi).

(d) It is possible for a sequence of words to satisfy the first three requirements and yet
fail to communicate meaning or be ambiguous and vague. For example, the sentence
“The cottage is on the Ganges’, taken literally, fails to communicate meaning; while the
Sanskrit sentence ‘saindhavamanaya’ may in one context mean ‘Bring the salt’ and in
another ‘Bring the horse’, and thus taken alone in isolation from the context of its
occurrence it is ambiguous. To eliminate both these possibilities it is required for
understanding the meaning of a sentence that the intention of the speaker is made explicit
by specifying the context in which the sentence is used to communicate.
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13
KNOWLEDGE AND REALITY IN INDIAN
PHILOSOPHY

Karl H.Potter

The Buddha, when asked questions that he deemed it unprofitable to try to answer,
framed his response in what is known as the ‘tetralemma’ or fourfold negation (catu!‘ko.f
i). For example, asked whether the universe exists eternally he responded as follows (I
paraphrase): | don’t believe that the universe is eternal; nor do | believe that it is not
eternal; or that it is both eternal and not eternal; or that it is neither eternal nor non-
eternal. The implication is clear: for whatever reason, the Buddha did not believe it worth
while to try to respond to such a puzzle; it is, to use a happy translation of the relevant
Pali terms, a ‘question not tending to edification’.

Obviously, if someone were to take this line with any and all questions he or she
would not have anything very helpful to say. It is tempting, then, to try to capture the
essence of Indian philosophy by judging which questions are so basic that any
philosopher should view their answer as tending to edification, and ought to have views
about them.

| suggest that there is at least one such question, consideration of which will lead us
directly into the multifariousness of philosophical views in India. That question is: Are
there none, one, or more than one ultimate causes of the bondage that is this universe?
The relevance of this question should be evident. The purpose of mankind, Indians of this
period assumed, is to gain release from bondage. Man needs to know what causes
bondage, so that he may strive to eliminate its cause(s). Without such knowledge any
striving is likely to be irrelevant. Conviction on this point appears to have the highest
priority.

Just as there is a tetralemma generated by the Buddha’s question about eternal
existence, the question about ultimate causes can be viewed in terms of four alternative
answers. One answer is surely this: there is precisely one ultimate cause of the universe.
A second answer is: there are many conditions which conspire to cause the universe. A
third is: the cause of the universe is both one and many. And a fourth is: there is no cause
of the universe at all. The systems of classical India all take a stance in favour of one or
another of these answers.

‘Philosophy’ in classical India had as its fundamental problem how to flesh out an
account of things consistent with the viability of attaining liberation. The problem for
each philosophical system was to develop an account of things that fits the answer chosen
among these four to the question of ultimate causation. Such an account must, of course,
satisfy as well the normal requirements of system-making: adequacy, accuracy,
consistency and simplicity. Thus detailed analysis of specific aspects of bondage is
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required as well as the general premisses of the system’s response to fundamental
questions.

THE FIRST ANSWER: PRECISELY ONE ULTIMATE CAUSE

This answer—Ilike the others—operates as if moved by a fundamental metaphor—a
‘world hypothesis’, to borrow Stephen Pepper’s useful notion. The metaphor latched on
to by this first answer is the metaphor of transformation or manifestation of one thing as
many. lllustrations of this fundamental metaphorical picture are to be found in the change
of water into ice or vapour, of milk into curds, of seed into sprout, of an actual rope in the
corner into an apparent snake, of a single face into many reflections in a mirror, of a
whole into its parts. These metaphors actually pull in somewhat different directions, and
the differences characteristically differentiate the several systems that propose this first
answer.

The systems of Sﬁﬁkhya and Yoga

These systems latch on to the first kind of metaphor—of milk and curds, seed and sprout.
As these systems see it, the multiplicity of different things—aobjects, qualities, bodies,
minds, selves—that appear to us as constituting our world is the result of a kind of
evolutionary emanation of things from a primal category classically known as prak?ti. In
fact, this emanation takes place periodically at the beginning of an era—a vast period of
time, but only one of indefinitely many in the history of the Indian cosmos. At that
moment from unmanifest prak{ti evolve minds, egoities, organs of sense and activity,
and eventually bodies and the sense-objects of experience. Once the initial evolution has
taken place, life, death and rebirth follow on, the specific forms of mind, organs, body
and experience in each rebirth determined by a portion of one’s stored-up karma.

But what is this ‘one’ that has stored up the karma? For Sanikhya and Yoga it is the
individual’s consciousness, called purufa. Each individual purufa is nothing but pure
consciousness—the specificity of its experiences is entirely due to the forms of the prak’
ti that are karmically activated at any time.

It must be emphasized that, for Santkhya and Yoga, both purufa and prakti are real,
as indeed are the evolutes of prak! ti—bodies, minds, objects and their experiences. What
does it mean to say they are ‘real’? That they actually come to pass in the way that curds
are actual and not merely apparent transformations of milk. The actuality of the curds is
evidenced by the fact that though the curds may be reduced to liquid, the result will be a
different stuff from the original milk. When a seed becomes a sprout and the sprout sows
a seed, it is a different seed that is sown. Thus the change from cause to effect is real, not
illusory. One does not reproduce the original milk merely by realizing its basic identity
with the curds; the original seed that produced a sprout is not regenerated merely by
realizing that it was the producer. Primal prafkti is the one ultimate cause of all evolutes,
operating through the karmic process. Purufa is not a cause; it is merely the witness,
providing the awareness that allows beings to experience the multifariousness of
evolution. Liberation is possible, since it is possible to cut off the karmic seeds that cause
prak’ti to sprout into its evolute. When for a purufa those seeds are anaesthetized by



Knowledge and redlity in Indian philosophy 229

discipline (yoga) of body and mind, and the absolute otherness of purufa from prakti is
fully appreciated, prakti ceases to operate for that purufa, ‘the dancer desists from
dancing’, to allude to the powerful analogy of the basic Satikhya text. All that remains is
pure conciousness, witnessing but uninvolved.

Advaita Vedanta

This system, like Safikhya and Yoga, views the universe as emanating from precisely one
ultimate cause. The term Advaitins use for this ultimately single, partless reality is
‘Brahman’. In a number of Upani¥adic passages this ultimate reality is identified with
atman, the self. Advaitins view this literally. There is only one Brahman; thus, there is
only one real Self. Your individual self, as different from mine, is merely an appearance
or projection of the one Self, just as the plurality of things—bodies, minds, objects—is an
appearance or projection of Brahman. But since Brahman and the Self are identical, to
view either of these pluralities as real is to be taken in by an illusion. Bodies, minds,
objects, world—indeed, anything involving the imputation of real difference among
things—signify this illusoriness. All difference is mere appearance.

Yet, as we are visited by these appearances, supposing we wish to be liberated from
the frustrations arising from them, the problem seems to remain of explaining whence
these illusions arise and how to stop them from doing so. Since Brahman, the only
reality, is partless, it cannot undergo change. It follows that all plurality, all distinctions,
all difference are our mistake. What occasions this mistake? Practically, the answer once
again is karma, the proclivities to attraction and aversion, distinction and identification
that have their origins in past actions born of desires. Theoretically, Advaita traces the
source of diversity to ignorance (avidya), also called maya. What occasions our
experience of plurality is our ignorance about ultimate matter, an ignorance fostered and
nurtured by karma.

Ignorance is, of course, not real, since only Brahman is real. On the other hand it is not
completely unreal either, since it occurs and occasions the frustration and misery we are
subject to. Like all of what we ordinarily call ‘real’, ignorance, along with everything else
except Brahman, occupies an in-between status of neither-real-nor-unreal.

Since Brahman is incapable of transformation, Advaita’s favourite metaphors feature
change as illusory appearance—the rope as snake, the face as many faces. Instead of
actual transformation the model is apparent manifestation—the rope manifests itself as a
snake, which though unreal can scare you to death! The analogy is with karma, which,
though not real, brings about the appearance of the myriad features of experience, so it is
not unreal either.

Our bondage consists in this entire world-show of illusory manifestation. To free
oneself from the show one has to realize its illusoriness. Since no real bondage occurs,
we are all intrinsically free, being in actuality nothing save Brahman, the One True Self.
By meditation one may come to appreciate one’s identity with that Self in this very
lifetime. Conviction of the liberating insight does not result in immediate extinction of
the appearance of differences, since the karmic mechanism determined to condition this
life must run its course. At the conclusion of the present lifetime, though, unlike the
conclusions of the indefinitely many previous lifetimes one has been through, one will no
longer experience any further distinctions—one will be liberated.
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Visi¥tadvaita Vedanta

Historically, Indian thought can be seen to have gone through at least three phases. Vedic
tradition shows a period, in very ancient times, when liberation was unrecognized as the
ultimate end, the supreme purpose of man being dharma or righteousness. The period of
the classical Indian philosophies that we are discussing superimposed liberation on
dharma as a superior aim. There will be, arising at the beginning of the second
millennium AD, a third phase, usually known as the ‘bhakti period’. Eventually the aim
of liberation becomes in the bhakti period overshadowed by theism and devotionalism.
Instead of liberation the ultimate aim is now seen to be divinization, unity with the
godhead.

Most of the myriad systems that fall under the general rubric ‘Vedanta’ belong to the
bhakti period. Classical talk about liberation becomes incorporated into a basically
different, religious orientation, though maintaining the classical terminology in which
philosophical systems were broached during the classical period. A case in point is the

visi$ tadvaita system of the Srivai$avas, the vast Vai® favite sect of south India.
Essentially, the bhakti tradition reinterprets the abstract reality of classical systems
(prakfti, Brahman) as a personal God, identified with one of the members of the Hindu

pantheon. In the case of visi® tadvaita this godhead is Vi¥u—thus the sect is known as
Vai$ava. God, while supreme like Advaita’s Brahman, can nevertheless be correctly
cognized, unlike Advaita’s Brahman. Since this is so, God must have, if not parts, at least
aspects or features that can be correctly appreciated. In contrast to Sartkhya and Yoga, on
the other hand, God is to be distinguished from his products, the evolutes of prak!ti.
Whereas for Satikhya, Yoga and Advaita liberation is achieved by meditation leading
to a distinguishing of one thing (purufa, Self) from others (prakti, avidya), in bhakti-

ori-entated Visi¥ tadvaita the aim is rather identification of everything—selves and
world—with the ultimate godhead. Rather than the karmically conditioned selves
creating the world of our experiencing, God has that responsibility. Rather than an aim of
elimination of the world of our experiencing, an acceptance of it or resignation to it is
what is propounded. These are all characteristic of the later, devotional period in
Hinduism.

THE SECOND ANSWER: MANY CAUSAL CONDITIONS

The second of our four views is easier for the modern West to appreciate since, in accord
broadly with the attitude of empiricism, it views the causes of the universe as many and
diverse.

Mimamisa and Nyaya-VaiseSika

As was pointed out a few paragraphs back, liberation was not always recognized as the
ultimate end and value for man. The classical period, orientated towards liberation, was
preceded by a Vedic period in which liberation was unrecognized and in which the
highest purpose and value were found in the heavenly state attained by observance of
dharma. This extroverted attitude of the Vedic period favoured positive activity (prav’
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tti), directed towards the ultimate human purpose (purufartha) by performance of ritual
and other appropriate actions.

Acts (karman) are of three sorts: bodily, mental and vocal. The function of classical
‘sciences’ (sastra) was to tell us how to act in these three ways in order to achieve
prosperity, satisfaction and eventually, heaven. One may say that the fundamental
sciences were dharmasastra, which tells us how to choose our overt actions, grammar
(vyakara®a), which tells us how to speak properly, and ‘logic’ (nyaya), which tells us
how to think clearly and cogently. Other sciences (for example astronomy, medicine,
agriculture, architecture) develop understanding of the specific subject matter about
which people with particular roles and concerns speak and think; these three are
fundamental because they abstract from such specific subject matter and tell people in
general how to use their bodies, minds and voices to maximal effect.

Thus, linguistic acts should be performed if they are conducive to purufartha, and
they are likely to be so if they utilize words which were originally established as useful in
this respect, originally established either in the nature of things (as Mimamsa doctrine
has it) or by God or by the ancient ¥ ¥is, wise men of yore. Grammar tells us what right
speech consists in; other sastras tell us what it is good for. The feature which makes a
word an appropriate one for discussing grammar is not its capacity for ranging over a
precisely determined domain of objects. Rather, it is the word’s function in guiding us to
proper speech, a function whose evidence is just the fact that it is found in the oldest
discussions. There may be differences of opinion over what such a word actually denotes
or connotes, since people now do not always understand entirely clearly the precise
intentions of the ancient sages or God or the impersonal source of language. But despite
the differences of semantic meaning which different interpreters may attach to a
traditional word, if they are in agreement about the pragmatic function of the word in
guiding action, they are speaking to the same end, are all interpreters and are all
practising the same science.

‘Logic’ (broadly conceived) is to be viewed in parallel fashion. Mental acts should be
performed if they are conducive to purufartha, and they are likely to be so if they
measure things out in a fashion that fits the requirements of purufartha as established by
tradition, providing the understanding of tradition is not defective. The terminology for
speaking correctly about mental acts is, once again, established by traditional authority,
and, once again, it is not the semantic content of those words which fixes their function
but rather their practical role in guiding people to the performance of mental acts, proper
habits of thought which are conducive to purufartha. Again, there may be differences of
opinion over what such a word actually denotes or connotes, differences which arise
because we do not now remember clearly what the semantic content (if any) of those
words was according to the original intent (if any) of the first speaker. But again, despite
wide divergences of interpretation, if the interpreters are in agreement about the practical
role of the word in guiding mental activities, they are speaking to the same end,
practising the same science.

All this makes excellent sense as long as we are assuming that positive activity (pravi
tti) is the purport of the sciences. And it appears that in the earliest Vedic period this was
indeed so, that the attitude was extroverted and the concern was with achieving a better
state (‘heaven’) through positive actions leading to such a state. All this was brought into
question when a new purufartha came to be recognized, the end of man which is
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liberation from existence altogether. This new aim of man is to be achieved, according to
suggestions in the Upanifads, in various sectarian teachings such as those found taught
by Gautama the Buddha, Mahavira the Jina, and an increasingly impressive number of
teachers down through the centuries, not by positive activity but by what is precisely its
opposite, withdrawal from action (nivtti). The new goal of liberation gradually came to
be accepted as superior to the other three, and we enter the classical philosophical period.

Among the darsanas or systems of our classical period there is one known as Mimari
sa, whose origins can clearly be traced back to the earlier Vedic period just characterized.
‘Mimamisa’ originally meant the science of Vedic interpretation. It is in the Vedas that
one can find the means for gaining heaven. The Vedas are the hand-book of dharma. On
Mimamisa interpretation all Vedic passages either explicitly or implicitly state or support
injunctions to act. By their timeless, authorless purity they can be trusted to yield the
necessary guidance to actions conducive to dharma, provided they are correctly
understood. Mimamsa gives rigorously scientific exegetical procedures for proper
understanding of Vedic passages.

In India what is olden is golden. When the Vedic, dharma-orientated paradigm gave
way to the classical, liberation-orientated paradigm, the attitudes, myths, texts and
mystique of the Vedic period were not jettisoned. Rather, the old terminology was
retained, but reinterpreted to fit the new paradigm. (The same procedure of
reinterpretative retention marks the treatment of classical philosophy in bhakti-period
literature.) So Mimamisa, technically rendered passé since its purpose, dharma, was no
longer primary, is reinterpreted as itself a philosophical system devoted to liberation.
Indeed, there are several philosophical Mimamisa systems, and a sizeable literature
survives from at least two of them.

These Mimariisa schools share their fundamental categories with two other systems,
Nyaya and VaiseSika. The resulting collection of systems took over the mantle of
philosophical analysis offered by the many-one viewpoint. All these schools, though they
differ among each other on many points of importance, share a set of systematic features.
Basically, what they share derives from common assumptions about the causes of
bondage.

All these systems believe that there are many causal conditions that conspire to
produce bondage. Second, they all believe that some of these conditions are fleeting
events, others enduring substances, and still others ubiquitous, atemporal entities. The
philosophical problem according to these systems is to arrive at a set of categories which
satisfies methodological criteria of adequacy, accuracy, consistency and simplicity while
allowing for, and explaining the way to achieve, liberation.

In contrast to the first answer, which contended that there is only one real thing, this
second answer admits a plurality of real entities. The fundamental metaphor here is
exemplified in any standard case of material causation. Just as several actual entities—
moisture, a seed, earth, a reasonable temperature (not too hot or too cold), absence of
various mitigating circumstances—are required so that a sprout may grow, so many kinds
of real things conspire to produce bondage. And just as to prevent a seed from sprouting
one or more of these conditions must be prevented from doing their thing, to prevent
more bondage and gain liberation one must discover one or more conditions whose non-
occurrence results in the future non-arising of bondage. Since our interest is in finding the
means to avoid rebirth, one such condition we want to find must be avoidable by us.
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Attention is thus forcibly directed on what kinds of things there are and to how, if at
all, they are caused to occur. What results, for all these systems, is the production of
lengthy lists of categories, with accounts of what occasions the arising of each kind of
thing categorized. Featured in these lists of actual entities are such staples of metaphysics
as substances, qualities, universals and particulars, positive and negative entities, and
various sorts of relations, with causal relations playing a prominent part in the
proceedings.

All these systems in fact agree on the ultimate cause of bondage. That is ignorance,
wrong understanding of how things are. Thus the philosopher’s game of discovering the
most theoretically satisfying account of what things there are becomes the key to the
gaining of liberation. Since bondage results from ignorance, liberation results from
knowledge. Philosophy is both the proper understanding of the problem and the solution
to that problem.

To summarize all too briefly a complex story, that proper understanding which is the
philosophy of Nyaya, Vaise®ika and Mimamisa theorizes that each of us is a naturally
eternal, ubiquitous, non-conscious entity, a self. A self is visited by fleeting
awarenesses—awarenesses which are reactions to a real, external world but are also
conditioned by karmic residues stored up from previous experiences. Specifically what
these residues do is cause us to be attracted by certain aspects of our world and repelled
by others. These attractions and repulsions cause us to perform actions to acquire some
kinds of things and to avoid others. The key to liberation is to gain that understanding
which will block these attitudes of acquisition and avoidance.

But how can mere understanding block the karmic process? These systems
hypothesize that the awarenesses, attractions and repulsions are related to the self that
experiences them in a non-essential way. Karma, and the resultant awarenesses and
emotions, can be destroyed without the destruction of the self that experiences. The self is
in fact indestructible. So, when one understands the nature of things, one’s experiences
become free from error, and as a result one no longer experiences desires or aversions,
and breeds no more karma. Moreover, the remaining stored-up karma for that self is
rendered inoperative, and since it is operative karma that causes rebirth, one is no more
reborn, and the self becomes free from karmic baggage and reverts to its natural eternal,
ubiquitous, non-conscious state, unconnected to any body or awarenesses.

Abhidharma and Vijfianavada Buddhism

Buddhists, unlike the Nyaya-VaiseSika and Mimamsa philosophers, view practically
everything as fleeting, following one of the Buddha’s fundamental insights. Nothing
persists; there are no objects, no bodies, no enduring selves. Our interpretation of our
world as a mixture of enduring entities lasting for various lengths of time is a
misinterpretation. Reality for the Buddhist, as for the contemporary physicist, is a flux.
Real entities in Buddhist accounts are called dharmas, factors. Each thing we identify
in our experience as an external object is a series of momentary flashes of factors. It is we
who interpret this series as constituting objects and selves. So the first problem for one
who seeks to understand how things are—and in particular how to achieve liberation—is
to recognize his or her own insubstantiality. Indeed, language itself, which breeds
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thoughts of ego, of ownership, can hardly occur except to those under the bonds of
ignorance.

Nevertheless, the factors do occur; they are not imaginary. So realizing that there is no
self does not terminate one’s frustrations. Experience goes on as before. How, then, can
one escape this persisting flux of momentary factors?

Well, what is it that fuels the flux, that causes it to occur at all? As we now realize, it
is karma, past actions that occasion subsequent factors to flash in a stream of experiences.
The problem is, again, to discover how to stop the karmic process.

The clue to how to do this comes in the recognition that there is no self that ‘has’ these
experiences. Since that is so, there is no relationship between two things—self and
experienced—that has to be broken. Rather, it is precisely our natural misapprehension
on this point that fosters the karmic mechanism. While we think that we continue to exist,
we shall naturally seek what we desire and avoid what we fear. Once convinced that | do
not exist I shall no longer seek or fear anything, since | realize that there is no ‘me’ that
can seek or fear, no entities to be sought or feared. Satisfying desires takes time; if what
is desired is no longer there in the next instant, it is stupid to desire it.

Fundamental metaphors for Buddhists are the waves in the ocean or the circle of fire
that results when one whirls a torch. Waves and circle are misinterpretations of flux.
There are no waves or circles of fire. There are only momentary states of H,O,
momentary flashes of light.

Are there even momentary states or flashes? Early Buddhism, as found in
Abhidiharma texts, assumes so. Later, some Mahayana schools began to doubt even this.
Using arguments resembling those familiar to readers of Berkeley and Hume,
Vijfianavada teachers taught that nothing ‘external’ exists, that all that is real is the
experiences of the flashes. A very large part of what we take for granted about ourselves
and our world becomes mere illusion when viewed in this way. The karmic mechanism
becomes rather mysterious too, and our ability literally to describe reality highly
precarious.

Dvaita Vedanta

Analogously to visi$ tadvaita for the first answer, one can locate bhakti-period
developments for this second answer as well. Buddhism left India as bhakti arrived, but a

bhaktized counterpart of the first—Nyaya/Vaise¥ika/Mimamsa—sort can be found in
the system called Dvaita Vedanta.

As with Visi® tadvaita, the most notable feature ontologically in Dvaita is the God Vi$
Iy, Unlike Ramanuja’s system, however, Madhva propounds a robust realism in which
God, selves and objects are all real and distinct. God is fundamental not in the sense that

everything is a part or aspect of him, as in visi® Yadvaita, but rather in that everything is
dependent on him, and so subservient to him. Since beings are different in nature from
the godhead, as well as dependent on him, we find in Dvaita a position reminiscent of
Calvinist Christianity, in which man’s destiny is entirely dependent on God’s will rather
than on any efforts of his own. But again, with this sort of view we leave the period of
our present discussion.
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THE THIRD ANSWER: BOTH ONE AND MANY CAUSES OF
THE UNIVERSE

The first two positions of our tetralemma both have their difficulties. The first answer
tends to swallow up the diversity of things in a fundamental unity. In the second answer
the connections of things fall apart into a universal diversity. Both the first and second
answers can therefore be seen as unstable. One may suspect that they can be pushed into
fatalism or scepticism by a clever critic. Perhaps, then, the answer is to have the best of
both. This is what Jain philosophy attempts to do.

Fundamental to the Jains’ methodology is their concept of viewpoints (naya).
Everything may be seen from different viewpoints, and is shown to be different—indeed,
opposed to itself—when viewed from different perspectives. Indeed, even to refer to a
thing’s nature is only a partial truth, for everything, though it has a single nature, also has
a plural nature. Everything is both one and many: which you see depends on your
selective interest, your point of view.

In keeping with this methodological stance the Jains subscribe to a view about causes
and effects which is both monistic and pluralistic. The ultimate cause of the universe is
from one point of view single, from another point of view many, from a third both, from
a fourth neither. If one seeks the basic unity of things one must fail; however, one need
not fall into desperate pluralistic confusion because of this.

The Jain view of bondage and liberation is very literal. We are really bound, and we
can really be liberated. (One could argue, about the systems previously considered, that
for each of them either we are not really bound or we are never really liberated!) Karma,
the term used to identify the source of our bondage, is used by Jains to designate
everything that constitutes a person and his or her environment. At any moment a person
is acquiring karma and burning off other karma, rather as a very hot lamp attracts insects
and burns them off at the same time. The problem of gaining liberation is just that of
stopping the acquisition of karma. This can be done, Jainism holds, by stopping these
responses of the person using yoga and meditational techniques conducive to
development of dispassionateness. When one no longer has desires one no longer
accretes karmic baggage, and the way to liberation is clear though not immediate—one
must burn off the karma remaining from one’s prior karma-producing efforts.

The (alleged) instability of the first and second answers is thus avoided, but at a price
of its own: if everything is true only from a standpoint, liberation itself would seem to
have to take place only from a standpoint. The liberated Jain person is held to ascend to
the roof of heaven, where he or she hangs unsullied for ever after, since he or she no
longer accretes any karma. Is this only one point of view? If so, it may be the case that
from another point of view that self is still bound. If not, how to differentiate absolute
truths from things true only from a standpoint?

THE FOURTH ANSWER: AN UNCAUSED UNIVERSE

Faced with the instability of the three views reviewed so far, the thoughtful philosopher
may become convinced that something has gone wrong, that some assumption has been
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made generating these views which is confused. Our fourth answer adopts this stance.
Specifically, what has gone wrong is the very assumption of causality.

Note, by the way, that this rejection of causality is not the most extreme negative
attitude that can be taken towards what has been said so far. An even more extreme
position will reject the entire paradigm by denying either the possibility of gaining
liberation, the worth of attaining it, or both. Even at the height of the classical period such
doubts existed, though it seems that the literature documenting this, if there was any, has
been almost completely expunged from the historical record. One group, known as
Carvaka or Lokayata, denied that liberation was possible on the ground that there was
nothing we could do to escape the cycle of rebirths. The idea here was that the causal
connections we would have to utilize to bring about release were too weak—if they
existed at all—to ensure success in the venture. Another group, exemplified by fatalists
such as the ancient Ajivikas, felt by contrast that the relations between the causes of
bondage and their effects were too strong to be broken. These traditions were anti-
philosophical if by ‘philosophy’ we decide to mean the assumptions about bondage and
liberation that governed the thinking of the systems we have been reviewing. That did not
stop their arguments from being seriously considered by the philosophers proper, who
understandably viewed these sceptical and fatalistic attitudes as the most fundamental
attack of all on their position.

(Note, also, that one should not assume that these sceptical and fatalistic views are
closer to western philosophy. The Carvakas and Ajivikas are still very Indian and non-
western, in that they accept the karmic framework. Western philosophers, with rare
exceptions, do not.)

The fourth answer we consider here, then, maintains liberation as a realizable goal and
karma as the actual source of bondage. But it rejects the assumption of the other three
answers, believing that gaining liberation is not achievable by bringing about causal
factors sufficient to achieve it. Bondage is just not a cause-effect matter at all. What is it,
then?

Madhyamika Buddhism

The problematic of the previous answers turns on their assumption that something really
causes something else. This is what the fourth answer rejects. To impose a causal model
gives precedence to one phenomenon over another; it leads us to look for a way of
dealing with the causes of bondage to bring about the eradication of their effects.

Suppose, instead, that nothing causes anything, that causation is a mistaken notion we
impose on things. The entire show of objects, selves, minds, whatever—of any events
viewed as causally prior or posterior to other events—is our mistake. Karma, too, is our
mistake. We mistakenly believe ourselves bound; in fact we are free—our bondage is the
result of misconception.

Even that way of putting it may be a source of confusion. This ‘we’ | speak of: it
makes it sound as if there is myself and, a different thing, my ideas, my karma, my body,
etc. No doubt (says Madhyamika) these are all different, but this notion of ownership is
what is at fault here. There is no ‘I’ that owns some ideas; no one possesses his karma or
her body. The Buddha’s warnings about grasping need to be read in the broadest possible
way.
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At the heart of the problem is a very convincing argument. It goes like this.
Experience shows us that things are caused: x occurs when and only when y occurs. If y
does not occur, x does not. But x does occur, and so does y. Therefore we can say that y is
real; if it were not, x would not have occurred—but it did. Therefore, even if x might not
be real, y must be—and even if, somehow, y is not actually real, there must be some z that
caused y and is real—otherwise y would not have occurred. The only way to escape this
argument is to deny that anything occurs at all—but this is nihilism, a repugnant view
explicitly rejected (by the way) by the Buddha.

Now the criticism Madhyamika has of this argument is against using the term ‘real’ to
pick out some occurrences over others. Madhyamika also cites the Buddha as authority.
According to Madhyamika the Buddha held that everything is conditioned, which is to
say, everything is on a par as far as causation goes. If anything is a cause of x, everything
is. Likewise, if anything is an effect of y, everything is. That leaves us no room for using
the term ‘real’ to mean ‘a cause that is not an effect’. But that is precisely what the
argument of the previous paragraph does. So that argument is wrong.

To put it another way, it seems only common sense to suppose that if a thing were not
real it could not really do anything. But either this is a truism, and does not tell us
anything other than that real things (whatever they are) are real, or it is wrong. What is it
to ‘really do’ something? An unreal thing can really do something, if ‘really do‘means to
bring about a result—we are really scared by unreal ghosts, really moved by unreal
stories, etc. So if ‘real’ only means ‘does something’ it does not effect any distinction—
anything at all “‘does something’! And to try to distinguish ‘really does something’ from
‘only apparently does something’ is to call for a distinction that cannot ultimately be
found.

Thus causation, if it means elevating one or more events or things above the rest, is an
illusion. Conditioning, by contrast, being all-pervasive, does not elevate anything. Where
does that leave us? Right where we are, no doubt, but wiser—we no longer seek reality:
we learn to accept all comers. We develop equanimity, compassion, insight—good
qualities, these. Liberation is not something of a different order—it just is the possession
of these good qualities at the expense of bad ones such as grasping.

From this standpoint the function of philosophical parlance is mainly negative; its
function is to destroy the illusions fostered by the other three answers. In addition, it can
function to indicate positive ethical attitudes—it is not so much philosophical as
advisory. The dry abstractions of metaphysics give way to the inspirational, often
humorous, literature of stories, jokes and poems—even to whacks on the head, as in Zen,
the Japanese descendant of Madhyamika.

‘Leap’ Advaita Vedanta

A Hindu analogue to Madhyamika can be found in certain Advaita writers. Here too one
finds an abandonment of causation as a basis for a philosophy. The attempt of first
answer Advaitins to elevate Brahman/4tman to the status of Supreme Reality becomes a
metaphorical way of advising adepts to meditate. Liberation is no change of anything,
other than a removal of a wrong way of conceptualizing things. As in Madhyamika,
philosophers deal with karma by accepting it rather than trying to find a way to reject or
avoid it. Paradoxically, to accept karma and rebirth for what they are is to overcome them
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at one leap—they are only dangerous if distinguished conceptually from liberation. The
descriptive function of philosophical terms is again essentially rejected in favour of an
interpretation of philosophical texts as either destructive of wrong views or metaphorical
expressions of good attitudes.

For these fourth answer philosophers knowledge and reality are notions that are
dangerous. If anything is real, everything is; if anything is unreal, everything is. ‘Reality’,
then, does not distinguish one kind of thing from another, unless it does so as a value
judgement. Likewise with ‘knowledge’ the only proper use it might have is to indicate
useful ways of thinking as opposed to bad ways. This is not scepticism or fatalism.
Liberation is still aimed for and assumed possible. There are better and worse ways of
thinking and acting. But terms like ‘real’ and ‘know’ are to be made evaluative. To call
something ‘real’, to say one ‘knows’, should be to praise or accept it, to upgrade it as
worthy of attention and respect—and that is all. Nothing is real—in the metaphysical
sense—and no one knows anything—in the epistemic sense. Still, it is better to think, talk
and act in some ways rather than others.

CONCLUSION

Our four answers make a kind of circle, as shown in Figure 13.1.
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Figure 13.1
It has a certain rationale. None of the four answers is without difficulty, none without

merit. As a group, the philosophical systems of India produced a kind of standoff, which
may explain why its history proceeded into the bhakti period and a new paradigm.
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MORALS AND SOCIETY IN INDIAN
PHILOSOPHY

Sarasvati Chennakesavan and K.Vasudeva Reddy

MORALS IN INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

Indian moral philosophy is interested in pragmatic ideals such as bringing about a perfect
society, a perfect person and finally personal liberation (mok¥a). Apart from the extreme
materialist school, Carvaka, all systems of Indian thought accept these ideals as the goal
of human behaviour. Towards the achievement of this goal, the ancient seers evolved a
code of conduct to be cultivated in a prescribed manner. As regards the more
fundamental question of why these ideals should be accepted and acted upon, answers
can be found from a study of the prescribed ideals right from the Vedic times to the
present day. However, it must be emphasized that the validity and veracity of an ideal
should not be judged from the way it is practised since no ethical ideal finds its fulfilment
in practice. It gets either distorted by or mixed with other considerations and rarely
reflects the fullness and richness of the ideal.

Vedic and Upanifadic thought

There are two distinct theories regarding ethical ideals. One equates the moral ideal with
the universal law operating in nature and finds it operative in man as well, since he is a
part of nature. The universal law of nature is awe-inspiring, never wavering, always
systematic and all-pervading. Seasons follow each other without fail just as day follows
night. Nature strikes fear in its awesome forms of storms and earthquakes which spare no

one. It seems to be highly organized and systematic. The Eg Veda Indian named this
order Tta. This principle is active as much in the affairs of men as it is in nature. Since
the Vedic man could not provide an explanation for this universal law, he devised a
system of gods to explain each phenomenon. All Vedic gods were nature gods whose

task was to maintain and protect T'ta. Rta was supreme and the gods, equally subject to
this law, were merely its keepers. Man, however, found that he was capable of breaking
this law. This breaking of the law came to be known as an'ta (the opposite of T'ta), and
was considered to be untruth and evil. The ancient man thought he could be a truthful
man only if he propiated the god in charge of a particular thing. Hence the performance

of ritual sacrifices to gods came to be associated with a good act. Over time, in the Brd‘fp‘r
ma®a literature of the Vedas fta came to be identified with the performance of ritual
sacrifices and duties. Each ritual act had a set reward which brought about the welfare of
man. Suffering, pain and distress were the result of non-performance of ritual acts and
were thus anfta. We thus find the beginnings of an identification of pleasure, happiness
and worldly welfare with good acts and pain and unhappiness with bad acts.
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Alongside the above view of moral law, a second strand of thought was also emerging.
This was the belief that the sanctions for morality rested on the will of god—a belief that
still persists in the modern-day India. The modern Indian’s faith in the bona fides of the
scriptures is strong. The Vedas are such scriptures. The relation between the gods and the
Vedas is rather peculiar and significant in Indian thought. The Vedas are regarded as
eternal sound and the spoken language of the gods—the first revelators of Vedic sound.
The Vedas prescribe the sacrificial moral code and thus indirectly are the will of god,
since it is the purpose of the gods to maintain both the moral laws and the natural laws.
However, strangely enough, these gods themselves are the brain-children of the Vedic
Indian. Hence it is said that the Vedas, which impart immemorial tradition, are preserved
and handed down by gods to man during various spans of time (yuga). The gods are
intermediaries where the Vedic word is concerned. Hence, though in a sense it is the will
of god, the moral law is the word of the Vedas and is inviolable—a view found in later
Indian thought when the moral ideal became more cogent and expansive.

In spite of such a rigorous explanation of the moral ideal, the approach to morality has
never been static, as evidenced by the Upanifads and the historical and literary works of
later years. As the philosophical ideals and practices were discussed, appraised and
rationalized, the moral ideals enshrined in such philosophies took different forms in
practice. The moral ideal as such, however, remains the same, even though its
interpretation differs.

Very early the Vedic Indian came to the conclusion that mere threats of an unknown
hell and rewards in heaven could not provide the basis for the ‘oughtness’ of moral
judgements. The performance of the required sacrifices was insufficient as their rewards
were limited. If a man regards his efforts at leading a moral life as having no goal other
than the present, there could be no incentive for leading a sustained moralistic and
ritualistic life. And in the Upanifads we come across the concept of an eternal soul
(atman). Whether this is a justifiable concept or not is disputable. None the less it
performs a useful function in establishing the ‘oughtness’ of moral behavour. It is this,
combined with the Vedic idea of the inexorability of the causal principle, that has given
rise to unique Indian notion of karma (action), from which arises the doctrine of rebirth
(saMisara).

The main theme of the Upani®adic philosophy and consequently their ethical theory is
that, as long as man remains attached to worldly possessions, without seeking to know
the real nature of himself as an eternal soul (atman), he is wasting his time. Someone who
seeks to acquire knowledge about himself or herself and his or her true nature is truly the
person who is seeking the way to mok#a (liberation). Almost all the Upani¥ads stress this
view. It is knowledge of atman and not action in the form of various types of rituals
(yajfia and yaga) that leads man to ultimate bliss. The method of instruction adopted in
the Upani¥ads is a dialectic one. Hence for instance, in the Chandogya Upani¥ad we find
Matreyi, the wife of Yajfiyavalkya, asking him, ‘If now, sir, this whole earth filled with
wealth were mine, would | be immortal thereby?’* The answer that finally emerges after
extensive discussion is that it is knowledge of the true nature of the soul that makes man
immortal. This theme is constantly repeated in almost all the Upanifads through the use
of different arguments. The idea of mok¥a, seen as immortality of the soul, is emphasized
throughout and only that man is a good man who strives to understand this and acts
accordingly. Mokfa—release from sorrow and suffering, attainment of bliss—is seen as a
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corollary of the true knowledge of the self. The concept of evil that emerges from Upani®
adic thought is that it is a metaphysical error, which lies in seeing the soul, which is the
only immortal, as something other than it is. Again it is because each individual regards
himself or herself as distinct and different from others that he or she becomes selfish and
cruel. However, once unity is realized, there is no delusion, sorrow or misery.?

The Upanifadic period finally merged into intellectual activity enshrined
in the sastras and smftis. The most famous of these are the Manusm?ti,
the Mahabharata and Kautilya’s Arthasastra, where the foundation for the
fourfold moral ideals of life known as purufartha is laid. The purufarthas
maintained their status as ideals; but changed their content from time to
time to reflect the changes in social organization. The saints called such
codes of conduct yugadharma. This aspect of moral life, that is its
flexibility and expediency vis-a-vis social needs, is brought out extremely
well, for instance, in the Mahabharata in connection with speaking the
truth:

It is said, ‘To tell the truth is consistent with righteousness. There is
nothing higher than truth. I shall now, O Bharata, say unto thee that which
is not generally known to men.... There where falsehood would assume
the aspect of truth, truth should not be said. There again, where truth
would assume the aspect of falsehood, even falsehood should be said.?

The moral ideals (purufarthas)

There are four moral ideals which are dharma, artha, kama and mok¥a. These are
elaborated in what is generally known as Kalpa Satras, the most important of which for
our purposes are the Dharma Satras, which consider the social, legal and spiritual life of
the people. Amongst these, Manudharma Sastra (also known as Manusm?'ti) is the most
important source. Of the purufarthas, dharma is the supreme ideal. The word dharma is
comparable to Fta and means literally that which supports or upholds.” It is the governing
principle, and stands for a way of life which upholds society. The actualizing of this
principle leads not only to a stable society here and now, but to the much sought after
release from sorrow and suffering resulting in mokfa. These actions which help in
maintaining society in the path of righteousness and which are not self-regarding form
the legal code and the customary morality of the times.

It is in determining that which is beneficial to society while being at the same time
non-violative of the harmony in one’s life, that is called dharma. In the Bhagavadgita this
is called a svadharma. This concept of svadharma is important even today in Hinduism
because it provides the practical meaning for dharma. There are four ways of determining
svadharma, or dharma for one’s own self. These are Vedas, smtis, acara, and most
important of all, conscience. Of these the importance of the Vedas and the sm?tis have
already been alluded to. Acara refers to the path trodden by the learned and has therefore
become the customary mode of behaviour. Such customary morality is always in the form
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of restrictive commands, laying down the daily observations, and is most suited for those
who have neither the time nor the inclination to study and practise what is given in the
scriptures. However, not all may be prepared to accept the restrictive morality enshrined
in acara. So, for those with a knowledge of the sastras and an ability to meditate and
ratiocinate, conscience becomes the guiding law. Since they have been nurtured by both
traditional and Vedic thinking, their conscience does not lead them into selfish and self-
maintaining decisions.

Moreover, they understand their svadharma as one which can never be against the
welfare of the whole society (lokasattgraha). Much of modern-day reform of the Hindu
religion and social-welfare ideals are results of implementing the ideal of svadharma to
suit modern civilization by reformists such as Mahatma Gandhi and Raja Ram Mohan
Roy.

Goals such as dharma and mok¥a may not appeal as ideals to all. It is often said that it
is only when man’s physical welfare is assured and psychological pressures are assuaged
that he can even begin to think of his spiritual welfare and therefore of goals such as
dharma and mok#¥a. Hence, artha and kama are also prescribed as moral ideals. Artha is
economic welfare and kama is sensuous experience. Pursuit of artha as a goal, however,
does not permit anti-social activities such as cheating, corruption, hoarding and denying
others what is due to them. These are all considered to be against dharma, which is the
guiding principle. Similarly in the pursuit of kama a sense of proportion and detachment
is advised, since undue desire could lead to unhappiness and sorrow. Kama and artha are
enjoined because they make man’s life composite out of which emerges a total man. In
other words, riches and pleasures, though worldly ends, should make an individual a
worthy member of society fulfilling his or her duties. These three, dharma, artha and
kama, are known as the trivargas, the three categories which make for the fullness of a
person’s life.

The ultimate goal of man’s life is freedom from the dualities of life (mok#
a). All systems of Indian thought accept this. The nature of this goal,
however, varies according to the school, since each school has its own
conception of the nature of a soul. Mok#a, though the highest ideal, is the
last goal, since it is believed that man can contemplate mok#a only after he

has lived in society and realized its futility.

The prescribed practical methodology

In answer to the question why man should lead a moral life, it is not enough if an ideal is
prescribed. An account of both the meaning and the content of a moral life needs to be
provided. In Indian thought the purpose of a moral life is not so much to fulfil the will of
god as to seek one’s own salvation. Salvation is attaining freedom from sorrow and
suffering. However, the intermediary purpose of a moral life is to achieve a just society.
Man should not, by his voluntary actions, cause sorrow and suffering to others. To
achieve this end two ways of life are prescribed. These are nivftti marga, the path of
renunciation, and pravftti marga, where man is required to participate, with moderation
and restraint, in all activities of life. The former requires that man should become a
recluse (sannyasin). This, however, is neither possible for everyone nor is it desirable.
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Hence in the latter way of life man should use his discrimination and practise
renunciation in action: the karma marga propounded in the Bhagavadgita. Karma marga
requires man to carry out his responsibilities, but emphasizes that he should not become
so involved in fulfilling his responsibilities and his role in life that he would go to any
length to achieve this. Unbridled attachment leads only to sorrow and suffering. It has
already been stated above how man, driven by his desires, loses even his intelligence. So
the Gita advocates not complete sannyasa but karma sannyasa, where man is exhorted
not to shirk his responsibilities but act without attachment to the results of such action.
Inevitably each action will produce results. The wise man, however, would not concern
himself with such effects, but would carry out his duty to the best of his ability. But is it
psychologically possible for man to act without the motivating force of achieving a
desired goal? The Gita answers this question by saying that by transubstantiating the
goals it is possible to act without limited desires. That is, one should sublate a personal
goal to the wider all-comprehensive goal of the welfare of society (lokasa#tgraha).
Dharma is the ideal and svadharma is the means of achieving it. Motivated
interpretations of svadharma are not wanting. The most important of them, held by
staunch traditionalists, is that it means the duties enjoined by each caste upon its
members. However, such an explanation would be absurd in present times since there are
a multiplicity of castes and there are no prescribed rules for the behaviour of each caste.
Moreover, in present-day India affected by scientific and technological advances it is
impractical and impossible for the castes to be solely following vocations prescribed by
the Vedas. This has resulted in a reinterpretation of svadharma as that which is suitable to
an individual’s capabilities, intelligence and inclination. Thus the Gita says that it is
better to do the things for which one is most suited even incompetently than aspire to do
that for which one is neither trained nor competent psychologically. The end or lokasa#i
graha can be achieved only slowly and by deliberate cultivation of disciplined action.
Certain practical steps which help its cultivation are given in the Yoga system.

The practical requirements for good conduct described in the Yoga system are
accepted by the other classical orthodox systems of Indian philosophy. The principles
consist of both negative and positive principles and are called yama and niyama
respectively. These are to be observed daily. In addition there are two others, asana and
pra?ayama. Asana is posture which is comfortable and leaves the mind to concentrate.
Pra¥*ayama is controlled breathing which makes the mind and the internal organs calm
and quiescent, thus leaving the self or atman free to concentrate and fit to undertake the
practice of niyamas. These are cleanliness of the body and surroundings, saouca,
contentment, santofa, purificatory mental concentration, tapas, studying together with
fellow-aspirants (svadyaya) and devotion to god (lsvara pra¥idhana). These are to be
observed daily and by all people without any distinction of caste, creed or sex. The yamas
are five in number, and they are negative commands to be observed just like niyamas.
These are ahi®sa, abstinence from causing any type of injury to all living beings, satya,
speaking truth even if it is against one’s own welfare, asteya, non-stealing, which means
not taking that which is not one’s own but belongs to others, brahmacarya, continence in
all things which give rise to sensuous enjoyment, and aparigraha, abstaining from
avarice.
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The practice of yamas and niyamas helps in disciplining the body and mind, and
achieving contentment. These are all social practices which help man to lead a
comfortable and stable life, thereby making him fit to act for the welfare of humanity.

We have said that the final purufartha is mokfa. One way of attaining this is by
following the prav{tti marga, which involves the doctrine of svadharma. But it is not
everyone who can achieve this in his life. Human nature being what it is, to carry out
one’s duty irrespective of the results which follow is almost impossible for the majority.
Hence the Bhagavadgita prescribes two other modes of action known as bhakti marga
and jiiana marga. One of the niyamas already mentioned is devotion to god (/svara praft
idhana). Bhakti marga is the same as devotion to god. However, according to the Yoga
system devotion to god is one method by the practice of which man can lead a peaceful
life. The principle stressed here is that since all are god’s creation, what is harmful to one
would also be harmful to others. While this principle is accepted in the bhakti marga it
goes one step further and maintains that all actions arising from greed, hatred, selfishness
and unhealthy competition must be eschewed. Every action must be performed as an
offering to god without burdening our minds about its results. Such devotion, however, is
not easy to practise, as it requires utter selflessness.

The next path for the achievement of mok¥a is jiiana marga, the way of knowledge.
Here knowledge means not merely worldly knowledge but a knowledge of ultimate
reality. It requires a rigorous training in logical thinking and a sustained faith that
knowledge is attainable. This has to be cultivated as a prerequisite for following this
route to attain mok¥a. This is perhaps the most difficult of all the routes, even though
knowledge is a prerequsite for the other two routes. That is, one cannot act without desire
unless one knows that what one desires is not ultimate; similarly, one cannot love that
which one does not know. So knowledge is the basis. A rigorous training and an ardent
desire to know that which is ultimate releases man from sorrow and suffering.

So far the discussion has centered around the fourfold ideals of dharma, artha, kama
and mok#a. There are, however, two auxiliary theories, orientated towards the application
of these ideals, that need to be considered. One is the socio-ethical-metaphysical principle
of the doctrine of karma and satsara (rebirth), and the other is the socio-ethical-
economic doctrine of the theories of caste and the different stages of life. The first
theory’s contribution to a moral life will be considered briefly. A very tenacious and
widespread aspect of Indian ethics, whether it be of the astika (theistic) or nastika
darsanas (non-theistic philosophies), is the doctrine of karma and its consequent theory
of rebirth. Both are often referred to as sa#ftsara. The first and the most important is the
law of karma. This maintains that the law of causation is effective not only in the natural
world but also in the moral realm. Man reaps as he sows, not only in his life an earth but
also in moral life. The beginnings of this idea are to be found in the concept of I'ta in the

Rg Veda. When karma came to be interpreted in the Brahma®as not merely as action,
but as sacrificial rite, the results of actions were said to be reaped in heaven (svarga
loka). The ancient Hindu, however, began to question how the results of ritual action
performed here and now could be preserved during a considerable length of time by
which a man could attain heaven, since this could happen only after a person was dead.
The vehicle of such conveyance of the results of moral action was said to be adf ¥fa, the
unseen. It was thought that af$da consisting of either good or bad deeds could not be
exhausted in one lifetime. Good actions lead to a benevolent, pleasurable and
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economically viable rebirth, while bad actions lead to the opposite. In the light of this, the
final purpose of man is to act in such a way that there is no accumulation of af$Zda
which is carried from life to life along with the soul. This in practice means acting in
such a way that the self or atman is not influenced by the results of its action. This theory
of ad? §¥a and the methodology to get rid of its existence was propounded by the Nyaya-
VaiseFika school and accepted by other systems since there is no refutation of it.

The karma theory outlined above seems to be a deterministic view of morality,
binding man for ever to the fruits of his actions without any let up. However, human free
will is affected if this karma doctrine is accepted. The Nyaya-VaiseSika school tried to
resolve this in the following way. Since all actions are in time, there must be a past,
present and future for it. The fruits of actions whether in this life or in a past life, must be
lived and experienced now, just as the results of actions performed now are preserved for
future results. Thus while the results of the past cannot be escaped, the future can be
controlled by controlling the present. Thus prarabdha karma refers to the results of the
past, and agami karma is that which refers to the future. The present is called saficita
karma. It must be controlled and prevented from accumlating, so that the future can be
free from its results. It is here that man’s efforts are necessary. Man is completely his
own master. His future life depends upon what he does now and how he does it. God
helps him in controlling his actions and redirecting them towards the cancellation of the
karmaphala. Thus the karma doctrine absolves god from all responsibility for the
sufferings of man and makes man himself responsible for his own sufferings.
Determinism in human behaviour is absolved.

In spite of such a generous interpretation of karma and karmaphala by classical
philosophers there is a vagueness regarding what is meant by karmaphala, the fruit of
action. An ordinary action like giving charity benefits the person to whom the charity is
given. This is the normal meaning of action. But we have to go beyond such a simplistic
interpretation. The giver of charity also derives a satisfactory pleasure. Tradition,
however, holds that puf'ya and papa also are the results of such actions. These words do
not stand for the right or the wrong. They signify the merit that comes from the
performance of right actions and the demerit that comes from the performance of wrong
actions. The perception of the difference between these two is the result of continuous
self-discipline and the development of Yogic powers.® It is this that is required for our
explanation of reincarnation together with the concept that the soul (atman) is eternal and
indestructible.

While the above explanation of karma and the eternality of the soul is accepted in various
degrees and forms by almost all the schools of Indian philosophy, the one important
exception is the Carvaka school, which points out that there are lacunae in this theory.
According to this school the law of causality is effective only in the empirical world. If
the cause and effect are here and now, their counterparts cannot be somewhere else like
another birth. If this is the case, it is difficult to see how the two could be connected.
Moreover, the Carvaka school points out that attribution of a transcendental cause to an

empirical effect and vice-versa results in a category mistake. Besides, it is not
possible to argue from effect to cause because of the multiplicity of
possible causes.
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Carvaka, Bauddha and Jaina ethics

The Carvaka, the oldest of the heterodox systems, rebelled against Upanifadic and
Vedic thought. Perhaps the rebellion was motivated by the extreme form of renunciation
advocated by the Upanifads and the ritualistic formalism which resulted from the Vedic
stress on the performance of sacrifices. So, for the Carvaka there is no all-controlling
god, no conscience to guide, and it does not believe in life after death and mokfa. Only
sensations and happiness derived from sense-satisfaction are the ideal for human activity.
Dharma is rejected, along with mok#a, and only sensual pleasure, kama, and the means
of securing such pleasure, artha, are acceptable. No doubt there is pain along with
pleasure; but according to the Carvaka because of that, pleasure should not be neglected.®
Hence traditional ethical principles are disregarded and hedonism accepted. While there
are other materialistic and realistic schools in Indian philos-ophy, the Carvaka is the only
naturalist, svabhava vadin). According to this school, the soul is the result of an
interaction of the subjective and purely objective experi-ences, vanishing once the
experiences vanish. Man is a creature of nature, and nature is neither good nor bad. It is
only events that become good or bad inasmuch as they produce pleasure or pain. But
events are not permanent.

The Jaina philosphy is also against the Vedic and Upanifadic traditions. They,
however, posit the existence of a soul whose characteristic is consciousness. Each soul
corresponds to the nature, size and structure of the body it occupies. This concept seems
to have been derived from the etymological meaning of the word atman (‘what lives or is
animate’). The intrinsic nature of the soul is perfection. To achieve this perfection while
still embodied is the aim of the ethical teaching of Jainism. While the soul is
transcendental in its true form, karma, which is flowing matter, binds it to the body.
Freedom from such bondage can be achieved by leading a moral life. Moral life consists
of observing the Three Jewels (triratna). These are right faith, right knowledge and right
conduct. The former two form the basis for right conduct which are the fivefold virtues
pancasila. These are (1) ahi'sa, non-violence, (2) satya, not making wrong statements
roused by the passions of anger, greed, conceit and others, (3) asteya, not taking anything
that is neither yours nor given to you, (4) brahmacarya, chastity and continence, (5)
parigraha, controlling all internal or external attachment. Of these the most important is
ahi#fisa. Since soul is present in all living beings, ahi#tsa covers a large variety of
actions. It is only when ahi#fsa in all its aspects is practised that one becomes a jina or a
perfect man. This is not purely a negative concept as it does not mean only desisting from
harming other living beings, but also rendering active service to others. Thus Jaina ethics
does not neglect the social aspect of an ethical life. In both Buddhism and Jainism two-
fold training is prescribed, one branch for the monks and the other for the householder.
But unlike Buddhism, the Jainism permits a combination of the two disciplines, thus
forming a graded system, different in degree at various levels.

Buddhism takes a different approach to the moral life altogether. While the Carvaka
said that soul is a manifestation of the combination of material things and Jainism
maintained that soul was material but all-pervasive for the Buddhists soul is merely a
name for a series of becoming. There is nothing permanent including the soul. The cause
of sorrow and suffering is ignorance of this state (avidya). The consequent desire (tf $%3)
is the thirst for possession of things. When these two are conquered man attains nirvana,
which is the equivalent of mok#¥a in the orthodox systems. The method prescribed for
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attaining nirvana is leading a moral life here and now. The system of morality prescribed
is the Eightfold Path known as the middle way. It steers between the extreme asceticism
of the Upani¥adic teaching and the extreme indulgence taught by the Naturalists
(svabhava vadins), of whom Carvaka is an example. The Eightfold Path consists of (1)
right faith, (2) right resolve, (3) right speech, (4) right action, (5) right living, (6) right
effort, (7) right thought and (8) right concentration. Right faith is to know that there is
suffering and right resolve is to get rid of this. All the other principles strengthen this
resolve. A moral life conducted along the recommended lines gets rid of karma, which
causes dependent origination and which in turn causes suffering. The Buddha always
insisted that one must accept only that which one realized was right. Salvation or nirvai'a
can be realized only through self-reliance and not by the grace of god. Even a teacher
(guru) can only show the way. But a perception of truth can only come by right conduct
(s11a), which includes veracity, non-injury and contentment.

The Buddhists believe in karma and rebirth. But these are not transcendental. The
soul, which is not permanent but a stream of existence, is still the agent of action. Hence
there can also be a transmigration without a transmigrating agent. Rebirth is not a post-
mortem affair but something which takes place every instant. Like the flame of the candle
which is ever changing though seemingly continuous, so also with the individual self. It
is character that transmigrates by attaching itself to a new body-series. This process goes
on till t7 ¥ or desire is conquered and there is a cessation (nirva'a). Thus karma is an
impersonal law and rebirth happens every moment (kfaa).

SOCIETY IN INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

The foundations of the structure of Indian society are found in the theories of caste (var?
a) and stages of human life (asrama). These theories are often justified on socio-
economic grounds.

Caste (var?a)

The earliest reference to the caste system is to be found in the Puru®a Sikta of the R g
Veda.” According to the Puru$a Siikta the four primary castes brahmin, rajanya, vaisya
and sidra emerged from the mouth, the two arms, the two thighs and the feet of Puru®a
respectively, and the functions of each correspond to the position they occupy in the body
of Puru®a. Since the mouth signifies teaching, brahmins are scholars; since the arms
signify offence and defence, the rajanya (also k¥atriyas) are warriors; since the thighs
signify activity, the vaisyas are traders, and since the feet serve the body in giving
mobility, the sadras are to render services. The origins of the caste system seem to be
based on the nature of work to be done and its importance. The above account, however,
is allegorical and mythical and provides an elusive origin for caste system.

The early Vedic texts suggest that the caste system may have had its origins in the two
tightly demarcated groups of people based on their colour (var#a): the fair-complexioned
Aryan immigrants and the dark-complexioned inhabitants of the country, the dasa. The
Aryan as the conquerors devoted themselves to learning, fighting and trade, while the
dasas were relegated to manual labour and service. This is also claimed to be another
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factor in the constitution of caste or varfa, as it came to be known later. Over the
generations, however, birth began to play a pivotal role in the system, so that status was
determined by birth. So a child born in a brahmin family had the privileges of a brahmin
even though he may not have had the necessary qualities for that profession. However,
there are no evaluative statements in the Vedas on the impact of this system on society or
indeed the relation of this system to the monistic metaphysical philosophy to be found in
the Vedas and the Upanifads. Indeed it would not be an exaggeration to say that the caste
system is at variance with the Upanifadic philosophy which continuously equates the
individual (atman) with the Absolute (Brahman), thereby implying equality. Against this
it is indeed difficult to see how the caste system could be rationally justified.

However, we do have a rising of a rebellion against both the metaphysical and social
structure of the early people in the rising on the non-orthodox systems of Carvaka and
Buddhism. As stated above, while Carvaka is purely hedonistic, the Buddhists,
influenced by the ideal of mok¥a, sought to break the chain of sa#tsara. While the belief
in karma made the Hindu maintain that the reward for a good action was birth in a higher
place in society, Buddhism maintained that good actions led to a release from birth. It
also emphasized the need for a change in the outlook of the socio-economic pattern, as
evidenced by its Eightfold Path. The strength of Buddhism lies in its concern for the
welfare of the common man and its emphasis on escaping from sa#tsara.

Responding to the new ideas introduced by non-orthodox schools, Hinduism tried to
redraw its framework for social life by redefining the role of the individual and the social
institutions to lend them clarity, consistency and viability. The Dharma Sitras,
Arthasastra and Niti Sastras are the results of this concern. All deal with the everyday
life of people, thereby bearing testimony for their concern for social institutions. They not
only emphasize the divine origin of the theory of caste system, but maintain that the
prevailing castes denote the innate nature and intelligence of people. For instance, the
Bhagavadgita enunciates the characters of the four castes as follows:

Serenity, self-restraint, austerity, purity, forgiveness, and also uprightness,
knowledge, realization, belief in hereafter—these are the duties of
Brahmins born of their own nature. Heroism, vigour, firmness,
resourcefulness, not flying from battle, generosity and lordliness are the
duties of the K%atriyas born of their own nature. Agriculture, cattle-
rearing, and trade are the duties of the Vaisyas born of their own nature,
and acgion consisting of service is the duty of stdras born of their own
nature.

This idea seems at first sight to be meaningful. Birth itself is synonymous with the
instrinsic nature of an individual and consequently his or her function in society.
However, the karma theory maintains that it is possible to be born either on a higher or
lower plane by controlling one’s saficita karma. Hence by controlling one’s actions here
and now it is possible to change the intrinsic nature in a future birth. Thus we have the
story of Viswamitra, born a k¥atriya, changing his nature into that of a brahmin by
performing austerities and attaining the privileges due to a brahmin. Thus it is definitely
stated that birth alone does not confer on one the status of any caste.® As this is an uphill
task, the Bhagavadgita exhorts everyone to stick conscientiously to their duties
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(svadharma). However, it is accepted that in a moment of crisis one is permitted to
perform the duties of other castes. This type of dharma is called agpadharma. There is
also the emphasis on nifkama karma (desireless action) to overcome the frustration that
may spring up from adherence to svadharma. Since there is no restriction on the
performance of nifkama karma, it enables one to achieve in one stage what is appropriate
to another stage. Thus sidras become entitled to mok¥a straight away irrespective of
other considerations, since all their actions have been desireless.

It is thus that var#a (caste) becomes a dharma (ordained duty). Though admixture of
castes by marriage (var¥asa®kara) was prohibited, a scheme was none the less devised
to regulate it. A brahmin could marry a woman from the three lower castes, and so on
down the grades. However, there could be no upward marriages: a man could not marry a
woman of a higher caste. Marriages were generally monogamous, but polygamy was not
frowned upon.

All decision-making was a democratic process involving the entire family. The child’s
first education started at home, at the feet of his father, who initiated him into the skills of
his calling. The importance of the family grew with each individual’s dependence on the
whole. Thus the family gained in importance and occupied foreground in all matters. The
importance of the father or the oldest male member of the family gained in momentum,
and he came to be designated the karta or the responsible doer of the family.

During the Vedic and the Upani$adic period women enjoyed a status equal to that of
men in all fields of activity. They excelled in Vedic and philosophical studies, as
evidenced by the rigorous debates engaged in by women like Gargi and Maitreyi.
However, by the time of the Dharma Satras, specially Manu’s Dharma Sastra, a woman
was regarded as unfit for Vedic studies. She became dependent on her father, husband
and son during the different stages of her development. Though presence of a wife was
necessary for the performance of all ritual acts by the husband, she could not perform the
rites. Her duty was by the side of her husband.

Asrama
Just as the Varadharma (the caste system) defines the role of the individual in society,
asrama dharma regulates the inner development of the individual, both biological and
psychological. Asrama means ‘exerting oneself’. The asrama theory charters the life of
an individual into four different phases—brahmacarya, gfhasta, vanaprasta and
sannyasa—on the basis of the varied emotional states and capabilities. At each stage,
emotionally and psychologically an individual is deemed fit to take up a particular state
of social life. During the first stage, brahmacarya, the individual should remain
unmarried, observe celibacy and earnestly devote himself to the pursuit of knowledge.
After the completion of learning, he moves on to the next stage and marries a suitable girl
and performs the duties of a householder. This is g hast@srama. Vanaprasta is the third
stage, in which he avoids active social life and moves away from his house, invariably
with his wife, to the forests, to live in peace and meditation. In sannyasa, the last and
final stage, he leads a life of renunciation. The householder is the centre of manifold
activity, but the sannyasi, on the contrary, is a detached, self-isolating individual. He is
not attached to the family and all values are value-neutral to him. In fact, a sannyasi is
dead to society. He dramatizes this detachment from society by performing his own
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funeral rites, by distributing all his possessions and keeping away from the performance
of any religious rites and social duties. Thus, according to the asrama system an
individual has to lead a life of activity for the major part of his life. He can switch over to
a life of renunciation only in the last stages of his life. After becoming a sannyasi one
cannot return to the life of a householder. This division of a man’s life into stages helps
each individual to perform his duties diligently and to the satisfaction of all members of
society. On account of the influence of family, custom and tradition, individuals adhered
to dharma and life went on in society in an ordained manner.

The king and his dharma

A society was not governed merely by social norms as prescribed in the vara and the
asrama dharma. There was also a political angle. The authority of the state or the king
was not limited to the economic and political aspects of people’s lives, but extended to
their social and private lives as well. The king was not merely a protector from
aggression from outside but also a protector of a way of life ordained in the Dharma
Sastras. Hence the king’s place was a very important one. The institution of kingship was
instituted for the upholding of dharma because when people were allowed to deviate
from dharma there was strife and uncertainty in society. Hence the duty of the king was
to see that such a state of affairs did not develop. As the Arthasastra of Kautilya says, ‘In
the happiness of his subjects lies his happiness; in their welfare his welfare.’® The king
was not democratically chosen but chosen on the strength of the hereditary principle. As
in the other professions the king was trained and prepared for his duties right from his
childhood by a competent guru (teacher) who was invariably either a sage or a learned
brahmin. The king was divinely ordained and his word was the command of God. But
like the gods he was trained to be generous and unattached.

The king was always assisted by a council of ministers chosen carefully

‘whose character [had] been tested under the three pursuits of life,

religion, wealth and love and under fear’.**

CONCLUSION

Though moral and social values in present-day India are still based on the traditions
handed down by texts such as the Bhagavadgita and Manu Sm{ti, there are none the less
continuous efforts at adapting the traditional values to suit the needs of modern-day
society.

NOTES
1 Chandogya Upanifad I1.1V, verse 2 onwards.
2 Isa Upanifad 7.
3 Santiparva 109 4-5 onwards. As quoted in S.Radhakrishnan and Charles A.Moore
(eds), A Source Book in Indian Philosophy (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press,
1957), p. 165.
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4 Dharayat dharma‘fI :

5 The Apastambha Dharma Sitra maintains: ‘He is gentle and serene. He exercises the
highest self-control. He is modest and courageous. He has cast off all lassitude and is free
from anger.” Mysore Oriental Library edition L.iii.17-24 (as quoted by M.Hiriyanna,
Outlines of Indian Philosophy (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1932)).

6 ‘No body casts away the grain because of the husks’. Madhava Acarya,
Sarvadarsana Sa#igraha, reprint (New Delhi: Cosmo Publishers, 1976), pp. 1-3.

7 Edward J.Thomas, Vedic Hymns, Wisdom of the East Series (London: John Murray,
1923), X, 90.

8 Bhagavadgita, chapter 18, verses 424,

9 ibid.

10 Kautilya’s Artha Sastra, trans. R.Shama Sastry, 2nd edn (Wesleyan Mission Press,
1923), ch. 19, “The duties of a king’.

11 ibid., ch. 10.

FURTHER READING

Brown, D.M. (1953) The White Umbrella—Indian Political Thought from Manu to
Gandhi, Berkeley: University of California Press.

Chatterjee, S. (1950) Fundamentals of Hinduism: A Philosophical Study, Calcutta:
Das Gupta.

Chennakesavan, Sarasvasti (1976) Concepts in Indian Philosophy, Madras: Orient
Longman.

Heimann, Betty (1937) Indian and Western Philosophy: A Study in Contrast, London:
George Allen & Unwin.

Hiriyanna, M. (1932) Outlines of Indian Philosophy, London: George Allen & Unwin.

lyer, P.S.Sivaswami (1935) Evolution of Hindu Moral Ideals, Calcutta: University of
Calcutta.

Kane, P.V. (1930-53) History of Dharmasastra (ancient and medieval religious and
civil law in India), 4 vols, Bombay: Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute.

Mahdhava Acarya (1904) Sarvadarsana Sa#fgraha, trans. E.B.Cowell and
A.E.George, London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Triibner & Co.

Maitra, S.K. (1925) The Ethics of the Hindus, Calcutta: University of Calcutta.

Radhakrishnan, S. and Moore, Charles A. (eds) (1957) A Source Book in Indian
Philosophy, Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.



15
CONTEMPORARY INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

A.Roy

INTRODUCTION

Indian philosophy in the twentieth century is a reflection of ancient philosophical
thoughts in the changing times of society. It is an expression of the eternal in the
temporal, a reverberation of what is perennial of philosophic thoughts in the ever-
changing social order of mankind. It implies quite a few factors which may not be
apparent at first sight. When man lives in the world, he takes it to be as real as he
experiences it. As experience grows deeper and man starts questioning some of the
obvious incompatibilities of nature and the world, he realizes that all that he knows
through sense-experience is not really real. Reality lies beyond the world of appearances;
it is something constant and eternal; it always is. Man must turn himself in search of that
reality. The search is eternal, true of mankind throughout the world and particularly true
of the country in which it seems to have taken very deep root.

Philosophy in the West was initiated with the global interest of knowing the
fundamental substance which constitutes the basic material of all things in the world. The
Greek philosophers sought a speculative solution to their philosophic wonder. Thales
wondered at the fundamental element from which everything in the world is evolved. In
this philosophical wonder, he was a spectator who enquired about the reality that lay
outside himself. A different attitude of wonder seemed to prevail in Indian philosophical
thought. Philosophers enquiring about reality were not detached from the object of their
enquiry. They were steeped in the very nature of reality they enquired about. It was a
unique union of being with knowing that characterized their philosophical investigation
in the earliest ages of Vedas. The Vedic hymns heard and subsequently sung resounded
through the very length and breadth of the universe. When the ancient sages responded to
the Vedic hymns, they did so in wonder but not with the detachment of a speculative
thinker. In deep veneration of what they heard, they remained totally immersed in the
echoing sound of Om (a unique sound of invoking God)® vibrating throughout the
universe, and reminding the saintly hearers that peace is the abiding truth of reality and
that all must strive towards that. The temporal and the transcendent, the material and the
spiritual constitute the inseparable elements of that reality. Life needs to realize that
simple reality. Here knowledge came as an intuitive insight to illumined souls who not
only knew but identified themselves with the truth.
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METAPHYSICAL FOUNDATION OF INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

Contemporary thought in India seems to be grounded in the metaphysics of Vedanta. The
philosophical reflections of the Upanifads culminate in the ultimate union of atman with
Brahman. Vedanta, as the word indicates, is the end of philosophical deliberations carried

on in the various Upanifads like the Chandogya, Mdi“.fﬁkya and Kafha which dealt
with the gradual evolution of the empirical self from its ever-changing nature to its
eternal being of Brahman. The word Brahman is derived from the root Brh, meaning to
grow or evolve. Brahman is that which bursts forth as nature and soul. It is the ultimate
cause of the universe. In the Chandogya it is cryptically described as tajjalan—as that
(tat) from which the world arises (ja), into which it returns (la), and by which it is
supported and it lives (an). In Taittiriya, Brahman is defined as that from which all things
are born, by which they live and into which they are reabsorbed. Vedanta gives a unique
interpretation to the three states of the self—its waking, dreaming and dreamless deep-
sleep state. When life begins, the empirical self engaged in the everyday concerns of
experience seems to be the sole reality. But the self which is awake is also the self which
dreams and the self which sleeps deeply without ever being conscious either of itself or
of the world in which it eventually awakes. In all three states the self that experiences,
understands and realizes is not the self that can ever be the object of itself. It is the eternal
subject, the spirit or the atman which, remaining constant with itself, directs and
envisions its ultimate unity with Brahman. ‘In defining reality as that whose non-
existence cannot be conceived, Safkara identifies it with pure consciousness or the
witness, not subject to change.”

Such being the metaphysical foundation, most philosophical thought depends on the
ancient thought of the Vedas, Upanifads and Vedanta for its main source of knowledge.
However, contemporary thought is generally criticized as being merely interpretative and
recasting the old in new modes of thought and expression. It does not impart anything
new that would hold, guide and lead the nation to a better and more prosperous future.
This criticism is not well founded since contemporary philosophy, even if it derives from
ancient sources, is universal and perennial. It speaks the language of the spiritual
consciousness of the individual, the unique search of the being of man. The man in India
is the man in England, America, Europe, Asia and every other corner of the world. Indian
philosophy today recasts the ancient idea of saccidananda or sat, cit and ananda,
meaning pure existence, consciousness and bliss, in the contemporary socio-political and
economic contexts of the country.®> To emphasize the essence of the universal in the
individual is to emphasize the essence of the universal in all human beings. It is with this
idea in mind that Sri Aurobindo thought of liberating mankind by realizing the world soul
or super-mind in himself. The same idea was expressed by Swami Vivekananda when he
said that he would experience birth hundreds of times in the world and suffer the
sufferings of millions till the whole human race was emancipated from the evils of life.
Mahatma Gandhi fought for the freedom of the nation with the two universal weapons of
satyagraha, attachment to truth, and non-violence. It is only in the realization of the
essential spiritual consciousness that Gandhi could combine philosophical knowledge
with the political freedom of the country.



Contemporary Indian philosophy 255

CONTEMPORARY PHILOSOPHICAL THOUGHT

All the contemporary philosophical knowledge of the world could be said to be
interpretative of old thoughts of ancient times. Who can be original in the sense of
Socrates or Plato or of the Aryans who heard the Vedic songs long before they could be
rendered in language and later on in scriptures? To be original today means to take on the
old, to assimilate and revive it in the mould of the new. Contemporary Indian philosophy
can be said to be original in this sense. For all the contemporary thinkers whose
contributions to present-day philosophy count most, the keynote has been the teachings
of Advaita Vedanta. Life is spiritual and eternal; our search is for the realization of atman
or spirit, which is one with Brahman. Call it religious, call it philosophical or call it the
message of spirituality in every living soul of the world, it is one and the same. The
individual needs to realize his or her constant, unchanging, eternal self which is not the
self of the material world, but the underlying self or spiritual consciousness pining to be
one with Brahman. No wonder, then, that India is said to spiritualize the whole world. It
is religious because here philosophy cannot be disassociated from religion, the way of
knowledge from the way of life. Although Indian philosophy generally prescribes three
paths (margas), according to different objectives pursued at different stages of life,
namely duty (karma), devotion (bhakti) and knowledge (jfiana), no one way of life can be
attained exclusively on its own without the others being pursued.* The jiiana marg (path
of knowledge) is supposed to lead to the highest knowledge of Brahman. It is knowledge
attained not through scholastic learning and discursive reason but through the constant
effort of the individual passing through the stages of karma and bhakti together.
Knowledge of the unity of Brahman with atman is enlightenment and realization of the
soul in being truly itself. When harmo- nization of knowing with being is complete, man
attains salvation, mok¥a or the state of saccidananda. For the Greeks, philosophy meant
love of wisdom; for the Indians, philosophy means love of wisdom that directs man to the
true abode of eternity and universality. What should man do with knowledge or a
storehouse of rich information which he does not experience personally in life and
experiencing which he does not realize that wisdom carries the message of liberation of
the soul from the shackles of bondage, pain and suffering of the entire human race?

Present-day philosophical thinking in India is a peculiar combination of ancient
thoughts with the current socio-political and economic problems of life. There are quite a
few twentieth-century thinkers whose contributions to present-day philosophical thinking
count most. However, | shall be referring to only four, mentioning their heritage and
relevance in modern India. In referring to the philosophies of Vivekananda, Mahatma
Gandhi, Sri Aurobindo and Radhakrishnan I hope to show in what sense they can be said
to be true representatives of contemporary Indian thought.

NINETEENTH- AND TWENTIETH-CENTURY THINKERS

Swami Vivekananda (1863-1902)

Vivekananda was the monastic name of Narendranath Datta, who was born on 12 January
1863 in an aristocratic family of Calcutta, the then capital of India. Brought up with
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western culture and literature, Narendranath continued to be sceptical regarding
Ramakrishna’s intensely personal experience of the transcendent till a glimpse of
beatitude calmed his surging humanitarian instinct. He realized the immensity of the
vision he had in front of him and wanted to merge his soul completely in the Absolute
Reality through nirvikalpa samadhi (meditation of a nameless, formless and impersonal
reality).’ At this stage of spiritual ecstasy Ramakrishna® charged him with his life’s
mission. He was not to seek salvation for himself. The mission of his life lay in serving
suffering mankind and seeking spiritual satisfaction in that service alone. Convinced by
his own realization of the spiritual value of his master’s injunction, he later combined the
two ideals of individual salvation and universal well-being.

Vivekananda was a relentless seeker of the truth of God. His passionate zeal for
realizing salvation for himself along with the well-being of his fellow-brethren kept him
roaming from one part of the country to the other, from the Himalayas to Cape Comorin.
Apart from what he learned in the company of sages and from his own reading of
religious books, he drew valuable insight from the firsthand experience of the social,
economic and cultural life of the people. Men belonging to different castes, sects and
communities with different regional shades in their widely varying thoughts and ways of
life proved to be a highly engrossing subject of study. By the time he reached the end of
his journey in the South, he realized how myriad kaleidoscopic patterns of social life,
scattered all over the country, were all ultimately based on the same spiritual foundation
laid by the seers of old, the F¥is (sages) of ancient India. Thus his direct experience
opened his eyes to the fact that a central unity could accommodate thousands of varieties
on the surface.

While Vivekananda’s intellect was busy acquiring knowledge, his heart sank at the
sight of the miseries of masses in every part of the country through which he happened to
pass. His direct experience of the appalling misery of the down-trodden people set his
whole being on fire. With such a burning passion in his heart, he reached the
southernmost tip of India, paid his homage to the goddess Kanya Kumari at Cape
Comorin and swam across to a neighbouring rock entirely cut off from the mainland, now
known as Vivekananda Rock. Sitting in complete solitude on the rock and surrounded by
the dashing waves of the ocean all about him, he looked at the mainland and visualized
the whole of India before him. The real self of India stood revealed before his eyes.

Hearing of the Parliament of Religions to be held in 1893 in Chicago, he decided to
attend it in order to communicate the universality of Hindu philosophy. The questions he
was going to put to the congregation were: ‘Was not the world a sacred manifestation of
the divine?” and ‘Was not man behind all shades of complexion equally holy as an
expression of the lord?” The Parliament of Religions commenced its first session on 11
September 1893. Before the final session of the Parliament on 27 September he had
delivered ten to twelve speeches. Through them he acquainted the house with the lofty
ideas and ideals connected with various aspects of Hinduism and also with his central
theme of universal religion based on the findings of the Vedic seers. In the inspired
utterance with which he concluded his address at the final session, one sees a revelation
of the spirit of Ramakrishna, and gets the keynote of Vivekananda’s message to the West.
He declared with all emphasis:
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The Christian is not to become a Hindu, or a Buddhist, nor a Hindu or a
Buddhist to become a Christian. But each must assimilate the spirit of the
others and yet preserve his individuality and grow according to his own
law of growth.”

In the same vein he proclaimed:

If the Parliament of Religions has shown anything to the world, it is this:
it has proved to the world that holiness, purity, and charity are not the
exclusive possessions of any church in the world and that every system
has produced men and women of the most exalted character. In the face of
this evidence, if anybody dreams of the exclusive revival of his own
religion and the destruction of others, | pity him from the bottom of my
heart and point out to him that upon the banner of every religion will be
written inspite of his resistance; ‘Help and not fight’, ‘Assimilation and
not destruction’, “Harmony and Peace and not Dissension’.?

Vivekananda spent some of the best years of his life in America and Europe. He
explained to the audience the essentially impersonal character of the Hindu religion, its
universal message of unbounded Catholicism, its presentation of various readings of
divinity, monistic, qualified monistic and dualistic. Further he observed different kinds of
religious practice grouped under the fundamental types of jfiana yoga, bhakti yoga and
karma yoga (meditation in knowledge, worship and work) covering the entire range of
human tastes, temperaments and capacities. He explained to them the doctrine of karma
(philosophy of action) and rebirth and enlightened them with the Hindu idea of salvation
through realization of one’s identity with the Absolute. Then by his rational exposition he
showed how the Hindu view of religion could stand the severest scrutiny of reason and
exist in perfect amity with the findings of science. Above all he laid special emphasis on
the fact that the broad and liberal message of Vedanta contained the science of all
religions, which might enable the world to realize the essential unity of all religions and
stand united on the magnificent pedestal of universal religion. Vivekananda’s definition
of religion as the manifestation of the divinity that is already in man went surely to clear
a mass of prejudices against religion. According to him religion is a growth from within
till one reaches the last stage of human evolution. When man conquers his inner nature,
he becomes perfect and finds God, the ever-free master of nature, the living ideal of
perfection and absolute freedom. He said, ‘Religion is neither in books nor in intellectual
content, nor in reason. Reason, theories, documents, doctrines, books, religious
ceremonies are all helps to religion; religion itself consists of realization.”® He pointed out
further that religion is not only a normal and natural element, but also a universal
phenomenon of human life. He said, ‘It is my belief that religious thought is in man’s
very constitution, so much so that it is impossible for him to give up religion until he can
give up thought and life.”*

In emphasizing the supreme importance of religion he did not suggest any seclusion of
man from the context of society. On the contrary, the true religion goes hand in hand with
universal brotherhood and cooperation of man with man. Vivekananda emphasized the
fact that
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If Hindus could again live up to the ideals of their own original scriptures,
the Vedanta, they might pull down all barriers that divided man from man,
and by this process they might develop a gigantic power of cohesion that
could integrate the various Indian sects and communities into one mighty
passion.'

He pointed out further that the Vedantic ideas about the divinity of the soul and the
oneness of the universe and of consequent ‘fearlessness’ would not only unite the people
of India but also infuse enormous strength into the nation and raise it from the slough of
lethargy and despair.

‘Arise, Awake’ are the two touch-stones to inspire millions of Indians to work and
cooperate in a universal brotherhood. Till today, towards the end of the twentieth century,
the thinking community of India remember Vivekananda’s sayings to inspire people to
honest thought and action, sincerity of purpose and compassionate living together.

Mohandas Karamchand Gandhi (1869-1948)

Mohandas Karamchand Gandhi was born in a middle-class Vai$Rava family. In the
absence of any formal training in philosophy, his early life was spent in deep faith in a
transcendent God who created the world of things and beings. It is extremely difficult for
a student of philosophy to reduce Gandhi’s concept of God to any of the accepted
philosophical theories. He did not have any training in academic philosophy; for him the
distinction between theism and pantheism did not carry any meaning. His philosophy of
religion was essentially theistic, believing in God, the creator and hence distinct from the
created. Philosophers have differed widely in interpreting Gandhi’s philosophy of
religion as dualistic (dvaita) or non-dualistic (advaitavada), whether he believed in the
dualistic religion or in monistic religion advocated by Sankara’s Advaita Vedanta. If his
early association with Vai¥Tava (followers of Vi#T'u)*? faith drew him towards dualistic
religion, his personal reading and experiences seem to have led him to advocate a
philosophy in which the finite souls are one with the universal soul or Brahman. For
instance, some of the thoughts expressed in Young India, a monthly news magazine,
quoted parts which gave a clear account of Gandhi’s conception of Vedanta. He said, ‘I
believe in Advaita, | believe in the essential unity of man and for that matter of all that
lives.”™ ‘I believe in absolute oneness of God, and therefore, also of humanity. What
though we have many bodies? We have but one soul. The rays of the sun are many
through refraction. But they have the same source.’* Further, the expressions that Gandhi
used to indicate the plenary reality are closely similar to those that are employed in
Advaita Vedanta. He said, ‘The Vedas describe Brahman as not this, not this, “neti,
neti””. But if he or it is not this, he or it is.”*®

It has been observed by some commentators that Gandhi being a Vai$Ravite could not
have advocated monism (advaitavada); rather that his belief in a personal God led him to
accept the creator ship of God and the relative dependence of the world. He did not reject
the world as illusory and seek salvation for himself. The suffering of millions of people in
India was too deeply ingrained in his nature to think of individual enlightment and
happiness. His strong sense of duty towards suffering fellow-beings stood in the way of
dismissing this world as unreal. In Harijan he wrote:
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Joy or what men call happiness may be, as it really is, a dream in a
fleeting and transitory world. But we cannot dismiss the suffering of our
fellow-creatures as unreal and thereby provide a moral alibi for ourselves.
Even d1r6eams are true while they last and to suffer his suffering is a grim
reality.

When intellectual reconciliation between the reality of the phenomenal world and the
absolute unity of Brahman becomes difficult, it comes as the most natural and inevitable
manifestation to a thinker who practises philosophy at every instance of his life. The
personal conviction of the unity in multiplicity was too deeply ingrained to allow any
intellectual scepticism cross its way. In a similar vein he believed in the unity of all the
basic religions of the world. As Vai$Iava theism resembles both Christianity and Islam,
he realized the essential unity of all religions. He said:

I have come to the conclusion that (i) all religions are true, (ii) all
religions have some error in them, (iii) and all religions are dear to me as
my own Hinduism, in as much as all human beings should be as dear to
one as one’s own close relatives.”

Although Gandhi began his life in an atmosphere of complete devotion to Lord KF$1a
and believed that devotion and prayer would bring spiritual salvation to man, in later life
he believed more and more in the non-duality of the universe. One of his early
realizations was that God is truth, i.e. that to realize God in himself is to realize truth in
himself. In his later reflections, he observed further that truth is God. Having explained
how he arrived at this conclusion, Gandhi drew attention to the Sanskrit word sat, which
literally means ‘that which exists’. When truth exists, God exists. For these and various
other reasons, Gandhi observed that his realization of the essence of truth and its
identification with God gave him the greatest satisfaction. He could be said to be a
philosopher who did not find any inconsistency between the plurality of the world order
and its unity in the ultimate reality of Brahman. Advaita philosophy has no quarrel with
any system of philosophy advocating theories of dualism, monism or pluralism. Hostility
generally arises from partial views of the universe. When the whole truth is known, there
is no hostility.

In deep veneration of the universality of truth, Gandhi fought the political battle with
the two key tools of satyagraha and ahi#itsa (non-violence). Ahi#fisa has both a positive
and a negative meaning. Positively ahi#isa means the largest love and the greatest
charity. Followers of ahititsa should love their enemies. The active ahi#tsa includes truth
and fearlessness. The ideal of non-violence makes us loving and compassionate towards
others. The principle which includes all these vows and commitments is truth. Gandhi
mentions three vows one must make in following the principles of ahi#fsa: (a) the vow
of swadeshi (self-rule), (b) the vow of fearlessness and (c) the vow regarding the social
equality of the untouchables. According to the vow of swadeshi, one should not support a
merchant from any other part of the world when there is a merchant in one’s
neighbourhood. The vow of fearlessness declares that a God-fearing man is not afraid of
any man or any earthly consequences. Gandhi believed that the practice of untouchability
is not ancient and in all probability was evoked at a time when life was at the lowest ebb
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of awareness. He pointed out that castism arises when man ceases to be critical of his
thought and action. The Hindu view of society is ingrained in three fundamental
principles aiming at realizing the highest truth of life. Man’s relation to society can be
best brought out by reference to the synthesis and gradation of (1) the fourfold objects of
life (purufarthas): kama, desire and enjoyment; artha, interest in worldly possessions;
dharma, ethical living; and mok¥a, or spiritual emancipation; (2) the fourfold order of
society (varasrama) (division of society according to profession): the man of learning,
brahmin; of power, k¥atriya; of skilled productivity, vaisya; and of service, siidra; (3)
and the fourfold succession of the stages of life (a@srama): student, brahmachari;
householder, gfhasta; forest recluse, vanaprastha; and the free supersocial man,
sannyasin. By means of the threefold disciplines in learning, service and ideals, an
individual ascends gradually to the highest order of existence, a blissful consciousness of
the ultimate reality. That the approach to this goal may not be too sudden and arbitrary, a
gradual process of ascendance through self-realization is suggested at all stages of an
individual’s life in society. The var*asrama dharma, which was purely a means to bring
about harmony in different classes of social order according to the nature of work
performed, changed to the rigid caste system of the untouchables. Gandhi fought a
relentless battle to fight this evil by bringing to consciousness the indignity thrust upon
man for his labour and service to society. He wrote:

Nothing in the world is wholly good or wholly evil and every action
involves evil. The remedy for evil is self purification. When there exists
one self in all, self-purification will contribute to the welfare of the whole
world. Self purification is tapas or austerity.'®

Satyagraha, on the other hand, means attachment to truth. It implies unflinching
adherence to a realization that can never be shaken by any external forces of the world.
Gandhi believed that there are two forces at work in our nature: satyagraha, the divine,
and duragraha, the devil. Both the methods are applied in attaining the various goals of
life. It is worth while to remember that no one force works in exclusion of the other. It is
only in the predominance of the one over the other that the driving force of action
depends. Gandhi said, ‘In satyagraha there is always unflinching adherence to truth.’
Satyagraha presupposes the ultimate triumph of truth. It enkindles the freedom of the
soul, whereas duragraha has the opposite quality of thinking and doing evil. The literal
meaning of satyagraha is insistence on truth, and force derivable from such insistence in
order to cure evil. It therefore means adherence to truth, and conduct based on truth is
impossible without love; hence satyagraha is the truth-force or the love-force. It is the
force which when universally adopted would revolutionize social ideals and remove
despotism and militarism. The principle of unity of truth with God seems to have been
one driving force in Gandhi to inspire him to fight political battles and bring about social
reform and radical changes in the education system. Education at the earliest stage of a
child’s life was what concerned him most. He believed that education should be given in
the mother tongue and in the natural environment of village homes. The fundamental
principle of such education is to build children’s characters rather than equipping them
with some foreign language, behaviour and ways of life. Gandhi’s philosophy of
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education is inspired by the ideal of uniting body and mind and building up the
foundation of being truly human.

Sri Aurobindo (1870-1950)

Aurobindo Ghose was the original name of Sri Aurobindo, who sought spiritual solution
through realization of Brahman of Advaita Vedanta. After his education in the West, he
came back to India and participated actively in the political activities of the country.
However, he soon realized that his path was different. He could not seek the political
independence of the country without realizing the spiritual emancipation of the nation
and mankind. Aurobindo said that the Vedantic message ‘one without a second’ must be
interpreted in the light of the other truth, ‘All this is Brahman.” His philosophy is
generally known as integral non-dualism (pir*a advaita) or integral idealism. It is
monism, but different in shades of meaning from Spinoza’s neutral monism or Hegel’s
absolute idealism. In the system of both these western thinkers ideal reality is arrived at
conceptually through logical reasoning. With Aurobindo non-dualistic monism is an
intellectual insight which can be known only through intense realization. The personal
experience of man is a necessity in such comprehension.

Aurobindo’s conception of reality is spiritualistic, that which includes the notion of
matter as an integral part of evolution of the entire system. He objected to the asceticism
of ancient Indian thought which denied the reality of matter in realizing the reality of
spirit. According to him, if reality is spiritual then even matter is spiritual. An outright
rejection of matter and the material world is therefore evidently fallacious. The fact is
that matter and spirit are the two inseparable aspects of the same reality. If matter is to
ascend to the spirit, the spirit is to descend to matter. Where there is evolution, there is
corresponding involution. The two processes work integrally together so that the mind or
spirit aspiring towards higher realizations does so while living in the world of appalling
miseries of mankind. Aurobindo’s concept of a dual world order evolving towards a non-
dual reality of super-mind greatly resembles the neutral monism of Spinoza. In the
seventeenth century, Spinoza believed reality to be one substance or God which
manifests itself in infinite attributes and modes. Of the infinite attributes, man is
acquainted only with the attributes of thought and extension.

Spinoza spoke almost the same language as Sri Aurobindo when he observed that
thought and extension are the two aspects of the same reality; viewed mechanically with
the help of science it is material, while viewed mentally with the help of illumined
intellect or insight it is ideal. The two philosophical theories, though similar, are not
identical. One comprehends reality as a static exposition of reason; the other
comprehends it as a constant resurgence of spirit in quest of the ultimate reality of
Brahman or gnosis.

Reality, according to Aurobindo, has two aspects—nonbeing and being, the static and
the dynamic. The former is the basis and support of the latter. There is one truth, one
reality; the being and the many are his becomings. The truth behind all dualities, all
contradictions, all variations perceived in the light of spiritual consciousness is Brahman,
the omnipresent reality. Reality is sagu®*a or with attributes, inasmuch as it is capable of
manifesting qualities, and nirgu#a inasmuch as it is not marked or limited by any sum of
qualities. The many or infinite multiplicity is one of the potentialities of the one which
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manifests itself in many but is more than the sum of its manifestations. Aurobindo held
that ‘the Divine is formless and nameless, but by that very reason capable of manifesting
all possible names and shapes of being.”*

Aurobindo’s concept of Brahman, though derived essentially from Sankara’s Advaita
Vedanta, differs in its emphasis on the relation between matter and spirit. It is most
important that one understands clearly Aurobindo’s concept of Brahman as the ultimate
reality of the universe. The ultimate reality evolves itself through different stages of
evolution, from matter to life, to mind, to cosmic consciousness, and to transcendental
consciousness of the unknowable. He felt that in cosmic consciousness there is a meeting
place of matter and spirit where matter becomes real to the spirit and the spirit becomes
real to matter. In this evolutionary state there is an attempt to rise above the separation of
the material and the spiritual. But this cosmic consciousness tends towards a
transcendental consciousness, which initially is nothing but consciousness of the
unknowable. The unknowable, in spite of being incomprehensible to the limited
consciousness of man, draws incessantly towards itself as something supreme, wonderful
and ineffable. The unknowable is called the Brahman by Sri Aurobindo. The unknowable
manifests itself partly in the world of multiplicity and partly remaining unmanifest in
itself.

Aurobindo believed that creation is a movement between two involutions. The many
involved in spirit evolve downwards to the other pole of matter. In matter too all is
involved and evolves out of it upwards to the other pole of spirit. The formless has
descended, taken form or manifested itself through two essential appearances, the
universe and the individual. It is lfla or a divine play of self-concealment and self-
revelation. The infinite, the super-consciousness has gradually descended step by step,
covering itself by wveil upon veil, till it disappears completely under the mask of
‘inconsciant matter’. It then traverses back step by step by removing veil after veil and
thus waking up from its slumber of inconscience and proceeds towards self-revelation.
Thus each step in the descent is necessarily a step in the ascent. The divine creation is as
real as Brahman and is not an illusion. Brahman expresses himself in many forms of
consciousness; instead of being given up, the previous form is taken up in the next step
and is transformed. Thus life emerged from matter and mind and intelligence in human
beings from life. In the emergence of life and mind, nature transformed matter into bodies
and mind; the preceding form serves as the basis of the next dominant principle. This
process of taking up and transforming the physical-vital-mental being proceeds integrally
in order to serve the laws for the first dominant principle of super-mind. This force is
eternal in existence and is its very nature. It may be in manifestation or non-
manifestation.

The presence of the super-mind in the evolution of every form of being in the world
does not cease to operate with the illumined consciousness of individual beings. The
evolution continues incessantly throughout the universe, and man must take yet another
step to merge into cosmic consciousness or consciousness of the totality of being. There
are four ascending steps of consciousness, through higher mind, illumined mind, intuitive
mind and over mind. Beyond over mind consciousness undergoes certain changes to
reach the summit, the supermind or divine gnosis. Man’s ascent towards higher stages of
consciousness is at once self-realization through self-surrender in the realm of gnosis or
the world of light of the ancients. As Pearson pointed out, the emergent self in its higher
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stage of consciousness passes beyond its individual personality and merges in the higher
status of reality of which it is an integral part. He said, ‘But the spiritual element is not
only emergent, a thing still to come; it is in its higher status a Reality above mind,
eternally self-existent in the world of light or the Truth Plane.’®

A reference to the spiritual order of the universe along with the development of the
empirical sciences accounts for the fact that scientific truths are not contradictory, but
rather complementary to the spiritual evolution of the world order. The sciences seem to
be aiming at a synthesis of the physical, biological and mental processes. There are no
longer rigid divisions between or exclusive preoccupations of particular sciences which
remain oblivious of the investigations of other branches of human knowledge. According
to Pearson,

Matter, as it is now being explained by physical sciences is not the whole
but merely the surface of our existence, and so the material entity alone
cannot give the real purpose and meaning of all the hidden complex
movement that are being revealed in and beyond it. One is forced more
and more to call in the other entities, either of life or mind, to explain
many of the inconsistencies now being exposed therein.?

If all sciences must coordinate to provide a synthetic unity of the world, human
consciousness strives to attain the significance of that unity in the total purpose of the
universe, known as super-mind, Brahman or divine gnosis.

Aurobindo’s account of the metaphysical reality of the universe cannot be understood
fully without reflecting on its application to the political cause of the nation. He referred
constantly to saccidananda or the pure existence, consciousness and bliss of individual
minds in realizing super-mind as the essence of their innermost nature. Whether he talked
of the spiritualization of individual consciousness or of the entire human race, his
emphasis remained the same. The world is spiritual and it must be attained through
constant effort by individuals. It is worth while to remember that when Aurobindo talked
about the process of integral evolution his aim was to emphasize the spirituality of the
whole universe and not merely individual souls in the universe. It is only in the light of
the spiritual reality of the universe that the enlightened consciousness of individuals
carries any meaning. Moreover Aurobindo talked about the political independence of the
nation in the higher independence of individual consciousness. At one stage he felt that
realizing the super-mind in himself he would emancipate the entire nation of its slavery
and dependence. A word or two on his political philosophy is a necessary prelude to
understanding his spiritual philosophy.

The most important contribution of Sri Aurobindo as a political philosopher was
advocating a responsible constitutional and popular government in India entirely free
from alien control. He formulated his ideal for the country in the pages of Bandé
Mataram in 1907.% His assertion of complete swaraj (self-rule) was prophetic at a time
when the Indian National Congress was thinking hard on the nature of self-determination
of the country. Aurobindo gave a call for the Indianization of the political movement. He
wanted to graft the freedom movement in the hearts and heritage of the people. In his
celebrated “‘Open letter to my Countrymen’ written in 1909 he said:
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Our ideal of patriotism proceeds on the basis of love and brotherhood and
it looks beyond the unity of the mankind. But it is a unity of brothers,
equals and free men that we seek, not the unity of master and serf or the
devourer and the devoured.?

It must be mentioned that Sri Aurobindo was one of the first Indian leaders to recognize
the absolute necessity of generating mass enthusiasm and participation in the case of the
nation. This factor of mass participation did not receive sufficient recognition amongst
the leaders of the country. Aurobindo had the courage to declare pira swaraj (total
independence) openly, not as a favour from the foreign rulers, but as an indispensible
birth-right of Indians. His concept of the divinity of motherland led directly to his
demand for political emancipation—a claim which he demanded with immense patriotic
fervour. He not only advocated the cause of ideal independence of the nation, but also
criticized most vehemently the cautious and constricted ideas of the moderates. He
stressed the fact that India’s freedom could be attained only through the “fire and blood’
of millions. Karan Singh, while emphasizing Aurobindo’s concept of political struggle,
pointed out that:

His stress on the goal of complete independence, his theory of the divinity
of the motherland and the most religious character of the liberation
movement, and his emphasis upon the necessity of suffering and sacrifice
to achieve the goal, all combined to impart charismatic, revolutionary
spirit to the national movement against British domination.**

While Sri Aurobindo thought of the immediate end of securing the freedom of the nation,
he aimed ultimately at the unity of mankind throughout the world. His belief in the
unique role of independent India towards emancipation of mankind of the world led to his
incessant search for the ultimate reality of super-mind or Brahman.

Among the theoretical considerations behind Aurobindo’s political goal of complete
independence was the underlying conviction that India must be free not only for herself
but for the good of the entire human race. He felt that India had a spiritual message which
was urgently needed in the world of the twentieth century. In fact his firm conviction was
that India was destined to lead mankind up to the next step of spiritual evolution. Karan
Singh referred to Aurobindo’s message of spiritual consciousness as

one of the reasons why he was so adamant that the political goal should be
nothing less than complete independence, since only then could India
fulfil her destiny of swadharma or the broader interest of the international
community. This, it may be added, was one of the major motives of
Indian Renaissance.?

Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan (1888-1975)

Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan was born in 1888 in a small town, Tirutani, in south India.
From early childhood he was deeply influenced by Hindu religious beliefs and thoughts.
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His formal education by Christian missionaries together with their religious convictions
developed in Radhakrishnan a mixed feeling of cultures of both sides. His wide
knowledge of the works of Plato, Plotinus and Kant and his understanding of Christianity
created a deep impression of combining eastern thoughts with western culture.
Radhakrishnan’s concept of metaphysical reality was based on the ancient thought of
Advaita Vedanta and Hegel’s notion of absolute idealism. He believed that the main
function of philosophical enquiry lies in seeking an explanation of the nature of the
universe as a whole. The metaphysical enquiry gives a teleological account of the world
order in which the scientific explanation finds its relative position and relevance. The
explanation is mechanistic, teleological and spiritual at the same time. It is mechanistic
when philosophy aims at discovering the facts of life and reality, it is teleological when
philosophy reads meanings and values in empirical experience, and it is spiritual when
the entire span of experience points to a reality beyond phenomena and the ever-changing
world order. In the mechanistic account the world is a conglomeration of physical units
with no meaning or value attached to its existence. The immense variety of non-living
and living matter experienced in life could be accounted for at best as ‘chance variation’
or accidental happenings of the world phenomenon. But meanings and values are
evidenced in every object of nature. It needs only a discerning eye to see the world’s
teleological, valuational and purposeful direction to attain the Ultimate Reality—a non-
dual unity in itself. Radhakrishnan’s unique approach of harmonizing mechanism with
teleology gives great significance to the world’s mechanistic interpretation with the
spiritual unity of the world order.
As Radhakrishnan observed, philosophy

looks upon the world as a sort of an automatic machine which goes on
working in a blind, haphazard way. It reduces the temporal world to
unconscious forces, makes life, consciousness and value mere by-
products. It believes that the world machine needs only to be taken to
pieces to be comprehended.?®

There was no accounting for values and religious experiences of life. These experiences
would be considered as emotional reactions by individuals having no objective reality in
the world order. As subjective experience all evaluations and religious concepts would
have as many meanings and as much significance as individuals experiencing them.
Such an account is naturalistic and positivistic, the world being limited strictly to
explanation as can be known through natural sciences. On the other hand, philosophers
comprehending reality from a wider perspective realize that the concept of Brahman or
the Absolute is not a superimposition on the nature of things, but ingrained in the very
constitution of reality as a whole. The world is teleological in the process of evolving
itself, and man is spiritual by his inner consciousness of fullness or completeness. The
two processes of evolution in the world order and in human beings is one single process
of ideal reality manifesting itself at different stages of growth and development.
Radhakrishnan feels that the qualities of existence, order, development and
purposefulness that are noticed in the world order demand an ontological foundation
which can be provided only by the Absolute. He wrote:
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Why is there existence? Why is there anything at all? If everything
disappeared there would be utter nothingness. If that nothingness did not
provide or was not itself the possibility of being, there could not have
been anything at all. The existence of the world is imperfect and
impermanent and nothing that is imperfect can subsist by itself or for
itself, for in so far as it is imperfect, it is not. The Upanifads lead us from
the imperfect existence in the world to the supreme and Absolute
being...the existence of the world means the primacy of Being.”’

In explaining the nature of the Absolute or Brahman and the gradual manifestation in the
world order, Radhakrishnan referred to the significant contribution of religious faith in
realizing reality. The function of religion is to further the evolution of man into his divine
nature, develop increased awareness and understanding and bring about a deeper and
more enduring adjustment to life. Religion commands man to change his own nature in
order to let the divine essence manifest itself. For religious illumination, the discipline of
the three facets of consciousness, that is, the cognitive, the conative and the affective, is
absolutely necessary. Radhakrishnan pointed out that the purpose of life is not enjoyment
of the world of things and events, but the education of the soul. The religious
consciousness lies in turning inwards, deepening one’s inwardness and developing a
more meaningful attitude to life. He states that sravana, manana and nidhidhyasana
(hearing, reflecting and meditating respectively) are the three stages of religious
consciousness and that one has to rise from one stage to another. In this connection he
gives a comparative account of religion in the West and in the East. The religions in the
East aim at cultivation of the interior life and at the attainment of spiritual freedom,
which is the result of individual effort in solitude. In the West religion suffers from the
misleading notion of ‘national mysticism’—a feeling that aims at social security and
freedom from domination by other religions. When religious consciousness tries to
provide peace and security to man of the nation, it also makes man conscious of the
exclusive superiority of his own religion compared to those of others. This leads
Radhakrishnan to observe that ‘Western religion is dominated by “this worldiness”.” No
religion, according to him, is perfect, as every religion is a growth or development. The
different religions are like comrades in a joint enterprise for facing the common problem
of peaceful co-existence, international welfare and justice, social equality and political
independence’.”® And a religion which does not seek the welfare of fellow-beings in
search of self-realization is no religion at all.

Using metaphysics and religious experience as a basis Radhakrishnan tried to explain
the main trends of the world community in the present century. His constant reference to
western culture and civilization gave a global relevance to the problem of human
salvation in spiritual realization. He talked about similar interests, humanistic values and
the degeneration of the western world under the influence of science and technology.
Modern civilization with its scientific temper and secular views of life was seen as
uprooting the world over the customs of long centuries and creating a ferment of
restlessness. The new world was perceived as a confused mass of needs and impulses,
ambitions and materially orientated activities, lacking control and the guidance of the
spirit. The void created by abandoned superstitions and uprooted beliefs required,
according to Radhakrishnan, a spiritual filling. Physical unity and economic
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independence are not by themselves sufficient to create a universal human community, a
sense of personal relationship among men. What is needed in sustaining the world
community that is growing among nations of the world is spiritual awakening and
keenness to uphold it. He saw the supreme task of this generation as giving a soul to the
growing world consciousness; as developing ideals and institutions necessary for the
creative expression of the world soul; as transmitting their loyalties and strivings to future
generations and training them into world citizens. In emphasizing the need for cultivating
a world soul, Radhakrishnan believed that the mind of the world needs to be pulled
together and the present aimless state of dementia replaced by a collective rational
purpose. He said, ‘we are in search of a spiritual religion, that is universally valid, vital,
clear-cut, one that has an understanding of the fresh sense of truth and the awakened
social passion, which are the characteristics of the religious situation today’.?®

In the western world the impact of scientific development was such that reason got
dissociated from faith, and religious experience from the scientifically orientated
experiences of life. From the eighteenth century onwards with Hume, Kant and Hegel,
reason as a branch of theoretical science was supposed to make enquiries about the nature
of reality independently of any other dimension of consciousness. While Hume and Kant
were sceptical about the extent of theoretical reason, Hegel was confident that the system
of metaphysical reality could be constructed solely on the foundation of absolute thought.
In the late nineteenth century Husserl made a unique attempt to build up a
presuppositionless philosophy based upon a pure description of noetic consciousness.
The noetic consciousness, according to Husserl, is disclosed to pure reason when it has
been disentangled from all associated beliefs of natural sciences and sense-experiences of
everyday life. It is consciousness pure and simple, known to absolute reason itself. Like
Kant, Husserl wanted to provide a radical beginning for philosophy. He desired to
“furnish philosophy with a scientific beginning’.* When reason seemed to have reached
the apex of consciousness, it was reason alone that would comprehend reality as a whole.
That the human consciousness may have an equally vital spiritual dimension was not
considered in western philosophy. On the contrary, the truth is that intellectual height is
not the goal but the medium which while transcending itself can reach the higher region
of spiritual consciousness.

It seems that at this juncture of philosophical thinking Indian philosophy stands apart
from western philosophy both in attitude and direction. Man is not either reason or faith
but both reason and faith; his theoretical comprehension with the help of natural sciences
goes hand in hand with the practical dealings of everyday life. He is a totality of all
natural, biological and psychological sciences along with evaluational and religious
experience. He moves ahead with everything in hand, not discarding or neglecting any
part of living experience, but modifying, transforming it all into one single experience of
merging in the ultimate reality of Brahman. The striving of the soul for the infinite is said
to be Brahman. Brahman stands for the breath, ‘the breath of the power of God’. It is
man’s sense of the divine, and divine reality itself—these two meanings must coalesce.
As Radhakrishnan observed:

The transcendental self stoops down, as it were, and touches the eyes of
the empirical self, overwhelmed by the delusions of the world’s work.
When the individual withdraws his soul from all outward events, gathers
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himself inwardly and strives with concentration, there breaks upon him an
experience, secret, strange and wondrous, which quietens within him, lays
hold on him and becomes his very being.*

To say that God exists means that spiritual experience is attainable. The possibility of
experience constitutes the most conclusive proof of the reality of God. In all this the
greatest contribution of the contemporary philosopher lies in emphasizing the need to
realize spirituality amidst the social well-being of mankind. The togetherness of the
different nations of the world calls for building up a feeling of universal brotherhood and
unity of mankind.

With time, Radhakrishnan’s call for developing human interests, irrespective of
national differences, became incessant and ever-demanding. As D.P.Chattopadhyaya said
in the birth centenary lecture, ‘Dr Radhakrishnan was looking for a deeper spiritual truth
and his form of humanism was not at all opposed to scientific temper.”® His sense of
humanism was one in which human individuality was consistent with social unity and
harmony. He rejected the kind of humanism which he thought was a mere reaction
against fascism or Communism. The kind of humanism in which individuals shed their
egoism and transcend their narrow interests to find their larger self in society was what
appealed to him most. It was humanism rooted in spiritual consciousness, having the
widest meaning of the universal brotherhood and unity of mankind.

As stated in the Introduction to this chapter, much of contemporary Indian philosophy
is founded on the teachings of the Vedas, Upanifads and Advaita Vedanta. However, the
modern Indian thinkers have recast the old, spiritual unity of individual consciousness
with the universal consciousness of Brahman in the socio-political context of man. Man
is to seek self-realization not as a recluse or as a lonely sojourner, but necessarily as an
active participant in the world order. He is to live with others and share their joys and
sufferings to attain the ultimate reality of his life. The goal is spiritual; the means is the
well-being of mankind as a whole.

Atmano mok? artam jagat hitaya.

(Seek self-emancipation; do good to the world.)

NOTES

1 Om—invocation, lsa Upani*f‘ad. The concept means fullness as “That is full, this is full. This
fullness is projected from that fullness. When this fullness merges into that fullness all that
remains is fullness. Peace is the abiding truth of that fullness.’

2 Haridas Bhattacharya (ed.), The Cultural Heritage of India, vol. 111 (Calcutta: The
Ramakrishna Mission Institute of Culture), p. 230.

3 Sacchidananda—an unparalleled combination of pure existence, consciousness and bliss
indicating the total emancipation of man.

4 The synthesis of three ways of life suggested in the Bhagavadgita is indicative of three
elements of the human mind, namely cognition, conation and affection. Synthesis is “Yoga’
as union of the different elements of mind striving towards realization of the ultimate truth in
life.

5 Nirvikalpa samadhi—a state of intense meditation towards realization of a nameless, formless
and impersonal reality of Brahman.

6 Ramakrishna was a devout follower of the Hindu religion and was deeply immersed in intense
spiritual experiences of Kali, goddess of power or Sakti.
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7 Haridas Bhattacharya (ed.), The Cultural Heritage of India, vol. IV (Calcutta: The
Ramakrishna Mission Institute of Culture), p. 708.

8 ibid., p. 709.

9 ibid., p. 712.

10 ibid.

11 ibid., p. 717.

12 Vai$ Mavism—followers of Lord Vi#Tu, who is represented as one of the great gods in some

sections of the R g-Veda.

13 M.K.Gandhi, Young India, 4 December 1924.

14 ibid., 25 September 1924.

15 ibid., 31 January 1926.

16 M.K.Gandhi, Harijan (a local journal on untouchables), 21 July 1946.

17 N.K.Bose, Selections from Gandhi, 2nd revised edn (Ahmedabad Navjiuan Publishing
House, 1957), pp. 258-9.

18 The Collected Works of Mahatma Gandhi, 2nd revised edn, vol. XLV (Government of India,
Publications Division, Ministry of Information and Broadcasting, 1969), p. 113.

19 Sri Aurobindo, Sri Aurobindo Birth Centenary Library, vol. 18 (Pondicherry: Sri Aurobindo
Ashram, 1972), p. 337.

20 Nathaniel Pearson, Sri Aurobindo and the Soul Quest of Man (London: George Allen &
Unwin, 1952), p. 22.

21 ibid., p. 19.

22 Bandé Mataram—a phrase for paying homage to mother India.

23 Aurobindo, Speeches, Collection of essays and speeches published in Bande Mataram, a
daily newspaper edited by Sri Aurobindo, 1905-1908 p. 142.

24 ibid., pp. 54-5.

25 ibid., p. 57.

26 Radhakrishnan, An Idealist View of Life (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1932), p. 314.

27 Radhakrishnan, The Recovery of Faith, (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1956), p. 82.

28 T.M.P.Mahadevan and G.V.Saroja, Contemporary Indian Philosophy (New Delhi: Sterling,

1981), p. 248.

29 Paul Arthur Schilpp (ed.), The Philosophy of Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan (New York: Tudor,
1952).

30 E.Husserl, Ideas, trans. W.R.Boyce Gibson (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1939), pp. 27,
30.

31 S.Radhakrishnan, Eastern Religions and Western Thought (London: Oxford University
Press, 1939), p. 22.
32 D.P.Chattopadhyaya, The Statesman, 17 December 1988.
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Part 111
BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY



INTRODUCTION

Buddhism, as a religious tradition and an associated philosophy, has spread far from its
original Indian soil into cultures as diverse as those of Sri Lanka, Japan and the United
States. It is not surprising, therefore, that little can be said in general terms of what
Buddhist thought amounts to. Within the philosophical tradition, indeed, it is possible to
find a whole range of positions taken on a subject such as the nature of perception, or on
the existence and nature of a persisting substratum behind the fleeting consciousness
which is our ordinary life.

Buddhism can, however, be divided very roughly into two closely associated, but
nevertheless competing, schools. These are the Theravada and Mahayana schools, the
‘way of the elders’ and the ‘Greater Vehicle’. Both schools, in all their divergent
manifestations, claim the authority of the Buddha for their propositions; either in what is
reported about him in the dialogues and associated interpretative texts known collectively

as the TripiIaka, or more obviously much more contentiously in what he must have
meant or must have believed but did not say to avoid confusing his hearers. There is,
however, a strong strand of rationalism in Buddhism, in the sense that the ideas being
propounded in its philosophical treatises are supposed to commend themselves—quite
independently of the authority of the Buddha—to reason, to be consistent with what is
actually observable of the world outside and (through introspection, aided by meditative
skills) of the nature of human consciousness.

The Buddha (literally ‘the Enlightened One’) was born Siddhartha Gautama in
northern India in 563 BC. His ideas can best be appreciated against those of the
traditional Hinduism of that time which had developed its own set of answers to the
questions of human nature and spiritual salvation. Though the Buddha retained a
commitment to the theory of sasara, the cycle of birth-death-rebirth, he rejected almost
all the central beliefs of Hinduism. Indeed, out must go any reliance on revelation and
traditional authority, and in its place must be put outer and inner observation.

Whereas Hinduism saw reality as a permanent being, consciousness and bliss, for the
Buddha the ‘three marks of reality’ are impermanence, no consciousness and suffering.

The second ‘mark’, the absence in what we can observe of ourselves of any permanent
seat of our fleeting thoughts, feelings, volitions and so on, is fundamental in the Buddha’s
account of personhood. We are not permanent souls which travel through a succession of
lives to an ultimate mok#a, but no more than a flow of ever-changing thoughts, feelings,
physical elements and so forth.

This analysis of the nature of human existence is thought to have major significance at
the psychological level, and in consequence at the moral and social levels too. Primarily,
once we have the insight that we are not permanent souls, we shall change our perception
of ourselves quite generally—we shall lose our grasping attitudes and act unselfishly for
the good of all. The end result will be the cessation of suffering which is the third ‘mark’
of reality, and the achievement of nirva®a.

Mahayana Buddhism represents a fundamental break with the traditional ‘no-soul’
position, under the influence of other religious and philosophical systems in India, China
and elsewhere. A deeper persisting being is proposed, behind the individual person’s
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consciousness, to be identified with the Buddha himself or the Truth of his teachings.
Mahayana Buddhism also represents a more socially orientated system of ideas, with the
compassion of saints (boddhisattvas) working towards the salvation of all.

This brief sketch does little justice to the sophistication of Buddhist thought, for both
Theravada and Mahayana Buddhism developed a rich appreciation of the func-tioning of
language, of reason, and of human psychology. Many of these ideas found their way into
orthodox Hindu philosophical systems, and into later Daoism and Confucianism in
China, Korea and Japan.

B.C.and I.M.



16
THE BUDDHA

Ninian Smart

The Buddha is the typical title given to Siddhartha Gautama, founder or re-founder of the
Buddhist tradition. It is among a number of epithets assigned to Gautama and to some
other spiritual leaders of the period. The term means ‘awakened one’ or ‘enlightened one’
and is related to the word bodhi, meaning ‘awakening’ or ‘enlight-enment’. The latter
expression has become the favourite translation of the word in modern English.

Siddhartha was his given name and Gautama his family or clan name. These spellings
are the Sanskrit ones. In Pali the two names are Siddhattha and Gotama. Since the
Theravada canon is composed in Pali and in some ways reflects an earlier tradition than
many of the Sanskrit texts of the Mahayana, it is quite common in English writings to see
the Buddha’s names rendered in their Pali version. However, the materials which we
have on the life of the Buddha are heavily encrusted with legendary and mythic material,
and as we shall see, it is hard to be sure of much in the actual life of the Buddha. The
quest for the historical Buddha is even more arduous than the quest of the historical
Jesus. The term ‘Buddha’ is the same in both Pali and Sanskrit, fortunately.

Because he came from a small people known as the Sakyas (Sanskrit; Pali: Sakya), he
was also known as Sakyamuni, or sage of the Sakyas. Among other important epithets
used of him are jina (‘conqueror’, ‘victor’), tathagata (“thus-gone’), bhagavan (‘lord’) and
sugata (‘well-gone’). Jina was also a favourite title of the contemporary movement
known as Jainas (‘followers of the jina’). In parallel the Buddhist followers came to be
called bauddhas.

The term ‘the Buddha’ is usually taken to refer to the historical figure; but in the
Buddhist tradition there has virtually always been a belief in earlier buddhas. In the Pali
canon they are often simply referred to collectively. But in the Mahavadana Sutta they
are listed as six. Later this number was expanded to twenty-four (in the Sri Lankan
chronicle, the Buddhava!®sa), no doubt under Jaina influence, since the Jains listed
twenty-four Tirtha?*karas or ‘makers of the ford’ (across the stream of rebirth). There was
also in the Pali tradition the notion of paccekabuddhas, who were human beings who
could gain enlightenment but were incapable of teaching it. Perhaps this was a way to
give recognition to other eminent and holy persons belonging to the various groups
contemporary with the Buddha. In Greater Vehicle or Mahayana Buddhism the notion of
buddhahood was greatly expanded, together with that of the buddha-to-be or bodhisattva
(being of enlightenment, namely a person destined for buddhahood). There was in due
course a doctrine of different levels of buddhahood, formalized in the doctrine of three
bodies or aspects of the Buddha, dealt with below.

There is great debate about the dates of the Buddha. Based on the Sri Lankan tradition,
there is the commonly accepted pair of dates for the birth and death of the Buddha,
namely 563 and 483 BC. Other variants calculated by scholars are 484 and 485 as the
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death date. But such theories depend on Sri Lankan traditional calculations from the date
of the accession of Asoka, which is also in dispute. Another strategy is to take the
northern tradition, which has a different view of the time between the death of the
Buddha and the accession of Asoka, namely 116 years instead of 218 according to Sri
Lankan sources. This would have the Buddha die in 386 or 383. Recently Richard
Gombrich has recalculated the Sri Lankan record, which would suggest that the Buddha
would have died some sixty years later than the previous Sri Lankan calculations. So it
may be that the Buddha died somewhere between about 400 and 385 BC. Most scholars
agree with the tradition that the Buddha lived eighty years.

Let us now rehearse the legendary account of the life of the Buddha, and then estimate
what of this is historically reliable. The legendary life is of course important, for it is that
narrative that enters phenomenologically into the consciousness of most Buddhists up to
modern times. He was born the son of Suddhodana, the King of the Sakyans (who were
ruled by a council of nobles and had a revolving kingship) and Mahamaya. Before his
birth his mother dreamed that a beautiful white elephant passed through her side into her
womb. This led to the prediction that when he grew up he would either be a universal
monarch (cakravartin) or a spiritual cakravartin. His mother bore him at Lumbini in
Nepal, as it is now, where in the third century BC the Emperor Asoka would implant an
inscribed pillar, rediscovered in 1896, and a stiipa or memorial shrine. A holy man called
Asita, hearing of his birth, came down from the mountains and again predicted the dual
choice in his destiny. A week after his birth his mother died, and he was raised by her
sister. Because of the predictions he was treated to great luxury, fitting for a prince. His
classification in accord with his tribal origins was as a k¥atriya or warrior: in his later
teachings, however, he was to set himself against the vara system of ancient Aryan
India, which assigned people to four classes, headed by the Brahmins. Possibly the
system was not functioning among the Sakyans. When he was 12, he was found during a
festival sitting alone under a tree, having attained the first stage of meditation (dhyana,
jhana). At 16 he was married to Yasodhara. It was not, however, till he was 29 that he
made some harrowing discoveries which would impel him to leave home. These ‘four
signs’ were the sight of an old man, bent and feeble; a sick man, stewing in his own
excreta; a corpse; and a shaven-headed man wearing a robe who had left home, to
wander. He shortly heard of the birth of his first and only son, Rahula. He decided to
leave home, and slipped away in the middle of the night, making his great renunciation.
His desire was to find the good, and during the early part of his search he sat at the feet of
two notable teachers who taught him different stages of meditation (the sphere of
nothing, and that of neither-perception-nor-non-perception), incorporated later into the
ascending scale of stages of dhyana in the Buddha’s teaching. But both left him
dissatisfied, and he tried to attain peace through the practice of severe self-mortification,
in the company of five fellow-seekers. But in due course he came to reject the path of
extreme austerity, and his companions left him, disillusioned with him. He accepted food
from a young woman named Sujata, and strengthened by this prepared to attain
enlightenment, seated at the base of an asvattha or bodhi tree (as it came to be called).
During the night of the full moon during the month of Vaisakha (April/May), at the age
of 35, he attained the supreme vision and understanding—rtecalling his previous births,
seeing the rebirth of others, and finally realizing that all his defilements had been
removed. He had attained bodhi, and this despite the desperate attempts by his satanic
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adversary, Mara, who hoped to tempt him back to the world. But the Buddha ‘saw
through’ Mara, who was both deceptive and ultimately powerless.

Gautama set forth to teach his former comrades, and delivered the first sermon in the
deer park at a place called Sarnath, close to Varasasi (Banaras). The rest of his life was
devoted to teaching and to the founding and nurture of his order of monks (later nuns
too), known as the sangha. Later formulations would sum up the creed of Buddhism as
affirming that one went to the Buddha, the dharma and the sangha for refuge. These are
the Three Jewels of Buddhism. The forty-five years of organizing and teaching involved
his wan